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"Rediscovering Lost Values." "Rediscovering Lost Values."
There is something wrong with our world, something
fundamentally and basically wrong. I don't think we have to
look too far to see that.

We begin to wonder if it is due to the fact that we don't know
enough. But it can't be that...

And then we wonder if it is due to the fact that our scientific
genius lags behind. That is, if we have not made enough
progress scientifically. Well then, it can't be that...

I think we have to look much deeper than that if we are to
find the real cause of man's problems and the real cause of
the world's ills today. If we are to really find it I think we will
have to look in the hearts and souls of men.

Martin Luther King, Speech Rediscovering Lost Values,
on the 28th of February 1954



Chapter One
General Introduction: An Overview of
Theories and Findings on
Multiculturalism
Nowadays, more and more countries are dealing with many different cultural
groups because of immigration, making their country "multicultural" or "culturally
heterogeneous". This heterogeneity has changed these countries economically,
socially, culturally, religiously, and last but not least politically (Ederveen et al.,
2005). All these aspects are components of multiculturalism. They have been
studied by various disciplines, which each have addressed different aspects (see
Citrin et al., 2001; Kivisto, 2002; Nederveen Pieterse, 2003; Saunders & Haljan,
2003). Within a single discipline the term can also have different meanings or
refer to different aspects. For example, political research makes a distinction
between multiculturalism as a fact and as an ideology (Citrin et al., 2001). The
first is defined as the presence of people of diverse racial or ethnic backgrounds
within a single country. The second refers to a political response which assumes
that a society legitimizes differences in culture (i.e., the cluster of different beliefs,
values, habits, and customs) and endorses this demographic diversity.
Multiculturalism as an ideology can find expressions in numerous ways (see also
Nederveen Pieterse, 2003) According to Citrin and his colleagues the main issue
that unifies the various forms of multiculturalism is the commitment to differences,
and the question of how to deal with differences, or how to handle both the
differences between the cultures and treating them as equally appropriate ways of
life.

In psychology, multiculturalism as an ideology is defined as the
acceptance of different cultures in a society and also the active support for these

cultures by both the majority members and the minority group members (Berry &
Kalin, 1995; cf. also Arends-T6th & Van de Vijver, 2000,2003). The support for
multiculturalism among the majority group refers to their approval and acceptance
of cultural maintenance by immigrants. The support for multiculturalism among
minority groups refers to their participation in the host society.

Multiculturalism policies have much in common with this ideological
multiculturalism. An example is the multiculturalism policy as developed and
pursued by the Canadian government (see Berry, 1984) contains many concepts
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and assumptions of a social-psychological nature. First, the policy encourages
ethnic groups to maintain and develop themselves as distinctive groups within the
Canadian society, implying that ethnic groups are allowed to maintain their own
culture. Second, the policy aims at increasing intergroup harmony and the mutual
acceptance of all groups, referring to mutual group acceptance and tolerance
(i.e., the minimization or elimination of discrimination and prejudice). Third, it is
assumed in the policy that group acceptance and tolerance cannot be
accomplished without intergroup contact and sharing. Finally, intergroup contact
and participation requires a common language; therefore, the learning of official
languages is also encouraged.

The implementation of a multiculturalism policy by a government raises
important psychological questions, which are of main interest throughout this
book. Examples are: "Do majority group and minority groups support this
multiculturalism policy?", "What are the attitudes toward multiculturalism as an
ideology by majority and minority groups?', and "Are there large differences
between majority and minority groups in their attitudes toward multiculturalism?"
These questions are important to address, because it seems unlikely that
multicultural policies can be sustained when majority and minority have negative
attitudes toward each other, and differ strongly in their views on multiculturalism.
In addition, multicultural policies are difficult to implement when the majority's
view consistently and significantly deviates from the ideology underlying such
policies.

This thesis focuses on the psychological concept of multiculturalism.
More specifically, it examines two aspects of multiculturalism attitudes, the
political contextual aspects of multiculturalism and the ideological components of
multiculturalism, and also their relation. In five studies it is investigated how
individuals perceive of multiculturalism, what their attitudes are toward
multiculturalism as an ideology, how strong these attitudes are, what people see
as part of multiculturalism, and how different this concept is for majority and
immigrants; these issues have not yet been adequately dealt with in psychological
research (except, e.g., Arends-TOth & Van de Vijver, 2000; Berry, 1984;
Breugelmans & Van de Vijver, 2004).

Attitudes
An attitude is defined as "a psychological tendency that is expressed by

evaluating a particular entity with some degree of favor or disfavor" (Eagly &
Chaiken, 1993, p. 1). A "psychological tendency" refers to a state that is internal
to the person, while "evaluating" refers to all classes of evaluative responding,
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which can be overt or covert, cognitive, affective, or behavioral. So, an attitude
can be any reaction (emotional, cognitive, or behavioral) that is positive, negative,
or neutral toward any event, object, or person.

Important questions regarding attitudes are their strength and
changeability. Eagly and Chaiken (1993, 1998), Huckfeldt and Sprague (2000),
and Prislin (1996) distinguish various dimensions in the strength of attitudes.
These dimensions can be shortly described as follows:
- Stab#ity refers to the resistance to change over time;
- Extremity refers to the intensity of the like or dislike. Extremity is defined as the
significant deviation of a respondent's score from the attitude scale's midpoint (or
neutral value);
- Internal structure reflects the relation an attitude has with prior experience,
beliefs, cognitions, or other attitudes. Two structures can be distinguished, an
intra-attitudinal structure and an interattitudinal structure. The first consists of
associations between the attitude object and relevant prior experience. The latter
refers to attitudes that are connected to other attitudes or are even linked to a
broader ideology in which these attitudes are embedded. According to Eagly and
Chaiken (1993, 1998), ideological attitudes have an interattitudinal structure.
Multiculturalism, which is an ideology, can be expected to have an interattitudinal
structure. This means that a strong multiculturalism attitude should show a
consistent internal structure. For example, attitudes toward multiculturalism
should be positively related to attitudes toward the cultural maintenance of
immigrants (a negative relation would point to an inconsistent structure);
- The power to predict behavior \s an indicator for the strength of attitudes, since
strong attitudes can cause people to behave in a manner that is evaluatively
consistent with the attitudes.
- Accessib#ity refers to how quickly attitudes can be retrieved from memory;
- The importance of attitudes is closely related to accessibility because important
attitudes are retrieved faster from memory than less important ones.

Strong attitudes are stable, extreme, have consistent internal structures,
have power to predict behavior, are quickly accessible, and are important to
persons. Attitude strength is a multidimensional construct (Eagly & Chaiken,
1993, 1998). Each dimension makes its own contribution to the strength of an
attitude, which means that these different (independent) dimensions need not to
be present before an attitude is strong; one dimension is enough to make an
attitude strong (see Prislin, 1996).
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Theoretical Background of Multiculturalism Attitudes
Political contextual aspects of multiculturalism. As already mentioned,

political contextual components and (psychological) ideological contextual
components of multiculturalism  have  much in common  (see also Berry,  2001).
The policies of nation states and their consequences on the relationships
between immigrants and mainstreamers have been outlined in the Interactive
Acculturation Model (IAM) by Bourhis, Moise, Pereault, and Sendcal (1997) that
distinguishes several steps. The first is the immigration policies through which it is
decided on what conditions, what type of, and how many immigrants are allowed
to enter a nation state.

The second step is the state integration policy. In this policy conditions
are outlined for immigrants that are necessary to successfully integrate in the host
society. National policies differ in their support for the cultural diversity of the
population and usually they outline how the adjustment of immigrants to the host
society is enforced or stimulated. According to Bourhis and his colleagues, there
are four integration policy ideologies which can be placed on a continuum from
the most supportive policy toward cultural heterogeneity to the least supportive.
These policies are shortly described here:
- The pluralism ideology stipulates the following principles: (i) immigrants should
adopt the public values of the host country and accept and support the state's
laws; (ii) the host society should respect the private values of immigrants (e.g., no
intrusion in the personal life sphere); and (iii) the state should offer immigrants
public money for own-group (private) activities. It is seen as important that
immigrants maintain their cultural and linguistic distinctiveness and also adopt the
public values of the host majority.
- The ciWc ideo/ogy endorses the first two principles of the pluralism ideology, but
not the third one. In this ideology the state does not feel (financially or socially)
responsible for supporting immigrants in keeping their own cultural
distinctiveness.
- The assimilation ideology holds that immigrants should adopt the public values
of the host country. In addition, the state can regulate some private domains of
the immigrants, thereby enabling the state to facilitate immigrants to abandon
their own cultural and linguistic distinctiveness in order to be completely able to
adopt the culture and values of the host majority.
- The ethnist ideo/ogy is the same as the assimilation ideology, except that in
some cases this ideology does not expect immigrants to assimilate because the
host majority has no intention to ever accept the immigrants as rightful members
of the host society. In some countries this ideology employs the principle of blood
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citizenship Uus sanguinis), which means that only members of selected "racial"
groups can gain full, legal status. So, immigrants without kinship relations with
nationals may never be accepted as legal and socially citizens to the state.

Other classifications of integration policies have been proposed (see,
e.g., Citrin et al., 2001). Each of these classifications of policies seems to employ
a continuum with one end representing the most supportive side toward cultural
diversity and the other end the least supportive side. According to Bourhis and his
colleagues (1997), state governments can make shifts in their integration policies
on this continuum over time. These shifts depend on the historical background of
immigration, economic, political, and military events at national or international
level. The Dutch government, for example, has made several shifts in integration
policy during the last 35 years according to the immigration flow and
characteristics of the immigrants. These changes will be described in more detail
later in this chapter.

Ideological contextual aspects of multiculturalism: Acculturation.
Subsequent steps of the IAM, after the first two, describe ideological aspects of
multiculturalism. The third step refers to the acculturation of both the majority and
minority groups. Acculturation refers to the way immigrants combine the original
and mainstream culture in their attitudes and behavior (Berry, 1974). However,
according to the lAM and the original model of Berry (1974), both groups
influence each other, and therefore both groups undergo changes during the
process of acculturation. The immigrants deal with this process as a way to adjust
(or not adjust) to the society, while the mainstreamers refer to acculturation
expectations (i.e., how they think or believe immigrants should deal with both
cultures). Two main questions describe this acculturation process. For immigrants
the first asks how important it is for them to keep their own culture. The second
asks how important it is for them to have contacts with the host society. When
both these questions can be answered with "yes" and "no", four acculturation
strategies emerge: integration which means that immigrants believe that both
issues are important; separation which means that immigrants believe that is
important to only keep their heritage culture; assimilation which means that
immigrants believe that it is important to only have contact with the host society;
marginalization which means that immigrants believe that both issue are
unimportant. For the majority group also four accculturation strategies emerge,
but as answers on two slightly different questions. The first asks whether the
majority group approves immigrants to keep its own culture. The second asks
whether the majority group approves immigrants to have contact with the host
society.
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Ideological contextual aspects of multiculturalism: Acculturation and
intergroup relations. \n Berry's (2001) framework for understanding the
psychology of immigration, multicultural ideology is also related to intergroup
relations (see also Hewstone & Brown, 1986). This corresponds to the fourth and
final step in the IAM, which combines the preferred acculturation strategies of
both the majority and minority groups to determine the relational outcome

between them. There are three possible outcomes, namely consensual, when the

strategies of the two groups overlap completely; problematic, when the strategies
of the two groups overlap partly; and conflictual, when the strategies of the two
groups do not overlap. A country with full support for multiculturalism ideology has
a consensual relationship between the majority group and the immigrant groups
(Bourhis et al., 1997; Montreuil & Bourhis, 2001).

Ideological contextual aspects of multiculturalism: Intergroup relations.
Multicultural ideology has close empirical links to ethnic attitudes and prejudice
(e.g., Coenders, 2001; Pettigrew, 1998). The concept of intergroup relations (and
ethnic attitudes and prejudice) is based on two related universal phenomena,
namely ingroup identification and ethnocentrism. Ingroup identification

distinguishes between "ingroup" and "outgroup" (i.e., the distinction between "us"
and "them"), where the first refers to social groupings to which a person belongs
and the second to social groups to which he/she does not belong (Brewer &
Brown, 1998). Ethnocentrism is an automatic predisposition to feel attached to the

ingroup rather than the outgroup and to prefer the ingroup over the outgroup.
There are several theories that describe (mostly the negative) consequences of
this phenomenon, such as Social Identity Theory, Social Dominance Theory,

Realistic Group Conflict Theory, Ethnic Competition Theory, and the Contact

Hypothesis. Here, a brief overview is given of these theories.

Social  Identity  Theory (e.g., Tajfel & Turner, 1979; Taylor & Moghaddam,
1984; Brewer & Brown, 1998) is based on two assumptions. The first is that
people evaluate themselves positively by comparing themselves with others or

with outgroups; this is called social comparison. The second is that this positive
distinctiveness is (fundamentally) needed for having a positive self-esteem.

Social Dominance Theory (Sidanius & Pratto, 1999) explains the
hierarchical relationship between the majority group and minority groups. This
theory proposes that people have a basic predisposition to form and to maintain

hierarchical and group-based systems of social groups. This group-based social

hierarchy is based on someone's social power, prestige, and privileges he/she
has according to a particular, socially constructed group (such as ethnicity or

religion). Individuals hold on to this group-based inequality because it legitimizes
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them to have these beliefs, attitudes, and stereotypes of others. So, according to
this theory, the majority group continues to have a higher need for dominance and
inequality than minority groups because the majority group wants to maintain its
dominant position in its society (keeping its high status and power).

Realistic Group Conflict Theory (e.g., Brewer & Brown, 1998; Coenders,
2001; LeVine & Campbell, 1972) proposes that members of an ingroup have
negative attitudes toward outgroups when both groups have incompatible goals
and compete with each other for scarce resources (such as jobs, houses, and
education). In addition, the mutual attitudes are positive when the goals are
compatible or complementary.

Ethnic Competition Theory (e.g., Coenders, 2001; Hudson, Sekulic, &
Massey, 1994) is in line with the Realistic Group Conflict Theory, but only deals
with the differences between ethnic groups, in particular, between majority group
and minority groups. The theory predicts that a stronger actual competition will
lead to stronger ethnic threat, which in turn will reinforce the mechanism of social
(contra)-identification (i.e., a greater perceived distance between ethnic groups, or
more negative attitudes toward the other groups). The theory also holds that
national diversity will foster competition and intolerance. In addition, it is assumed
that members of the dominant group may develop intolerance toward other
minority groups because of their desire to maintain their dominance.

The Contact Hypothesis (e.g., Brewer & Brown, 1998; Brewer & Gaertner,
2001; Forbes, 1997; Hewstone & Brown, 1986; Pettigrew & Tropp, 2000) predicts
that direct contact can lead to more positive attitudes and to reduced prejudice if
particular conditions are met: (1) the groups have an equal status; (2) the groups
have common goals; (3) there is no competition between the groups; (4)
authorities sanction the contact.

Immigration and Multiculturalism Policies in the Netherlands
In the last 50 years there have been three immigration waves in the

Netherlands. The first was formed by groups from former Dutch colonies: mainly
since the mid-1950s immigrants from Indonesia, and since 1965 immigrants from
Surinam and the Dutch Antilles. The second wave of immigrants was called
"guest workers", recruited to fill vacancies, jobs for unskilled and low-skilled
workers. During the mid-1950s this wave involved immigrant workers from
Southern Europe (Greece, Italy, Spain, and Portugal), and during the 1960s
immigrants from Turkey and Morocco. The third wave was formed by political and
religious refugees, during the 1970s refugees from former East Block countries
(such as Hungary), and since the mid-1980s from different countries such as Iran,
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Iraq, and former Yugoslavia (Van den Berg & Bleichrodt, 1996; Vermeulen &

Penninx, 2000).
The Netherlands has made several changes during integration policies in

the last 35 years to deal with different kinds of immigrants and with their assumed

intentions to stay or to leave the country again (Tijdelijke Commissie Onderzoek

Integratiebeleid, 2004).  In the 197Os, the Netherlands started with a policy named

"integration with maintenance of one's own cultural identity". This policy was
based on the assumption that the immigrants, who were mainly guest workers,

doing unskilled jobs, would not stay permanently in the country. However, in the
198Os, it became clear that these immigrants would not go back to their country of
origin. Therefore, the government policy was changed and stressed the full
participation of immigrants in the Dutch society. The main goal of this policy,
called the "ethnic-minority policy", was to reduce the socially and economically
disadvantaged position of ethnic minorities and to stimulate emancipation and
participation  in the Dutch society.  In the 199Os, there was again a shift; the ethnic-

minority policy shifted toward an "integration policy". The main concept of the
latter policy became "active citizenship", which focused on the responsibilities,
rights, and obligations of immigrants. Particular conditions should be created, in
which every individual was responsible for his or her own position in society.
Education and support for entry in the labor market were considered to constitute

key aspects for a full participation in the Dutch society. From 2000, another policy
aim was added, namely bridging the gap between immigrants and Dutch

mainstreamers, stressing "shared citizenship" and "shared participation".

The Present Research
This thesis deals with the concept of multiculturalism. In the next five

chapters an attempt is made to investigate the meaning and correlates of
multiculturalism and to explore how Dutch mainstreamers, and five Dutch
immigrant groups perceive this concept. An additional study compares
mainstreamers and immigrants in 21 European countries. Each of the chapters
explores political, ideological components, and/or their relationships. Taken

together, these chapters provide an overall view of multiculturalism, which is

presented in Figure  1. The Figure does not show a nomological network of the

concept (i.e., how multiculturalism relates to other, related aspects such as
acculturation), but it shows how the concept can be theoretically subdivided.

Starting from the top of Figure  1,  it is shown that the psychological concept of
multiculturalism can be divided into political and ideological contextual

components. On the left side, it is shown that the political contextual aspects can
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be subdivided into immigration and integration policies, which impact on
acculturation. The latter implies the acculturation strategies used by the majority
group and minority groups. The combination of these acculturation strategies
determines the relational outcomes between both groups. The relational
outcomes overlap the left and the right part of the figure. In the right part the
components of the ideological aspects are indicated. These ideological contextual
aspects of multiculturalism can be split up in acculturation and intergroup
relations. As mentioned before, acculturation is also a part of the political aspects.
Intergroup relations contain many concepts (such as discrimination, stereotypes,
and ethnic hierarchy), but the main link with multiculturalism is through prejudice
and intergroup contacts.

The ellipsis on the left side around the political and acculturation aspects
indicates that this part of the Figure is explained by the IAM (Bourhis et al., 1997)
and by Berry's framework (2001). The ellipsis on the right part of the framework
points to aspects and relations of intergroup relations; these are explained by
various theories, such as the Social Identity Theory, Social Dominance Theory,
Realistic Group Confict Theory, Ethnic Competition Theory, and the Contact
Hypothesis.

Chapters two to six describe empirical studies of multiculturalism. Since it
is impossible to address all aspects of Figure 1 in one study, each chapter
focuses on different parts of the Figure. One can view Figure 1 as containing a
political (left-top) part, an acculturation (left-middle) part, a relational outcome
(middle) part (which is the overlap between acculturation and intergroup
relations), and an intergroup relational outcome (right part). Chapter two
addresses the psychological part of multiculturalism and examines how
acculturation and intergroup relational aspects are related to multiculturalism. This
means that Chapter two deals with the acculturation (left-middle) part and the
intergroup relational (right) part of Figure 1. Several issues are examined among
Dutch mainstreamers. The main question here is how Dutch mainstreamers
perceive the concept of multiculturalism. Several more detailed questions are
raised, like how acculturation and several intergroup aspects are related to
multiculturalism, and how Dutch mainstreamers perceive the advantages and
disadvantages of multiculturalism.

Chapter three and chapter four deal with the stability of multiculturalism
attitudes among Dutch mainstreamers. In Chapter three, data on multiculturalism
collected  in   1999  and  2004 are compared. Various events happened between
1999 and 2004, but the one with undoubtedly most impact on intergrouprelations
in the Netherlands was the political challenge raised by Pim Fortuyn and his
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subsequent death. The chapter is a modest attempt to see whether negative
political events has an effect on the stability of multiculturalism attitudes (which is
not expected by previous independent studies). As the samples in  1999 and 2004
are independent, strong conclusions cannot be made. Chapter four describes a
longitudinal study of the stability of multiculturalism attitudes among Dutch
mainstreamers. The strength of multiculturalism attitudes among Dutch
mainstreamers is investigated in a longitudinal design with three measurement
occasions (1998, 2001, and 2004). In terms of Figure  1, both Chapter three and
four deal with the ideological aspects (the acculturation (left-middle) part and the
intergroup relational (right) part of the figure). Chapter three addresses the
question of whether acculturation aspects and intergroup relational aspects are
related to multiculturalism, whereas Chapter four gives a more detailed view of
how Dutch majority mainstreamers link acculturation aspects and intergroup
relation aspects to multiculturalism over time.

Chapter five deals with the relational outcomes of majority and minority
groups which is the middle part of the Figure involving both acculturation and
intergroup relations. Unlike the other chapters, the study reported in this chapter
does not investigate how acculturation and intergroup relations are related to
multiculturalism. Rather, the chapter describes a study that compares attitudes by
Dutch mainstreamers and four immigrant groups (Surinamers, Antilleans, Turks,
and Moroccans). Two main questions are examined. The first asks whether Dutch
mainstreamers are accurate in their perceptions of how Dutch immigrants feel
about the Netherlands. The second question asks whether there is a relationship
between the ethnic hierarchy held by Dutch mainstreamers and the actual reports
of immigrants.

Chapter six compares multiculturalism issues across different European
countries. The study examines whether findings on multiculturalism in the
Netherlands are similar to those in other European countries. It describes a study
in which mainstreamers and immigrants from 21 European countries are involved.
The study addresses the political and psychological aspects of multiculturalism
(the  left-top  and the right  part of Figure  1).  The main issues examined  in  this
study are the applicability of a single multiculturalism model across all 21
countries, differences between majority groups and minority groups on
multiculturalism, differences in multiculturalism between the countries, and the
relationship between multiculturalism and several country characteristics, such as
their level of economic development.

The last chapter gives an overview of the main findings, and presents an
attempt in integrating all these findings into an overall nomological network of
multiculturalism.
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Chapter Two
The Concept OfMulticulturalism: A
Study among Dutch Majority
Members*

Everyday we are faced with reactions. How we interpret a situation colours our
perceptions of daily life.
Crash (2004) directed and written by Paul Haggis

Abstract
The current study examined the concept of multiculturalism  as  seen  by  1,285
Tilburg Dutch majority members, and tested whether the relationship between
acculturation, intergroup relations aspects, and multiculturalism, expected in
Berry's (2001) model, could be confirmed. It appeared that the concepts of
multiculturalism and acculturation were unidimensional. Dutch majority members
were, on average, slightly positive (almost neutral) toward multiculturalism; they
saw both advantages and disadvantages of multiculturalism. They preferred
immigrants to adapt as much as possible to the Dutch culture and to give up their
cultural customs. But they also saw a norm that Dutch majority members ought to
approve the way immigrants live. A path model showed that aspects of
acculturation (immigrants' acculturation as preferred by the majority members and
Dutch majority's acculturation) and intergroup relations (perceived social norms
as a threat and social distance) predicted multicultural attitudes. In turn,
multicultural attitudes predicted intergroup relational aspects, such as contact with
immigrants and knowledge about immigrants. Finally, level of education and
perceived opportunities were positively associated with multiculturalism attitudes.

*Schalk-Soekar, S. R. G., & Van de Vijver, F. J. R. (2006). The concept of multiculturalism:
A study among Dutch majority. (Manuscript submitted for publication)
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Multiculturalism, the culturally heterogeneous composition of a society, has been
studied by many different disciplines, like anthropology (e.g., Saunders & Haljan,
2003), sociology (e.g., Kivisto, 2002), and political science (e.g., Citrin, Sears,
Muste, & Wong, 2001), all focusing on different aspects of multiculturalism. In
psychology, multiculturalism is seen as an ideology which refers to the
acceptance of cultural diversity and also the active support for these cultural

differences by both the majority group and minority group members (Arends- T6th
& Van de Vijver, 2000, 2003; Berry & Kalin, 1995, 2002). But only recently
psychological research has started for making its contribution (e.g., Arends-TOth
& Van de Vijver, 20003; Breugelmans & Van de Vijver, 2004; Berry & Kalin, 1995,
2002; Chryssochoou, 2000; Ginges & Cairns, 2000; Ho, 1990; Montreuil &
Bourhis, 2001; Zagefka & Brown, 2002; Zick, Wagner, Van Dick, & Petzel, 2001).
This is remarkable since multiculturalism refers to various psychological concepts,
such as acculturation, social identities, intergroup relations, and group
perceptions. Multiculturalism is closely related to much older and frequently
studied concepts, such as ethnocentrism (Sumner, 1906/1940) and
authoritarianism (Adorno et al., 1950). These concepts are usually seen as
characteristics of individuals or groups, while multiculturalism is much more
relationship oriented and assumes a context of cultural heterogeneity and actual
or possible intercultural contact. Psychological research has hardly examined
multiculturalism in this perspective, or in other words, the concept or the
psychological meaning of multiculturalism (but see, Arends-Tath & Van de Vijver,
2003, Berry, 2001 Breugelmans & Van de Vijver, 2004; Ginges & Cairns, 2000).
The present study examines how majority members in the Netherlands view
multiculturalism; furthermore, it is one of the first studies to address links between
multiculturalism and presumably related concepts.

Theoretical Background
In his framework  of the psychology of immigration, Berry  (1984,  2001)

argues that the multicultural ideology is related to two aspects, namely
acculturation and intergroup relations. The relationship between the first aspect
(accculturation) and multicultural ideology becomes clear because both refer to
the role of cultural maintenance by immigrants. The multiculturalism ideology
holds that cultural diversity is good for one's society and its members, which
implies that all cultural groups should be allowed to maintain their culture. In
Berry's framework acculturation and multiculturalism are seen as 'counterparts",
meaning that these are the same but perceived differently by two groups: a
multicultural ideology deals with how one group (mostly the majority group) thinks
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that ethnocultural groups should acculturate, while acculturation refers to how
these groups prefer to acculturate. This relationship between acculturation and
multiculturalism has also been addressed in the Interactive Acculturation Model
by Bourhis, Moise, Pereault, and Sen6cal (1997; see also Berry, 1974, 1997).
The combination of these acculturation orientations of both groups can result into
three relational outcomes, namely consensual, problematic, and conflictual. A
harmonious multicultural society requires a consensual relationship between
mainstreamers and immigrants, which assumes that both groups endorse
integration or support this ideological view.

The relationship between intergroup relations and multicultural ideology is
based on the need to share and accommodate diversity in an equitable way,
which means strong intergroup contact and participation. In Berry's framework
(2001), intergroup relations are viewed as antecedents of multicultural ideology.
Multiculturalism has close empirical links to ethnic attitudes and prejudice but is
more obviously related to policy options for managing intergroup relations in plural
societies. This has also been argued by Brewer and Brown (1998); as ethnic
prejudice is an universal phenomenon (e.g., Berry, 2001; Pettigrew, 1998), the
question whether to hold an assimilationist policy or a multiculturalism policy will
remain an important issue for many multicultural societies. Both can be seen as
endpoints of a policy continuum. An assimilation ideology involves active
adjustment by immigrant groups in order to reduce or even eliminate differences
between groups (with the aim of reducing interethnic prejudice and threat). A
multicultural ideology involves the recognition and appreciation of diversity (with
the aim of supporting immigrants to maintain their cultural identity and the risk of
maintaining ethnic prejudice) (see also Osbeck, Moghaddam, & Perreault, 1997).

The current study examines aspects of intergroup relation that are all
closely related to ethnic prejudice, namely perceived social norms, ethnic
hierarchy/social distance, intergroup contact, and knowledge about outgroups.
According to Ajzen and Fishbein (1980; see also Eagly & Chaiken, 1998),
someone's own prejudice towards outgroups is dependent on the opinion of
significant others and hence, the perceived social norms. Crandall and his
colleagues (2002) confirmed this by showing that people reported their own
prejudice (toward all kinds of outgroups, like racial groups or physically
challenged) according to how much it was socially acceptable.

Kleinpenning (1993) argues that the level of prejudice of majority group
members toward minority groups is (indirectly) related to the ethnic
hierarchy/social distance; minority groups that are perceived to have less in
common with the majority group members might be viewed psychologically as
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more distant. In this way a hierarchy of the immigrant groups emerges (the ethnic
hierarchy/social distance); groups lower in the hierarchy have less in common
with the majority (see also, Berry, 1984; Berry & Kalin, 2002; Brewer & Campbell,
1976; Osbeck, Moghaddam, & Perrault, 1997). Schalk-Soekar and Van de Vijver
(2004) showed that the ethnic hierarchy, or social distance, felt by Dutch majority
members toward four immigrant groups (Surinamers, Antilleans, Turks, and
Moroccans) was related to the amount of contact these immigrants groups had
with the host society: immigrant groups higher on the ethnic hierarchy
(Surinamers and Antilleans) had more contact with Dutch group members than
groups lower on the hierarchy (Turks and Moroccans).

The relationship between prejudice, intergroup contact, and knowledge
has been described in the contact hypothesis (Brewer & Brown, 1998; Brewer &
Gaertner, 2001; Forbes, 1997; Hewstone & Brown, 1986; Schalk-Soekar & Van
de Vijver, 2004). The hypothesis predicts that direct contact and knowledge about
outgroups lead to more positive attitudes, more acceptance, and less prejudice, if

four conditions are met:  (1) the groups have an equal status;  (2) the groups  have
common goals; (3) there is no competition between the groups; (4) authorities
sanction the contact. Although the contact hypothesis assumes that the causal
direction goes from contact and knowledge to attitudes, Breugelmans and Van de
Vijver (2004) found that knowledge about immigrants predicted multicultural
attitudes which in turn predicted the amount of contact with immigrants. So, the
causality between ethnic contact, knowledge, ethnic prejudice, and attitudes
might be not as clear as assumed in the contact hypothesis.

Only a few studies of multiculturalism (e.g., Arends-TOth & Van de Vijver,
2003) have included acculturation and intergroup relation aspects. Therefore, little
is known about their relationships. The current study addresses these
relationships. The next section reviews the most important empirical studies of
multiculturalism.

Empirical Findings
Studies on the concept of multiculturalism. Few studies have focused on

the construct validity of multiculturalism (Berry, 2001; Breugelmans & Van de
Vijver, 2004; Ginges & Cairns, 2000; Goot, 1993; Ho, 1996; Joppke, 1996;
Nederveen Pieterse, 2001; Taylor & Lambert, 1996). Several Dutch studies
(although using different instruments for assessing attitudes toward
multiculturalism) have shown that the concept of multiculturalism is
unidimensional (Arends-TOth & Van de Vijver, 2000, Breugelmans & Van de
Vijver, 2004; Verkuyten & Thijs, 2002). This means that Dutch majority members
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see the various items of the multiculturalism scale as preferring to a single

concept, and do not subdivide this concept into independent components.
Studies of level of support. Most studies found average scores that were

close to the scale midpoint, which points to a neutral attitude toward
multiculturalism (Arends-Tath & Van de Vijver, 2000; Breugelmans & Van de
Vijver, 2004; Verkuyten & Thijs, 2002). However, Breugelmans and Van de Vijver
(2004) showed that the neutral average is composed of scores on domains which
can differ substantially from the scale midpoint. The authors covered four
domains in their questionnaire: attitudes toward multiculturalism in Dutch society
(e.g., "I feel at ease when I am in a city district with many immigrants"), attitudes
toward the acculturation strategies of minority groups (e.g., "1 think that
immigrants should learn to speak proper Dutch"), attitudes toward acculturation
strategies of the majority group (e.g., "1 think that Dutch schools should think more
about the cultural background of their pupils"), and attitudes toward equal societal
participation and interaction between majority and minority groups (e.g., "I think
that immigrants and mainstreamers should have equal rights"). On the one hand,
exclusionist and racist positions were not endorsed while on the other hand,
cultural pluralism was not seen as a valuable asset of the Dutch society. So,
although Dutch majority members see multiculturalism as one concept, this
unidimensionality should not be interpreted as meaning that all aspects of
multiculturalism are equally supported. Similarly, Ginges and Cairns (2000) found
that Australian citizens support the view that multiculturalism is seen as having
various advantages such as cultural and social enrichment and adequate usage
of human resources; however, they also agreed with statements about the
disadvantages of multiculturalism, such as the threat to the status quo, unity, and
stability of the country.

Compared to minority groups, several Dutch studies have shown that
Dutch majority members endorse multiculturalism less strongly (Arends-TOth &
Van de Vijver, 2003; Verkuyten, 2005; Verkuyten & Brug, 2004). According to the
ideological asymmetry hypothesis proposed by the Social Dominance Theory
(Sidanius & Pratto, 1999; see also, Verkuyten and Brug, 2004), this is not
surprising, as multiculturalism is more beneficial for minority group members than
for majority group members. Multiculturalism offers the first group the possibility to
maintain their own culture and obtaining higher social status in society, while the
latter group may perceive ethnic minorities and their wish to maintain their culture
as a threat to their group identity and their status.

Studies of the correlates of multiculturalism (and some shortcomings).  A
multicultural ideology assumes (among other things) that ethnic groups do not
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need to give up their culture in the receiving culture (Berry & Kalin, 1995, 2002),
implying a positive relation between multicultural attitudes and cultural
maintenance. Various studies find support for this relation; however, these studies
also show that the majority group are less positive toward cultural maintenance
(Arends-T6th & Van de Vijver, 2003; Verkuyten, 2005). For example, Arends-
T6th and Van de Vijver found that Dutch majority members preferred minority
group members to give up their ethnic culture (and having less positive
multicultural attitudes) than compared to Turkish Dutch respondents who favored
integration to separation (meaning being positive toward cultural maintenance).
Other studies also show that mainstreamers tend to be less in favor of cultural
maintenance: Dutch, German, and Slovakian majority members prefer that
immigrants give up their ethnic culture (e.g., Breugelmans & Van de Vijver, 2004;
Piontkowski, Florack, Hoelker, & Obdrzaek, 2000; Van Oudenhoven, Prins, &
Buunk, 1998; Zick, Wagner, Van Dick, & Petzel, 2001).

The distinction between the public and private domain is important here.
Arends-T6th and Van de Vijver (2003) found that Turkish-Dutch preferred
integration in public domains and separation in private domains, while the view of
Dutch majority members preferred assimilation (to integration) in all life domains.
Taylor and Lambert (1996) demonstrated the relevance of the public-private
distinction for multiculturalism by showing that both the majority and immigrant
groups in North-America endorsed cultural maintenance by immigrant groups in
the private domain and preferred adjustment by immigrant groups in the public
domain.

A shortcoming of the above studies is that little is known about what
majority group members think on what they themselves should do for adjusting to
a multicultural society. Schalk-Soekar and Van de Vijver (2004) found that Dutch
majority members did not support the idea that they should get more involved with
immigrants, suggesting that Dutch majority members are less prepared to adjust
themselves to their multicultural society.

A multicultural ideology also assumes that diversity should be accepted
and actively supported, suggesting a negative relation between multicultural
attitudes and aspects like ethnocentrism, perceived ethnic threat, and exclusion of
immigrants among majority group members. Empirical findings confirm this
relationship (see, Citrin et al., 2001; Ho, 1990; Verkuyten, 2005; Verkuyten &
Brug, 2004). Other studies that focused on attitudes toward immigration and
immigrants show a negative relation between perceived threat, intergroup
competition, and being against (aspects of) immigration (see Esses, Jackson, &
Armstrong, 1998; Raijman, Semyonov, & Schmidt, 2003; Semyonov, Raijman,
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Tov, & Schmidt, 2004), which assumes that these aspects are also negatively
related with multiculturalism.

A shortcoming is that it is not clear how ethnic hierarchy/social distance is
related to multiculturalism. Several studies of ethnic hierarchy (or ethnic/social
distance) have been carried out. In the Netherlands, the following rank order
seems to emerge in a fairly consistent way across studies (from high to low):
Western-European immigrants, Spaniards, Jews, Surinamers, Antilleans,
Mollucans, Turks, and Moroccans (Hagendoorn & Hraba, 1989; Kleinpenning,
1993; Verkuyten, Hagendoorn, & Masson, 1996). Schalk-Soekar and Van de
Vijver (2004) showed that ethnic hierarchy can successfully address differences
in psychological experiences of various immigrant groups in the Netherlands. It
can be assumed that this mechanism also works at an individual level, which
implies that majority members who feel less distance to immigrant groups are
expected to show more support for multiculturalism.

Studies on person and demographic characteristics. Goot (1993) found
that opponents of multiculturalism in Australia thought that immigrants were given
more opportunities to study and work than mainstream members, whereas
proponents thought that immigrants were given fewer opportunities. Breugelmans
and Van de Vijver (2004) showed that perceived opportunities in life (compared to
that with the opportunities in life of immigrants) positively influenced
multiculturalism by Dutch majority members. Kagitcibasi (1997) argues that fewer
perceived opportunities for job and education can form a threat for majority
members. Breugelmans and Van de Vijver (2004) found a positive relationship
between life satisfaction and multicultural attitudes. These authors also found that
the percentage of immigrants living in a certain district influenced Dutch majority
members' attitude toward multiculturalism; contrary to what the contact
hypothesis would predict, districts with more immigrants showed more negative
attitudes toward multiculturalism. Concerning demographic variables, age and
gender do not show systematic relationships with multiculturalism. Ho (1990)
found no effect of these variables on multiculturalism, while Arends-TOth and Van
de Vijver (2000) reported only a small positive effect of age. The results for
education are less ambiguous. Both Social Identity Theory and Realistic Group
Conflict Theory (Taylor & Moghaddam, 1984; see also, Coenders, 2001) predict
that lower educated persons are more negative toward multiculturalism because
they might feel more threatened by immigrants as they have equal (or even
higher) access to scarce resources (e.g., houses, jobs, and education). Arends-
TOth and Van de Vijver (2000) and Breugelmans and Van de Vijver (2004) both
found a positive effect of level of education on multiculturalism.
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The Present Study
The present study examines the concept of multiculturalism as seen by

Dutch majority group members. The Netherlands is an interesting country to study
multiculturalism as its population has changed in a few decades from a largely
homogenous group to a more heterogeneous population (currently, about 15% of
the population is foreign born or has at least one foreign-born parent; CBS, 2004).

The current study elaborates on the study of Breugelmans and Van de
Vijver (2004) by using a much larger sample and by examining a larger number of
correlates of multiculturalism. The latter authors examined the relationship
between multiculturalism and knowledge about minority groups, life satisfaction,

perceived negative social norms (which deal with multiculturalism as a threat to
the society), perceived positive social norms (which deals with support for
multiculturalism), social desirability, perceived life opportunities, and actual
contacts with immigrants. A good fit was found for a path model in which the first

four aspects were antecedents of multicultural attitudes, which in turn predicted
actual contact.

In their model, multiculturalism was only related with intergroup relational

aspects, like perceived social norms, contact and knowledge, and several

background variables. The current study includes acculturation aspects in two
different ways, namely what acculturation strategies the majority members prefer
minority groups should choose, and their own norms about acculturating. In
addition, the present study examines the relation between ethnic hierarchy and
multiculturalism.

This study has four goals. Firstly, the psychometric characteristics of
scales measuring the three key concepts, multiculturalism, acculturation, and
intergroup relational aspects, are examined. According to the theory and the
empirical findings described above, it is expected that the concept of
multiculturalism has an unidimensional structure (hypothesis la). Furthermore, it
is expected that the structure of acculturation is also unidimensional (hypothesis
1 b) (see, Arends-T'oth  &  Van de Vijver,  2003).  It  is yet unclear  what  kind  of
structure intergroup relational aspects have in the views of Dutch majority
members. Secondly, the attitudes toward multiculturalism and acculturation are
examined. It is expected that Dutch majority members are neutral toward
multiculturalism (hypothesis 2a), and that Dutch majority members will be more in
favor for minority groups to adjust into the society (hypothesis 2b), and less in
favor for minority groups for maintaining their culture (hypothesis 2c), despite of
the differences between private and public domains (see, Arends-TOth & Van de
Vijver, 2003). Thirdly, the relation between multiculturalism, acculturation, and
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intergroup relational aspect will be explored. According to Berry's framework
(2001),  acculturation and intergroup relational aspects should be related  to
multicultural attitudes. Acculturation is positively related to multiculturalism when it
holds cultural maintenance and less adaptation in the host society (hypothesis
4a). Aspects of intergroup relations, such as feelings of threat toward immigrants
and feeling more distant toward immigrants, are negatively related to
multiculturalism (hypothesis 4b) Other aspects of intergroup relations, like having
contact or knowing more about immigrants are positively related to
multiculturalism (hypothesis 4c). Finally, the relation between demographic
variables, person characteristics and multiculturalism will be outlined. In this
perspective, it is expected that level of education is positively related to
multiculturalism (hypothesis 5).

Method
Participants

The study involved 1,285 Dutch majority members, who lived in Tilburg, a
city in the southern part of the Netherlands. Fifty-three percent of the sample (n =
681) were women and 46.1% (n = 592) men. The age of the participants ranged
from  17 to 97 years.  Men  (M = 44.97 years) were significantly older than women
(M = 41.98 years), F(1, 1271) = 12.20, p < .001. Level of education was rated
from 1 (no education) to 7 (university); a score of 4 to 5 represents completed
secondary education. Men were higher educated (M = 4.79) than women (M =
4.58), F(1, 1259) = 7.28, p < .05. Most of the men (72.5%) and women (64.3%)
had a paid job.

At the time of the study (December 2001), Tilburg had 195,825
inhabitants of which 15% were immigrants, which is higher than the national
figure (9%) but comparable to other Dutch cities of similar or larger size. The
percentage of immigrants in the five districts from which the participants were
recruited was 10.3%, 15.6%, 15.6%, 15.1%, and 19.0%, respectively. The
number of inhabitants of the five districts was 6,415, 43,837, 30,488, 71,316, and
43,654.

Instruments
A questionnaire was administered which consisted of six parts,

Demographic Characteristics, Multiculturalism, Immigrants' Acculturation, Dutch
Majority's Acculturation, Intergroup Relations, and Person Characteristics.
Questions were formulated as statements which could be answered on a seven-
point Likert scale ranging from totally agree (11 to totally disagree (71, unless
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stated otherwise. The first part of the questionnaire asked questions about age,
gender, highest level of education, job, and ZIP code (which in the Netherlands
allows for determining the location of residence up to street level).

The second part assessed multiculturalism and consisted of three
subscales. The first subscale was the Multicultural Attitudes Scale, which is an
adapted version with 24 items of the scale used by Breugelmans and Van de
Vijver (2004). The subscale assessed global attitudes towards multicultural
issues. An item example is: "1 approve of immigrant women wearing head
scarves". The second subscale was the Advantages of Multiculturalism Scale,
which had five items and dealt with the advantages of a multicultural society. An
item example is: "It is good for the Netherlands to learn from the various cultures
that are living in this country". The third subscale was the Disadvantages of
Multiculturalism Scale with five items concerning the disadvantages of a
multicultural society. An item example is: "It is bad when the unity of the
Netherlands will get lost because of the cultures of immigrants".

The third part of the questionnaire involved views on immigrant
acculturation. This part contained five scales. The Assimilation Preference Scale

(five items) dealt with the acculturation strategies of immigrants as preferred by
Dutch majority members in which both issues about public and private domains
were asked. The public domain involved life outside the homes of immigrants, the
use of the Dutch and ethnic language in public life, and having contact and
cooperation with Dutch majority members. The private domain dealt with raising
the children and the use of the Dutch and ethnic language at home. Examples of
items are: "Immigrants should adapt more to the Dutch culture when they are
outside their houses" (public domain) and "Immigrants should raise their children

according to the Dutch way" (private domain). The Norms about Assimilation
Scale had eight items and contained statements about what immigrants ought to
do with regard to assimilation according to Dutch majority members. Also here,
issues about public and private domains were asked. Item examples are:
"Immigrants ought to give up their own culture more" (public domain) and
"Immigrants ought to be open to the Dutch way of raising children" (private
domain). In the Preference for Cultural Maintenance Scale (five items),
respondents were asked to what extent they prefer immigrants to retain their
culture in private and in public domain. Examples of items are: "Immigrants
should get more opportunities to use their own language outside their homes"

(public domain) and "Immigrants should pass on their own language to their
children" (private domain). The Immigrant Behavior Adaptation Scale contained
five statements about the attitudes toward the adaptation behavior of immigrants
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in public and private domains. Examples of items are: "Immigrants adapt very well
to the Dutch society" (public domain) and "Immigrants raise their children
according to the Dutch ways" (private domain). Finally, the Immigrant Cultural
Maintenance Scale (five items) concerned the attitudes toward the cultural
maintenance behavior of immigrants in public and in private domains. Item
examples are: "Outside their homes immigrants stick too much to their own
culture" (public domain) and "Immigrants have their own way of raising their
children" (private domain).

The fourth part assessed the perceived norms on implications of the
multicultural composition of the Dutch society for Dutch mainstreamers. This part
contained one scale, the Norms about Acceptance of Diversity and Ethnic Life
Scale (or the Dutch' Majority Acculturation Scale). This scale (eight items) asked
about the (dis)approval of the way of life of immigrants in public and private
domains. Items examples are: "Dutch majority members ought to approve that
immigrants speak their own language when they are together" (public domain)
and "Dutch majority members ought to approve that immigrants have their own
way of raising their children" (private domain).

The fifth part of the questionnaire contained four subscales dealing with
Intergroup Relations. The Perceived Social Norms Scale (nine items) was also
used by Breugelmans and Van de Vijver (2004). An example of an item is: "Most
people in my social environment think that city districts with many immigrants are
less safe". The Ethnic Distance Scale (5 items) measured to what extent
participants feel differences between themselves and five prominent immigrant
groups in the Netherlands. An item example was: "How many differences are
there between you and Turks?" The same was asked for Moroccans, Surinamers,
Antilleans, and Somali. Responses could be given on a seven-point Likert scale
ranging  from   very many differences  (1)  to  very few differences  (7). The Direct
Contact Scale contained three items: "Do you know any immigrants?" (response
options: Yes, many; Yes, a few; No, not any; I do not know)., "How much contact
do you have with immigrants?" (Daily, Weekly, Monthly, Less than Monthly, No
contact);   "Have you spoken to immigrants   the   last  week?"   ( Yes,   No,   Do   not
know). The Knowledge about Immigrants Scale contained five factual statements,
which measured knowledge about the most prominent immigrant groups in the
Netherlands, such as: "Papiamentu is the official Surinamese language".
Response options were: true, not true, and do not know. A sixth item was added
to examine to what extent participants had looked up the correct answers ("The
21st of October is a national holiday in Somalia"), as it was assumed that almost
nobody would not know the correct answer and would fill in the option do not
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know. Almost all participants chose this response alternative (95%); 46

participants (3.9%) had filled in the correct answer, and 11 participants (0.1%)
had filled in the incorrect answer. This suggests that not many participants looked

up the correct answers.
The sixth part, involving Person Characteristics, had two subscales. The

first was the Life Satisfaction Scale: This scale contained items asking about how
satisfied the respondents are with their life in general, living conditions, work
situation, and education. An example of an item is: "1 am satisfied with my
situation at work". The second was the Perceived Opportunities Scale. This scale
contained items asking how they call their their perceived opportunities in line with
those of immigrants in the same domains as in the Life Satisfaction Scale. An

item example is: "My possibilities in life are better than those of minority
members".

Procedure

Mail survey questionnaires were sent to 5,000 households (1,000 per
district). The city council of Tilburg delivered addresses of representative Dutch

majority members living in Tilburg to the Tilburg University. The questionnaires
were mailed in December 2001, including a letter explaining the nature and
purpose of this study and the participating organizations (Tilburg University and
the City Council). Participants were requested to (voluntarily and anonymously)
take part of this study and to return their questionnaire by mail using a post-paid
return envelope. The response rate was 25.7%.

Results
The description of the results is divided into four sections. The first part

presents the psychometric properties of the scales. The second part examines
the level of support among Dutch majority members for multiculturalism, cultural

maintenance, and adaptation by immigrants. A path model of multiculturalism is

presented in the third part. The final part explores the relation between perceived
opportunities, life satisfaction, demographic variables, and multiculturalism.

Psychometric Properties
Explanatory factor analyses and internal consistency were used for

describing the psychometric properties of the scales. The three multiculturalism
subscales (i.e., Multicultural Attitudes Scale, Advantages of Multiculturalism
Scale, and Disadvantages of Multiculturalism Scale) loaded on one factor

(principal components). The scree plot suggested the extraction of a single factor
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(explaining  40.50%  of the variance; see Table  1); no meaningful interpretation
emerged for any multifactorial solution. After reversing the negatively formulated
items, the loadings of all items were higher than .49; the internal consistency
(Cronbach's a) was .95. This finding confirmed the first hypothesis; for Tilburg'
Dutch majority group members, multiculturalism does not consist of separate,

independent aspects but it is a single concept.

Table 1. Psychometric Properties of the Scales
Scales Eigenvalues of Percentage of Cronbach's a

first two factors variance
accounted for
by first factor

Multiculturalism Scale 13.77,2.33          41                  .95
Immigrants' 8.78,1.96         42                 .89
Acculturation Scale
Dutch Majority Members'      4.38,0.87           55                   .88
Acculturation
Intergroup Relations
Perceived Social Norms 2.94,0.97         49                 .79
Scale
Ethnic Distance 3.51,0.69          70                  .89
Direct Contact 2.11, 0.59          70                  .77
Knowledge about 1.68,0.97          34                  .50
Immigrants
Person Characteristics
Life Satisfaction Scale 1.97,0.85          49                  .64
Perceived Opportunities 2.75,0.48         69                 .85
Scale

The Immigrant Acculturation subscales (i.e., Assimilation Preference
Scale, Norms about Assimilation Scale, Preference for Cultural Maintenance
Scale, Immigrants' Behavior Adaptation Scale, and Immigrants' Cultural
Maintenance Scale) also loaded on one factor, explaining 41.81% of the variance

(see  Table 1). Again, a scree test and problems with interpreting multifactorial
solutions pointed to a onefactorial solution. Various items were reversed so that
higher scores on the scale corresponded to a more positive attitude toward
cultural maintenance and less adaptation pressure. The loadings of the items
were all higher than .48, and the value of Cronbach's a was .89, suggesting that
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the way Tilburg's Dutch majority members want minority groups to acculturate is
homogeneous, as predicted.

The remaining scales (i.e., Dutch Majority Members' Acculturation,
Intergroup Relations, and Person Characteristics) also appeared to be
unidimensional. The psychometric characteristics of all these scales are
presented in Table 1. The internal consistencies of all the scales were above .77.
Lower values were found for life satisfaction (.64), and knowledge about
immigrants (.50). The relatively low numbers of items in the scales may underlie
these low values.

Attitudes toward Multiculturalism and Acculturation
Hypotheses 2a, 2b, and 2c refer to mean scores on various aspects of

multiculturalism (therefore, mean scores on separate scales rather than on the
factors of the previous section were used). One-sample t tests were carried out to
test whether the attitudes of Dutch majority members differed significantly from
the neutral scale midpoint (4 for all scales). The results, displayed in Figure  1,
showed that the respondents were slightly positive toward multiculturalism,
Cohen's (1988) 011 = 0.21 (all d values reported here are significant, p < .001).
Contrary to hypothesis 2a, the mean was significantly above the midpoint,
although the effect size was small.

Dutch majority members agreed with the advantages of multiculturalism
(d = 0.95), but also slightly with the disadvantages (d = 0.45). The mean scores
on the Assimilation Preference Subscale and the Norms about Assimilation
Subscale were much above the scale midpoint (d = 2.51 and 2.80), which means
that the respondents strongly favor adaptation of immigrants in the host society in
both the public and private domains (hypothesis 2b confirmed). The effect size of
Preference for Cultural Maintenance was small and negative (d = -0.20);
respondents slightly disapproved of cultural maintenance by immigrants in public
and private domains, confirming hypothesis 2c. The effect size of Immigrants'
Behavior Adaptation Scale was large and negative (d = -0.98); respondents
believed that immigrants' behavior is not adapted to the Dutch culture. The
analysis of the Immigrants' Cultural Maintenance Scale showed that the
respondents perceived immigrants' behavior as holding to their own culture (d =
1.68). Finally, the effect size of Norms about Acceptance of Diversity and Ethnic
Life was close to medium and positive (d = 0.48), meaning that Dutch majority
members think that there is a norm to approve cultural maintenance by
immigrants.
1 Effect sizes between .20 and .50 refer to small differences, between .50 and .80 to
moderate ones, and above .80 to large differences (Cohen, 1988).
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Figure 1.  Effect sizes on  the  multiculturalism scales and  the acculturation  scales

Toward a Model of Multiculturalism
The relations between multiculturalism, acculturation, and intergroup

relation aspects were examined in a structural equation model, as depicted in
Figure 2. Using AMOS 5.0 (Arbuckle, 2003), an acceptable fit was obtained:
%2(20,  N =  1285)  =  12.12,  p  < .001, x2/df = 1.52 (recommended < 2.50). Other
indices confirmed the good fit of the model: the Tucker Lewis Index (TLI) was
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.997 (recommended 2 .90), the Comparative Fit Index (CFI) was .999
(recommended 2.90), the Goodness of Fit Index (GFI) was .997 (recommended
2 .95), the Adjusted Goodness of Fit Index (AGFI) was .991 (recommended 2
.90), and the Root Mean Square Error of Approximation (RMSEA) was .02
(recommended I .06). The path model is drawn in Figure 2. The model explains
77% of the variation in the attitudes toward multiculturalism, a much lower 5% of
the variation in contact with immigrants, and 7% of the variation in knowledge
about immigrants. According to the model, attitudes toward multiculturalism are

predicted by four variables: acculturation strategies as preferred (and also as a
norm) by Dutch majority members (13 = .27; all coefficients are standardized and

significant, p < .05), the host members' own acculturation (p = .47), and two
intergroup relational aspects, perceived social norms as a threat (B = -.25), and
ethnic distance (B= -.07). So, a Dutch majority group member tends to have more

positive attitudes toward multiculturalism as an ideology if he or she thinks that it

is accepted that immigrants can maintain their culture (in private as well as in
public domains), perceives norms which hold that cultural diversity and the way
immigrants live ought to be approved, thinks that significant others do not
perceive immigrants as a threat, or does not experience many differences with
other cultural groups. As can be seen in Figure 2, all these four scales were
correlated. Furthermore, majority group members with a more positive
multiculturalism ideology tend to have more contact with immigrants (B = .23) and
more knowledge about immigrants (11 = .27) Contact with immigrants and
knowledge about immigrants were also correlated (r= .10).

In summary, the model suggests that acculturation aspects can be seen
as antecedents of multiculturalism, whereas intergroup relations aspects can be
seen as both antecedents and outcomes, depending on its characteristics. It
seems that aspects like ethnic attitudes, ethnic prejudice, and ethnic stereotypes

(such as perceived social norms as a threat and social distance) can be viewed
as antecedents, while other aspects such as contact and knowledge are
outcomes. It was predicted that more support for cultural maintenance and less
need for adaptation to the host society would be positively related with
multiculturalism (hypothesis 4a), intergroup aspects like threat and ethnic
distance negatively (hypothesis 4b), and intergroup aspects like contact and
knowledge positively with multiculturalism (hypothesis 4c). All hypotheses
pertaining to the model were confirmed.
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Figure 2. Model of Multiculturalism. Relations of multiculturalism with acculturation and
intergroup relations.

Relation between Demographic Variables, Person Characteristics, and
Multiculturalism

The influence of demographic variables and person characteristics on
multiculturalism was studied in a series of regression analyses. Age, gender,
level of education, percentage of immigrants in one's district, perceived
opportunities, and life satisfaction were predictors. Each of the variables of the
path model served as a dependent variable. The results are presented in Table 2.
The first regression analysis showed a significant effect on the multiculturalism
scale, R2 = .20, F(6, 1251) = 53.09, p < .01. Five variables showed significant
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regression weights, namely age (B = -.07, all reported coefficients are
standardized and significant at 5% level), gender (B = .08), education (B = .31),
perceived opportunities (B = .21), and percentage of immigrants (11 = :06). This
means that younger persons, women, higher educated persons, and respondents

who thought that compared to immigrants they had more opportunities in life, and
persons living in districts with fewer immigrants reported more positive attitudes
toward multiculturalism.

The second regression analysis addressed positive attitudes toward
immigrants' acculturation, R2 = .15, F(6, 1251) = 37.53, p < .01. All predictors

except for gender had significant values (see Table 2). The third analysis showed

a significant effect on attitudes toward Dutch majority's acculturation, R2 = .15,

F(6, 1251) = 39.71, p < .01. Three variables had significant standardized

regression coefficients: gender, level of education, and perceived opportunities
(see Table 2). The fourth analysis examined the perceived social norms as a
threat, R2 = .12, F(6, 1251) = 28.14, p < .01. All variables were significant except

for gender and life satisfaction (see Table 2). The fifth analysis showed a
significant effect on social distance, R2 = .01, F(6, 1251) = 2.62, p < .05. Only one
variable had a significant regression coefficient, namely perceived opportunities.
The sixth analysis examined contact with immigrants, R2 = .12, F(6, 1251) =
27.22,  p  <  .01. All variables had significant regression coefficients except for
percentages of immigrants and life satisfaction. The last analysis showed a
significant effect on knowledge about immigrants, R2 = .11, F(6, 1251) = 26.71, p
<   .01. Three variables had significant regression coefficients namely, level   of

education, percentages of immigrants, and perceived opportunities (see Table 2).
In summary, level of education (which is in line with the fifth hypothesis)

and perceived opportunities appeared to be the strongest predictors. The latter

variable had a consistent, though not always large effect on all seven dependent
variables, whereas the former had a significant effect on six dependent variables

(no effect on social distance). Age had a negative effect in four analyses: younger
persons are more in favour of multiculturalism and see the cultural heterogeneity
of the population less as a threat than do older persons. The percentage of
immigrants was significant in four analyses; a higher percentage of immigrants
living in one's district was associated with more negatives views toward

multiculturalism, although its effects were small. The effect of gender was rather
small and inconsistent across analyses. Life satisfaction appeared to be the
weakest predictor, only a small effect in one case (immigrants' acculturation).



Table 2. Standardized Regression Weights of Multiple Regression Analyses with Demographic Variables and Person
Characteristics Predicting Multiculturalism, Acculturation and Intergroup Relation Aspects (perceived social norms as a threat,
social distance, contact, and knowledge)

Dependent Variables
Independent Multiculturalism Immigrants' Dutch Perceived Social Contact with Knowledge about

Variables Acculturation Majority's Social Norms Distance immigrants immigrants
acculturation as a Threat

Age -.07* -.14" -.03 .09** .03 -.29** .04

Gender .08- .03 .07* -.01 -.03 -.09** -.04

Level of .31** .24** .27" -.22** -.06 .07* .31**

Education

Percentage of -.06* -.07* -.01 .12** .01                  .01                        -.06*

immigrants
Life Satisfaction .00 -.08** -.01 .01 .02 .02 -.03

Perceived .21- .17** .20** -.13** -.06* -.10** .06*

Opportunities
R2 .20 .15 .15 .12                         .01 .12 .12

*p <.05, "p <.01
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Discussion
Attitudes toward multiculturalism, acculturation, and intergroup relations

were investigated among 1,285 Dutch majority group members.   The   most
important results were as follows. Firstly, the construct of multiculturalism
appeared to be unidimensional. In addition, immigrants' acculturation also
showed an unidimensional construct, when the items were converted in one
direction: more cultural maintenance and less adaptation into the host society (or
in the opposite manner: less cultural maintenance and more adaptation). The
intergroup relational aspects, perceived social norms, social distance, contact
with immigrants, and knowledge about immigrants, were all unidimensional
factors. Secondly, Dutch majority members slightly agreed with multiculturalism,
and agreed both with the advantages and disadvantages of multiculturalism.
Furthermore, the respondents preferred less cultural maintenance and more
adaptation to the host society, and did not make a difference between public and
private domains in this matter. Two prevailing norms were found. On the one
hand, the respondents perceived a norm according to which immigrants ought to
adapt to the Dutch society. On the other hand, they also perceived a norm to
endorse the ethnic life in the Netherlands. This means that participants believed
that immigrants ought to adapt as much as possible while they also believed that
the majority group ought to accept the cultural maintenance by immigrants.

Thirdly, a path model showed that multicultural attitudes are predicted by views
on immigrants' acculturation, Dutch majority's acculturation, perceived social
norms as a threat, and social distance. In turn, multicultural attitudes predicted the
amount of contact with immigrants and its knowledge about immigrants. Finally,
perceived opportunities and level of education were the strongest predictors for
multicultural attitudes, and also for acculturation and intergroup relational aspects.
Age was a fairly consistent (negative) predictor, possibly because younger
persons are better educated or are more familiar with the plural composition of
their society. Percentage of immigrants only showed small effects. Gender effects
were small and inconsistent, and life satisfaction was the weakest predictor for
multiculturalism.

The current study showed that, in line with current theories, acculturation

strategies and intergroup relations are related to multiculturalism (e.g., Berry,
2001; Bourhis et al., 1997; Brewer & Brown, 1998). Our structural equation model
deviates from the theoretical models in two ways. Firstly, the path model suggests
that acculturation aspects are antecedents of multicultural attitudes, while Berry

(2001)  argues that acculturation attitudes are "counterparts"   (in the sense  of
companions) of a multicultural ideology. Berry's framework combines the views of
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immigrants and majority members: acculturation aspects refer to the immigrants'
preferences, while the intergroup relations aspects are derived from the majority's
perceptions. However, our study was based on acculturation preferences as
viewed by the majority. Our statistical modeling shows that the acculturation
preferences of mainstreamers are better viewed as antecedents of
multiculturalism.

Secondly, the framework of Berry proposes that intergroup relational
aspects (ethnic stereotypes, ethnic attitudes, and ethnic prejudice) are
antecedents of multiculturalism ideology, while the path model suggested that
intergroup relational aspects can be both antecedents as outcomes of
multiculturalism ideology. Intergroup relational aspects which are negatively
related with multiculturalism (perceived social norms as a threat and ethnic
distance) seemed to be antecedents, while positively related aspects with
multiculturalism (contact with immigrants and knowledge about immigrants) were
outcomes. Future research should include more intergroup relational aspects (like
ethnic stereotypes and attitudes) to enable a more detailed view on the
relationship between multiculturalism and intergroup relational aspects.

Similarly, the contact hypothesis argues that contact and knowledge

predict positive attitudes toward outgroups, while the current results suggested
that contact and knowledge are being predicted by attitudes. Two explanations
could be given. Firstly, the contact hypothesis deals with attitudes toward a
specific outgroup, while the current study assessed attitudes toward
multiculturalism. A multicultural society handles different cultural groups at the
same time, and is a much broader concept than having contact with outgroups.
So, it could be that these two different kinds of attitudes cannot be interchanged
with respect to the contact hypothesis. Secondly, other models of intergroup
relations, acculturation, and multiculturalism could be envisaged; for example,
contact, knowledge, and attitudes could be related in bidirectional causal loops.
Especially, since Breugelmans and Van de Vijver (2004) found that knowledge
predicted multicultural attitudes which in turn predicted the amount of contact with
immigrants. So, the relationship between ethnic contact, knowledge, ethnic
prejudice, and attitudes might be more complex than assumed in the contact
hypothesis.

Some of the results are in line with previous findings. For example, the
unidimensional construct of multiculturalism has been found before (Arends-T6th
& Van de Vijver, 2000; Breugelmans & Van de Vijver, 2004). In addition, Arends-
T6th and Van de Vijver (2003) showed that the acculturation strategies of
immigrants preferred by majority members is also a homogeneous concept (for
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the majority group), and that Dutch majority favor adaptation into the host society
and less cultural maintenance (see also, Breugelmans & Van de Vijver, 2004).
The current study also replicated the findings of Arends-TOth and van de Vijver
(2003) in that the public-private distinction was found to be irrelevant in the
attitudes by majority members. The finding that acculturation is unidimensional
suggests that majority members perceive cultural maintenance and adaptation to
the host society as opposite ends of one continuum. Therefore, they also do not
make a distinction between public and private domains and prefer adaptation by
immigrants in all life domains, including the private sphere. Because
multiculturalism as an ideology also contains both these aspects, this might be
the same reason for majority members to also perceive multiculturalism as one
concept

It may seem at odds with the emphasis on adaptation that the Dutch
majority members perceive a norm to accept the cultural maintenance by
immigrants. As Breugelmans and Van de Vijver (2004) also found that different
aspects of multiculturalism are not equally supported, the current results confirm
their findings. On the one hand, Dutch majority members think that immigrants
should adjust as much as possible and give up their ethnic culture, while they also
think that the majority should accept immigrant's cultural maintenance. These two
aspects, immigrants' acculturation and Dutch majority's acculturation, are strongly
related aspects of multiculturalism.

Another main issue concerning the private-public distinction is the
difference in importance between majority group and minority groups. Arends-
TOth and Van de Vijver (2003) showed that immigrants make a sharp distinction
between the public and private life sphere, in which they view integration as the
preferred mode of acculturation, and the private life sphere, in which they prefer
separation. The differences in views held by majority members and immigrants
are a potential source of conflict. On the other hand, the differences offer scope
for government policy; the widely shared respect for privacy and freedom in the
personal sphere in the Netherlands could be a starting point for a government
policy to increase the recognition and acceptance of the public-private distinction
in acculturation. Whereas support for maintenance in the public domain is unlikely
to be supported by the Dutch majority; support for maintenance in the private
domain is probably much easier to obtain.

Hypothesis 2a has not been confirmed since a slightly positive attitude
toward multiculturalism has been found (although the effect size was small), while
previous studies reported a neutral attitude (e.g., Arends-Tath  &  Van de Vijver,
2000). Breugelmans and Van de Vijver (2004) found that Dutch majority
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members on average had a neutral attitude toward multiculturalism comprised of
relatively negative attitudes toward cultural maintenance and involvement with
immigrants (the "negative" items), and relatively positive attitudes toward equal
rights, participation, and interaction (the "positive" items). Some items from
Breugelmans and van de Vijver's scale about more negative aspects were
replaced in the present questionnaire, which may account for the slightly higher
level of support for multiculturalism found in the current study.

This slightly positive attitudes toward multiculturalism, (Arends-TOth &
Van de Vijver, 2003; Breugelmans & Van de Vijver, 2004) contrasts with the
public discourse on the topic, especially after some major negative events. The
data of the current study were collected in December 2001 which was shortly
after "9/11" and before the assassination in 2002 of Pim Fortuyn. At the time of
the study, Fortuyn was a popular politician, saying that the multicultural policy of
the Dutch government was too liberal and permissive. There seems to be a
widely held view, stimulated by the Dutch public media, that since these negative
events, support of multiculturalism has decreased remarkably. A comparison of
data collected before "9/11" (Arends-TOth  &  Van de Vijver, 2003), between  "9/11"
and the assassination of Fortuyn (current study), and after the latter event
(Schalk-Soekar, Breugelmans, & Van de Vijver, 2005) shows a remarkable
stability in the neutral attitude of the Dutch majority. So, multicultural attitudes
seem to be stable in the Netherlands even after seemingly crucial, negative
events.

Finally, a limitation of the current study should be mentioned. Bourhis and
his colleagues (1997) and Berry and Kalin (1995) have mentioned the importance
of including members both ethnic groups and the mainstream group so as to get a
more comprehensive picture of attitudes toward multiculturalism. Especially,
because there still exists some confusion about this concept, as different groups
in same or different countries can define the concept in different ways (Ho, 1996).
Therefore, the current study would have been more complete if the Dutch
immigrants' perceptions or majority members of other countries were investigated
as well. Questions like, if immigrants' view on multiculturalism would be similar as
that of the Dutch majority members, and as a result, could be presented in one
model (such as Berry's framework, 2001), or if the construct of multiculturalism
would differ when studying majority members in other countries, are still open for
further research.

In short, the current study shows that the Dutch mainstreamers are
slightly in favor of multiculturalism and that the Dutch population does not consist
of strong opponents and proponents, as sometimes implied by the media.
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However, the homogeneous perception of both multiculturalism and acculturation,
the less support for cultural maintenance, and the strong favor for adaptation

suggest that the Netherlands does not unconditionally support the implications of

a multiculturalism as an ideology and still need to get used to the diversity of its
immigrants.
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Chapter Three
Support for Multicultu ralism   in   the
Netherlands *

I remember after the 11th walking into a supermarket and people looking at me and for
the first time in my life I felt guilty that I was brown and I felt like I had some connection
to the 11th in the same way that Yasmin does.
Archie Panjabi in Yasmin (2004) directed by Kenneth Glenaan, written by Simon
Beaufoy

Abstract
A study on the support for multiculturalism was carried out among 250 majority
group members in a Dutch city. The concept of multiculturalism was found to be
unidimensional and the endorsement of multiculturalism was moderate and varied
across domains; respondents were neutral toward cultural diversity and the
acculturation strategies of majority group members, positive toward equal societal
participation and interaction between majority group members and immigrants,
and negative about the acculturation strategies of immigrants. Further, gender,
age, and income showed no influence on multiculturalism, while education had a
positive effect. The present study replicated an earlier study  (in 1999) carried out
before the murder on Pim Fortuyn (a Dutch politician). The previous and current
studies found identical scores on multiculturalism.

*Schalk-Soekar, S. R. G., Breugelmans, S. M., & Van de Vijver, F. J. R. (2006). Support for
multiculturalism in the Netherlands. (Manuscript submitted for publication)
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The cultural diversity in the Netherlands has become an important topic in politics
and the media, in particular the question of how to deal with cultural diversity. The
term "multiculturalism" has two meanings in this debate: (a) multiculturalism has a

demographic meaning in that it refers to a culturally heterogeneous population,
and (b) the term refers to an ideology, which entails that cultural differences
should be accepted and valued by all groups in society. The latter meaning of
multiculturalism has been the main focus of recent debates. However, like in most
other countries, few data are available on views on multiculturalism by Dutch

majority members. The current study assesses these views.

Multicultural Policies in the Netherlands
During the 1970s and 198Os, several countries,  such as Canada,

Australia, Sweden, Germany, United Kingdom and the United States, adopted a
multicultural policy (Arends-Tath and Van de Vijver 2003; Berry 1984; Berry and
Kalin 1995, 2000; Breugelmans and Van de Vijver 2004; Ho 1996; Joppke 1996;
Wievorka  1998).  This  has also  been  the  case for the Netherlands,  but the policy
has undergone major shifts since its introduction (Tijdelijke Commissie
Onderzoek Integratiebeleid 2004).   During   the   197Os,   the   policy,   labeled   as
"integration with maintenance of one's own cultural identity", was based on the
assumption that the stay of immigrants (who were mainly guest workers doing
unskilled jobs) would  not be permanent. It became clear in the 1980s that most of
these workers did not intend to go back to their country of origin. As a
consequence, the government policy changed and stressed the full participation
of immigrant groups in the Dutch society. The main objectives of this "ethnic-
minority" policy were to reduce social and economic disadvantaged positions of
ethnic minorities and to stimulate emancipation and participation in the Dutch
society. There was a shift from the ethnic-minority policy toward an "integration
policy"   in the 1990s.   The main concept became "active citizenship", which
focused on the responsibilities, rights, and obligations of individuals. The primary
aim of the policy was to create conditions in which every individual was
responsible for his or her own position in society. Education and support of entry
on the labor market were considered of key importance for full participation to the
Dutch society. From 2000 this policy was continued with the additional aim to
bridge the gap between immigrants and Dutch mainstreamers, stressing "shared

citizenship" and "shared participation".
Multicultural policies that do not have the support of at least large groups

of citizens are prone to fail. Support for the Dutch policy has become a major
issue in the Netherlands because there is a seemingly widely shared picture in
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public discourse according to which the Dutch population is largely split up in
strong opponents and equally strong proponents. The adequacy of this view has
never been tested.

Theories on Multiculturalism
According to John Berry and Rudolf Kalin (1995), four conditions have to

be met in order to establish and maintain a multicultural society. First, there
should be support for "multiculturalism as an ideology", which means that there
should be contact between the ethnic groups, and that everybody approves of
cultural maintenance by immigrant groups. Second, the society should be tolerant
toward immigrant groups and there should be no discrimination. Third, all cultural
groups should have positive attitudes toward each other. Finally, all individuals
should feel attached with the larger society, without losing their own cultural
background.

The majority attitudes toward multiculturalism are an important factor in
the acculturation processes in culturally diverse societies. The Interactive
Acculturation Model (IAM; Bourhis et a/. 1997) describes possible relationships
between the ethnic dominant group and the ethnic minority groups in plural
societies. This model is based on the well known acculturation model by John
Berry (1997). John Berry's model assumes that ethnic minority groups have to
answer two questions during their acculturation process:   (1)  Is it important  to
maintain the original culture?; (2) Is it important to have contacts with the larger
society? When it is assumed that both questions can be answered either
positively or negatively, four possible acculturation strategies emerge: integration
(positive toward both cultural maintenance and having contact with the host
society), assimilation (negative toward cultural maintenance and positive toward
having contact with the host society), separation (positive toward the cultural
maintenance and negative toward having contact with the host society), and
marginalization (negative toward both the cultural maintenance and having
contact with the host society). An important feature of John Berry's model is that
both majority members and minority members have attitudes toward acculturation
processes in culturally diverse societies.

The IAM (Bourhis et a/. 1997) holds that the acculturation strategies
chosen by ethnic minority groups are dependent upon how the members of the
larger society perceive them. In addition, the IAM argues that both the ethnic
minority groups and the dominant group can have preferences with regard to
acculturation strategies. For the former group, it refers to their own preferred
acculturation strategies, while for the latter group it refers to a preference for the
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strategies that should be chosen by the ethnic minority groups. Combinations of
minority and majority views can lead to three possible relational outcomes

depending upon the degree of overlap: (1) consensual, when the strategies of
both groups overlap completely; (2) problematic, when the strategies show partial
overlap; and (3) conflictual, when the strategies are incompatible (e.g.,
mainstreamers prefer assimilation while immigrants prefer separation).

Empirical Studies on Multiculturalism
Several studies in the Netherlands have shown that the attitudes of Dutch

majority group members toward multiculturalism are not in line with the
aforementioned conditions of John Berry and Rudolf Kalin (1995). It appears that
the Dutch majority have a neutral attitude toward multiculturalism; they do not
actively support cultural diversity in their own country, but they also do not
strongly oppose it (Arends-T6th and Van de Vijver 2003; Breugelmans and Van
de Vijver 2004; Schalk-Soekar and Van de Vijver 2005; Van Oudenhoven et al.

1998). Neutral attitudes toward multiculturalism were also found in other Western
countries like Germany (Zick et a/. 2001), the U.S.A. (Citrin et a/. 2001), and
Australia  (Ho 1996). Canada  has  been  one  of  the few countries in which  the

larger society has been found to actively support a policy of multiculturalism

(Berry and Kalin, 1995).
Research in Germany and Slovakia showed that the dominant group and

the ethnic minority groups often deal with a problematic (or even a conflictual)
relational outcome (Pointkowski et a/. 2000; Zagefka and Brown 2002; Zick et al.

2001). This is also true for the Netherlands. Studies show that immigrant groups
make a distinction between private and public domains within their acculturation

strategies (Arends-TOth and Van de Vijver 2003; Van Oudenhoven et a/. 1998;
Verkuyten and Thijs 2002). Immigrant groups prefer culture maintenance in their

private lives and integration in their public lives, while the majority group in the
Netherlands prefers adjustment to the larger society in both domains. As a
consequence, Dutch immigrant groups and the majority group have a consensual

relationship outcome in public domains, and a problematic (or even a conflictual)
relationship in private domains.

Only a few studies have dealt with the psychological meaning of
multiculturalism (e.g. Berry 2001; Breugelmans and Van de Vijver 2004; Ginges
and Caims 2000; Goot 1993; Ho 1996; Joppke 1996; Nederveen Pieterse 2001;
Schalk-Soekar and Van de Vijver 2005; Taylor and Lambert 1996). Judit Arends-
TOth  and  Fons Van de Vijver (2003) administered an adapted version  of the  10-
item multicultural attitude scale by John Berry and Rudolf Kalin (1995) to more
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than 1500 Dutch majority group members. They found  that the attitude toward
multiculturalism was a unidimensional construct and the scale showed a high
internal consistency. This means that Dutch majority group members see the term
multiculturalism as one concept that cannot be divided into different and separate
parts or aspects. Seger Breugelmans and Fons Van de Vijver (2004) extended
the scale to 28 items, measuring four domains of multiculturalism: (1) the
(dis)approval of cultural diversity in the Netherlands; (2) the acculturation
strategies chosen by ethnic minority groups (or the attitudes toward the
sociocultural adjustment of ethnic minority groups into the Dutch society); (3) the
acculturation strategies chosen by the dominant group (or the attitudes toward the
sociocultural adjustment of the dominant group to a multicultural Dutch society);
and (4) the equal societal participation and interaction between the ethnic majority
and minority groups. A study among 341 Dutch majority members in Tilburg (a
medium-sized city in the Netherlands) again revealed that multiculturalism is a
unidimensional construct. The overall support for multiculturalism was neutral but
the level of endorsement varied across the domains. Respondents were neutral
about the (dis)approval of cultural diversity in the Netherlands, negative about the
acculturation by ethnic minority groups, neutral about the acculturation by the
majority group (the extent to which Dutch majority have to adjust), and positive
about the equal societal participation and interaction between the two groups. So,
support for a multicultural society by the Dutch majority differs across domains. In
a follow-up study, Saskia Schalk-Soekar and Fons Van de Vijver (2005),
administering a slightly adapted version of Seger Breugelmans and Fons Van de
Vijver's (2004) questionnaire to a representative sample of the Dutch majority
group, confirmed the findings of the previous studies. It can be concluded that
there is considerable evidence for a general, neutral attitude by the Dutch majority
toward multiculturalism, but that the extent of support depends on the domain of
multiculturalism.

Relations between Multiculturalism and Background Variables
Studies which focused on the influence of background variables (like age,

gender, and education) on attitudes toward multiculturalism have found
inconsistent results. Robert Ho (1990) did not find any influence of age, gender,
and education on multiculturalism in Australia, while Judit Arends-TOth and Fons
Van de Vijver (2003) and Saskia Schalk-Soekar and Fons Van de Vijver (2005)
found a strong positive effect of education and a somewhat smaller negative
effect of age on multiculturalism in the Netherlands. In the study by Seger
Breugelmans and Fons Van de Vijver (2004), education positively affected
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attitudes toward multiculturalism. Saskia Schalk-Soekar and Fons Van de Vijver
(2005) found a small effect of gender; women were more positive toward
multiculturalism than men.

Stability of Multiculturalism Attitudes
The stability of attitudes toward multiculturalism is an important issue,

both for acculturation theories and for practical purposes, such as policies and
interventions with regard to cultural diversity. The question of the influence of
salient global and societal events on attitudes toward multiculturalism has
become a prominent topic in the Netherlands in the last years. There is a
seemingly widely held view, especially in the media, which holds that support of
multiculturalism in the Netherlands has dwindled because of recent negative
events (Van de Vijver et a/. 2006). The three most notable events were the
destruction of the Twin Towers New York in 2001, the assassination of Pim
Fortuyn (an upcoming and popular politician who criticized the in his view too
liberal and permissive attitudes of local and national administration vis-a-vis
multicultural issues) in 2002, and the assassination of Theo van Gogh (a
controversial film director who had made a short picture in which the position of
women in Islam was criticized) in 2004. It is remarkable that the scarce scientific
research on this issue does not point to lasting effects of incidents on attitudes
toward multiculturalism. For example, in our own studies we have observed
neutral attitudes toward multiculturalism both before  the  11 th of September  2001

(Judit Arends-T6th and  Fons Van de Vijver (2003) collected the data in  1998, and
Seger Breugelmans  and  Fons  Van de Vijver (2004) collected  the  data  in  1999)
and after this event (the data of the study described by Saskia Schalk-Soekar and
Fons Van de Vijver (2005) were collected in 2001). This stability in attitudes
suggests that, in the long run, attitudes toward multiculturalism are not
susceptible to fundamental changes after major events.

The Present Study
The present study   had four objectives:   (1) the replication  of  the

psychometric properties of the multiculturalism scale developed by Seger
Breugelmans and Fons Van de Vijver (2004) with another sample; (2) the
replication of the neutral attitude toward multiculturalism and the examination of
differences in level of support for multiculturalism across the four life domains; (3)
the examination of the relationship between background variables (like education,
gender, and age) and multiculturalism; (4) the examination of the stability of
attitudes toward multiculturalism by studying attitudes toward multiculturalism by
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Dutch majority group members after the murder on Pim Fortuyn, which according
to many marked the start of changing attitudes toward minorities and immigration.
The stability is studied by comparing the data of the present study (collected after
the assassination on Pim Fortuyn) with the data collected before the
assassination on Pim Fortuyn.

Method
Respondents

Respondents were members of a municipality panel in Hengelo, which is
a city, located in the Eastern part of the Netherlands. The city had 80,961
inhabitants at the time of the study (October 2004), of which 8,388 (10%) were
non-Western immigrants, which is a comparable percentage to the rest of the
Netherlands. The panel was composed at the end of 2003 by means of a random
sampling of the population. The panel contained 686 members at the time of the
current study, of which 250 Dutch natives filled in the questionnaire. The
characteristics of the respondents (the number of men and women, level of
education,   and   age) are described In Table 1. There  were no significant
differences in age and education between female and male participants.

Table 1. Gender,  Education and Age Composition of the Sample
Gender Level of Educationa Age

men women Primary Secondary Tertiary 18-39 40-54 55 and

year year older

132 118     50       89         106     66      107     77

85 missing cases.

Instruments
The questionnaire consisted of two sections. The first contained

questions about gender, age, level of education, the current labor situation,
income, place of birth, and place of birth of both parents. The questions about the
place of birth were used to determine whether the respondents were classified as
Dutch majority group members or as a minority group member according to
official Dutch regulations (stating that a person is an immigrant [in Dutch

a#ochtoon] if at least one parent of the person is foreign born).
The second section contained the multiculturalism scale developed by

Seger Breugelmans and Fons Van de Vijver (2004). The scale consisted of 28
statements (see Table 2 for an English translation). Respondents were asked to
indicate their level of agreement with these statements on a 7-point Likert scale
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ranging from totally disagree (-3) to totally agree (3). Attitude items were divided
into four domains: (1) cultural diversity  in the Netherlands (7 items);  (2)  the
acculturation strategies of ethnic minority groups (7 items); (3) the acculturation
strategies adopted by Dutch majority group members (6 items); (4) equal societal
participation and interaction between majority group members and immigrants (8
items).

Table 2. The Multiculturalism Scale: Factor Loadings and Mean Value per Item
Items Loading Meana

1. I think that it is good for the Netherlands to have
different groups with a distinct cultural background .66 .66

living in this country.c

2. I do not like being in a bus or a train in which
bc .60 .44

there are many immigrants.
3. I think that the unity of the Netherlands is

.66 .23
weakened by immigrants.bc

4. I think that the city districts in Hengelo with many
.61 -.29

immigrants are less safe.
bc

5. I think that too many immigrants are living in
bc .72 .47

Hengelo.
6. I think that it is the best for the Netherlands that

.66 -1.16
immigrants keep their own culture and customs.c

7. I feel at ease when I am in a city district with many
.68 -.93

immigrants.c

8. I think that most immigrants are sufficiently
.33 -1.27

familiar with Dutch culture and customs.d

9. I feel uneasy when immigrants talk to one another
bd 23 -1.16

in a language I do not understand.
10. I think that immigrants in Hengelo put sufficiently .48 -.44
effort into getting a job.d

11. I think that immigrants in Hengelo are living too
bd .12 -.88

much in the same city districts.
12. I think that immigrants should learn to speak

.33 -2.45
proper Dutch.bd

13. I approve of immigrant women wearing
57 .44

headscarves.d
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14. I think that most Dutch are not sufficiently
53 .99

familiar with the culture and customs of immigrants.e

15. I would rather live next to a Dutch family than .63 -.41

next to an immigrant family.
be

16. I think that Dutch companies should put more
.47 .05

effort into hiring immigrants.e

17. I think that Dutch schools shoudl think more
.62 -.70

about the cultural background of their pupils.e

18. I think that Hengelo police should patrol more in
be .51 -.16

city districts with many immigrants.
19. I think that the Dutch should support immigrants
more in maintaining their culture and customs in the .57 -.81

Netherlands.e

20. I dislike it when an immigrant does not
bd .21 -1.48

understand me.
21. I think that immigrants and Dutch should

cooperate more to solve problems in the .42 1.59

Netherlands.f

22. I do not like being attended to in a shop by an
bf .47 2.07

immigrant.
23. I think that immigrants and Dutch in Hengelo

should seek more contact with one another. f .44 .52

24. I think that Dutch children should have both
.56 .15

immigrant and Dutch teachers.f
25. I think that more immigrants should work in the

62 .02
Hengelo police department.f

26. I think that Dutch children should play more with
immigrant children.f

.56 .23

27. I would not like having a immigrant supervisor at
bf .58 .98

work.

28. I think that immigrants and majority group
.40 1.63

members should have equal rights:
Note. Hengelo is the name of the city of residence of the participants.
aHigher means refer to stronger support for multiculturalism.
bReverse-keyed items.
CDomain of cultural diversity in the Netherlands.
dDomain of minority acculturation strategies.
eDomain of majority acculturation strategies.
f Domain of equal societal participation and interaction.
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Procedure
In October 2004 the questionnaire was offered to the members of the

panel via Internet. The questionnaire has been online for 10 days. The members
were free to fill in the questionnaire.

Results
The results section consists of four parts, corresponding to the four

objectives of the study. The psychometric properties of the scale are outlined first.
The second part involves the general attitudes multiculturalism, and a comparison
of the four domains. The third part deals with the influence of demographic
variables on support for multiculturalism. Finally, results of the current study
(2004) are compared with the results by Seger Breugelmans and Fons Van de
Vijver (2004) carried  out  in  1999, in order to indicate the susceptibility  of
multiculturalism attitudes to major societal events.

Psychometric Properties
Factor analysis indicated that the multiculturalism scale was

unidimensional  (28.1% of variance explained). The choice for one factor was
based on problems in interpreting multifactorial solutions and on the strong
decrease of the eigenvalue after the first factor (eigenvalues of the first three
factors   were    7.87,    2.25,    and 1.55, respectively). The attitude toward
multiculturalism constituted a single, underlying concept, of which the four
domains together form coherent parts. The factor loadings for each item are
presented in Table 2. The reliability of the scale was high (Cronbach's a = .90).

Multiculturalism in General and for Each Domain
The average score on the multiculturalism-scale was -.06 (the scale

midpoint is 0), which means that the general attitude toward multiculturalism of
the respondents was neutral. The average scores for each item are presented in
Table 2. For a more detailed consideration of the partitioning of the sample,
respondents were divided into five categories, depending on their average scores
on the scale: negative (M < -1.50), slightly negative (-1.49 <M< -.50), neutral (-
.49 <M< .50), slightly positive (.51 <M< 1.50), and positive (1.51 < M). The
percentages associated with these categories were 4.8%, 25.6%, 47.2%, 20.8%,
and 1.6%, respectively (this score distribution is labeled General Multiculturalism
in Figure 1).

Differences in mean scores among the four domains were investigated
with an ANOVA (repeated-measure design). The four domains of multiculturalism
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Figure 1. Attitudes toward multiculturalism per domain: percentages of respondents
divided into five categories

constituted the within-subject factor. The within-subject factor was significant, F(3,
735) = 350.79, p < .01. This means that the scores were different across the four
domains. When comparing the main effects with a post-hoc analysis (Bonferroni),
it was found that the mean scores on equal societal participation and interaction
between majority group members and immigrants (M = .90, SD = .90) were
significantly higher than the mean scores on the other three domains (in all cases
p < .01). Respondents were more positive toward this domain than toward the
other three domains. Mean scores on the acculturation strategy adopted by Dutch
majority group members  (M = -.15, SD = 1.01) and on the (dis)approval of the
cultural diversity in the Netherlands and in Hengelo (M = -.08, SD = 1.20) were
not significant different (p = .68). Finally, the mean scores on the sociocultural
adjustment of immigrants  (M =  -1.04,  SD =  .75) were significantly lower than the
mean scores on the other three domains (in all cases p < .01). These differences
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can  also  be  seen in Figure  1. The scores  of the domain dealing with equal

participation and interaction showed a negatively skewed distribution, and the
domain dealing with minority acculturation showed a positively skewed

distribution, while the other domains showed more symmetric distributions, with
their modes closer to the midpoint of the scale. Finally, Figure 1 shows that most

respondents have a neutral attitude and only a few respondents were extremely

positive or extremely negative.

Relation between Demographic Variables and Multiculturalism
Multiple regression analyses were carried out to investigate the

association between various background variables (gender, age, income, and
education) and the overall score of the multiculturalism-scale as well as the
scores on the four domains. As can be seen in Table 3, gender, age, and income
were not related to the general attitude toward multiculturalism. So, on average,
men, women, younger people, older people, persons with a lower income, and
persons with a higher income shared the same attitude toward multiculturalism.

However, there was a negative and significant association between education
and the overall score on multiculturalisma, B = .34, p < .01.

There was no influence of age, gender, and income on cultural diversityb,

acculturation strategies of immigrantsc, and the acculturation strategies of the
majority groupd. Only education had a positive effect on these three domains, B =

31  (p < .01) for cultural diversity, B = .22  (p < .05) for acculturation strategies of
immigrants, B = .27 (p < .01) for acculturation strategies of the majority group (see
also Table 3). Finally, gender and education had a positive effect on equal
societal participation and interactione, B = .15, p < .05, and B = .26, p < .01,
respectively. Women and higher educated persons were more positive toward the

equal societal participation and interaction between mainstreamers and
immigrants than men and lower educated persons. Age and income did not show

any effect on this domain.

A Comparison of Attitudes in 1999 and 2004
The current results were compared with the results of the study of Seger

Breugelmans and Fons Van de Vijver (2004) which was conducted in 1999. From
a methodological perspective, the design is weak, as we attempt to identify

8See appendix Table 1
bSee appendix Table 2
csee appendix Table 3
dSee appendix Table 4
eSee appendix Table 5
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Table 3. Multiple Regression Analyses: Effect of Gender, Age, Income, and
Education on Multiculturalism

Beta coefficients
Dependent variable R2 Gender Age Income Education
Multiculturalism (overall .11 .06 .08 -.01 .34**

score)
Cultural diversity in the .10 .02 .09 -.01 .31**

Netherlands
Acculturation strategies of .07 -.11 .01 -.01 .22*

immigrants
Acculturation strategies of .07 .10 .05 -.03 .27**

the majority group
Equal societal participation .12 .15* .13 .10 .26**

and interaction
*p <.05. "p <.01

cultural change (Schaie 1970) in a design in which the cohort (sample) has been
changed; as a consequence, cohort differences and cultural change are
confounded in the current design. For this reason, a longitudinal design was not
preferred. We have found evidence, for example, in previous studies that age has
a weak, negative relation with attitudes toward multiculturalism (e.g. Schalk-
Soekar and van de Vijver 2006); as a consequence, a longitudinal design would
confound age and cultural change.

The validity of conclusions about cultural change from our design can be
strengthened by addressing the level of confounding of sample differences and
cultural change. Our conclusions are more valid when we find a larger similarity in
relevant characteristics between the  1999 and 2004 samples. In order to examine
the actual level of confounding in the design, we addressed the comparability of
the samples in 1999 and 2004. Both cohorts are broad samples from the general
population from an urban Dutch context. Both cities have a fairly sizeable
proportion of immigrant inhabitants and are industrialized, regional centers.
Before the scores of the two samples were compared on the multiculturalism
scale, we compared their average education level, because this variable
appeared to have an effect on multiculturalism. From a t test it appeared that the
respondents   in   2004   (M  =  -1.62,   SD   =   .58) were higher educated   than   the

respondents in 1999 (M = -1.82, SD = .70), t(574) = 3.75, p < .01. We found in
previous studies that education shows a positive relation with attitudes toward
multiculturalism (Breugelmans and Van de Vijver 2004; Schalk-Soekar and Van
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Figure 2. Average scores of both cities on the four domains of the multiculturalism scale.

de Vijver 2006). Therefore, it was decided to control for education in the

comparison of scores obtained in the two samples.
A univariate analysis of covariance (correcting for education) showed that

the two cohorts were not significantly different on the global multiculturalism

scale; after correcting for education, the means of the 2004 cohort was -.06 and
the 1999 average was -.24.  The two cohorts were compared on the four domains

of multiculturalism using four univariate analyses (corrected for education). The
2004 cohort (M = -.08, SD = 1.20) scored higher on the cultural diversity domain

than the 1999 cohort (M = -.48, SD = 1.43), F(1, 575) = 7.43, p < .05 (see also

Figure 2), although this difference was relatively small, Cohen's (1988) d = .30.
The respondents in 2004 (M = -.18, SD = 1.02) were also more positive toward

the acculturation strategies of Dutch natives than the respondents  in  1999  (M = -

45, SD = 1.10), F(1, 573) = 5.37, p < .05, d = .27. However, the respondents in
2004   (M   =   -1.04,   SD   =   .75)   were more negative toward the sociocultural

adjustment of the ethnic minority groups than the respondents in 1999 (M = -.75,
SD = .94), F(1, 573) = 23.47, p < .01, d = -.34. Finally, no significant differences
were found between the cohorts on the domain dealing with equal societal
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participation and interaction (2004: M = .90, SD = .91; 1999: M = .71, SD = 1.22),
F(1, 571) = 1.99, ns.

Discussion
Support for multiculturalism was studied in a Dutch majority group.

Analyses per domain indicated that the respondents were most positive about the
equal societal participation and interaction between majority group members and
immigrants (e.g., "I think that immigrants and majority group members should
have equal rights"), neutral about cultural diversity (e.g., "I do not like being in a
bus or a train in which there are many immigrants") and about the acculturation
strategies by the Dutch majority to the multicultural society ("I think that the Dutch
should support immigrants more in maintaining their culture and customs in the
Netherlands"), and most negative about the acculturation of ethnic minority
groups (e.g., "1 approve of immigrant women wearing headscarves"). Gender,
age, and income did not have any impact on attitudes toward multiculturalism.
However, higher educated people had a more positive attitude toward
multiculturalism than lower educated people.

A comparison of the current data set with data collected in  1999 (i.e., prior
to 9-11  and the murder of the Dutch politician Fortuyn in 2002) revealed that there
were no differences between the two years on the global means of the
multiculturalism scale (after correction for differences in educational level of the
two cohorts). With regard to the four domains separately, the respondents in 2004
were slightly more negative toward the sociocultural adjustment of the ethnic
minority groups into the Dutch society than the respondents in 1999. In addition,
the respondents in 2004 were more positive toward the cultural diversity and
toward the acculturation strategies of the Dutch majority group members than the
respondents  in 1999. However, the differences were rather small   in all three
cases. Views on equal societal participation and interaction between Dutch

majority group members and ethnic minority groups were identical across the two
years.

The results of the present study replicate previous findings. First,
multiculturalism is again found to be a unidimensional concept for Dutch majority
group members (Arends-TOth and Van de Vijver 2003; Breugelmans and Van de
Vijver 2004; Schalk-Soekar and Van de Vijver 2006). This implies that the Dutch

majority group members believe that it is impossible for immigrants to combine
cultural maintenance and adjustment to the Dutch society. According to them,
maintaining one culture automatically means letting go of the other culture.
However, immigrants have been found to support a different view. Judit Arends-
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Toth and Fons Van de Vijver (2003) found that Turkish-Dutch made a clear
distinction between adjusting to the Dutch society in public domains and
maintaining culture in private domains. In terms of the Interactive Acculturation
Model (Bourhis et a/. 1997), our findings point to a harmonious relational outcome
in public domains between Dutch natives and Turkish-Dutch and to a problematic
or even a conflictual relational outcome in private domains.

Second, the results show that Dutch majority members are generally
neutral toward multiculturalism but that the level of support becomes more
differentiated when asking about more specific domains. We found that Dutch
majority group members see both advantages and disadvantages of a
multicultural society, thereby replicating findings by Saskia Schalk-Soekar and
Fons Van de Vijver (2005). Respondents were slightly negative toward the
sociocultural adjustment of immigrants but slightly positive toward the equal
societal participation and interaction. Apparently, the overarching concept of
multiculturalism contains both positive and negative aspects which together lead
to a neutral attitude toward multiculturalism by the Dutch majority.

A major finding of the present study is that the endorsement of
multiculturalism is remarkably stable across time. The results of several studies
on   multiculturalism   in   1998,   1999,   2001,  and 2004 (Arends-TOth  and  Van  de
Vijver 2003; Breugelmans and Van de Vijver 2004; Schalk-Soekar and Van de
Vijver 2006; Van de Vijver et a/. 2006) show one and the same pattern by Dutch
majority group members; most people are neutral, with few individuals showing
extreme attitudes. This disconfirms the impression (often present in media
coverage) that the Dutch majority group consists of two groups, one with a
positive and one with a negative attitude toward multiculturalism. In addition, the
results suggest that attitudes toward multiculturalism are not susceptible to strong
long-term shifts after a dramatic societal event, such as a murder that is linked to
multiculturalism. The current study took place before the attack on filmmaker
Theo van Gogh, so that the influence of this event is not reflected in our data.
However, extrapolating the findings of the current study we would predict that in
the long run attitudes toward multiculturalism remain neutral.

In the introduction, four conditions (of John Berry and Rudolf Kalin (1995))
were mentioned for maintaining a multicultural society as an ideology, of which
one was the acceptance of all cultures and identities. The results of this study
show that the Netherlands does not have a multicultural identity according to
these conditions. However, there seem to be no extreme attitudes (positive or
negative) toward multiculturalism in the Netherlands either. This pattern has been
stable and consistent across various studies conducted in the past seven years.
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Strong shifts in discussions about the multicultural society in the political debate
and in the media are probably not adequate reflections of the attitudes of the
Dutch population toward multiculturalism. Instead of discussing the supposed
implications of negative societal events for the multicultural society, policy makers

might benefit more from a long-term view on acculturation processes. It is
valuable to carry out longitudinal research in other Western and plural societies.
Such studies test the external validity of the current findings in other societies and

will help to gain insight in the (lack of) support of multicultural government policies
in the larger population, as it is unlikely that any policy can be sustained that is
very different from the view of the majority group.
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Appendix Table 1

Correlation Matrix of Multiculturalism (overall score), Gender, Age, Income and
Education

Multiculturalism (overall Gender Age Income

score)
Gender               .01
Age .01 -.12

Income .10 -.16* .15*

Education .31** -.20** -.11 .35**
* correlation significant at .05 level (2-tailed)
** correlation significant at .01 level (2-tailed)

Appendix Table 2
Correlation Matrix of Cultural Diversity (in the Netherlands), Gender, Age,
Income, and Education

Cultural Diversity (in the Netherlands)
Gender -.05

Age .04

Income .10
Education .31**
** correlation significant at .01 level (2-tailed)

Appendix Table 3
Correlation Matrix of Acculturation Strategies of Immigrants, Gender, Age,
Income, and Education

Acculturation Strategies of Immigrants
Gender -.11

Age -.01

Income .07

Education .22**
** correlation significant at .01 level (2-tailed)
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Appendix Table 4
Correlation Matrix of Acculturation Strategies of Majority Group, Gender, Age,
Income, and Education

Acculturation Strategies of Majority Group
Gender .06

Age -.03

Income .05

Education .24**
** correlation significant at .01 level (2-tailed)

Appendix Table 5
Correlation Matrix of Equal Societal Participation and Interaction, Gender,
Age, Income, and Education

Equal Societal Participation and Interaction

Gender .10

Age .06

Income .18**
Education 26**
** correlation significant at .01 level (2-tailed)



Chapter Four
Strength OfMulticultural Attitudes: A
Longitudinal Study among Dutch
Mainstreamers*

There's an invisible war happening in Britain which Birtish Caucasians may or may not
see, but for the Muslim's for our country, it's similar to being Irish in the 70's and 80's.
guilty until proven innocent.
Kenny Glenaan, director of Yasmin (2004)

Abstract
The study examines the strength of multiculturalism attitudes by focusing on the
stability, extremity, consistency of its interattitudinal structure, and its power to
predict behavior. Multiculturalism attitudes were measured among 3678 Dutch
mainstreamers in 1998, 2001, and 2004, using a longitudinal design. Views on
the adaptation and cultural maintenance of Turkish-Dutch immigrants and on the
perceived equal opportunities of Turkish-Dutch immigrants were also measured.
All scales were unidimensional and equivalent over time. A path model showed
that multiculturalism attitudes were consistent and had a stable internal structure
over time; acculturation strategies and perceived opportunities were consistently
related to multiculturalism attitudes. In all three years, multiculturalism predicted
the frequency of contact with immigrants. Level of education appeared to be most
important predictor of multiculturalism, while year of birth and gender were the
most important predictors for frequency of having contact. Finally, the model
showed that multiculturalism attitudes are stable: Dutch mainstreamers stayed
slightly negative toward multiculturalism throughout the years.

*Schalk-Soekar, S. R. G., Van de Vijver, F. J. R., & Croon, M. A. (2006). Strength of
Multicultural Attitudes: A Longitudinal Study among Dutch Mainstreamers. (Manuscript in
preparation).
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The current study examines multiculturalism among Dutch mainstreamers.
Multiculturalism refers in psychology to an ideology which is defined as the
acceptance of different cultures in a society and also to the active support for
these culture differences by both the majority members and minority group
members (Arends-T6th & Van de Vijver, 2000,2003; Berry & Kalin, 1995, 2002).
Policies on multiculturalism, which are in line with this ideology, were adopted in
the 1970s and 1980s in many Western countries (e.g., Canada, Australia,
Sweden, Germany, United Kingdom, and the United States; Arends-TOth & Van
de Vijver 2003; Berry 1984; Berry & Kalin 1995, 2000; Breugelmans & Van de
Vijver 2004; Ho 1996; Joppke 1996; Wieviorka 1998). In the 198Os, the
Netherlands adopted a policy of multiculturalism which holds that minorities
should have the same rights as Dutch mainstreamers in having access to
institutions and in sharing their products and services (Verrmeulen & Penninx,
2000), while they are also allowed to maintain their culture. However, several
studies have shown that minority groups are more supportive toward
multiculturalism as an ideology than are majority members; the latter group does
not like immigrants to keep their culture (Arends-TOth & Van de Vijver, 2003; Van
Oudendhoven, Prins, & Buunk, 1998; Verkuyten, 2005; Verkuyten & Brug, 2004;
Verkuyten & Thijs, 2002; Zick, Wagner, Van Dick, & Petzel, 2001). This unequal
support by both groups indicates an unharmonious relational outcome between
minority groups and the majority group, which could have a negative effect on the
acculturation process of immigrant groups (see Interactive Acculturation Model by
Bourhis, Molse, Perreault, & Sen6cal, 1997). No studies on the stability of
multiculturalism attitudes have been carried out. The current study investigates
multiculturalism attitudes of the majority member of the Dutch society in 1998,
2001, and 2004, using a longitudinal design.

Strength of Attitudes
The strength of attitudes refers to dimensions such as stability, extremity,

internal structural consistency, and power to predict behavior (Eagly & Chaiken,
1993, 1998). An attitude is stable if its evaluation does not change over time.
Extremity refers to the extent a person likes or dislikes the particular object; a
participant's score is extreme if his/her score is significantly different from the
attitude scale's midpoint (or neutral value). The internal structure of an attitude
refers to its relation with other beliefs, affect, and other attitudes. Eagly and
Chaiken (1993, 1998) mention that racial attitudes or other (political) ideologies
have an interattitudinal structure which means that these attitudes are well
connected to several other attitudes or are even embedded in a broader ideology.
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Multicultural attitudes refer to an ideology which can be expected to show an
interattitudinal structure. Strong attitudes are consistently connected with other
related attitudes (for example, a very conservative and religion Christian person
shows a consistent interstructural attitude when he or she does not approve
abortion, and an inconsistent attitude when approving it, see Huckfeldt &
Sprague, 2000). Finally, strong attitudes predict behavior toward the particular
object or related aspects more accurately. In short, strong attitudes are stable
over time, have extreme evaluations (rather than moderate), have a consistent
internal structure, and predict (future) behavior.

All these dimensions independently influence the strength of attitudes,
implying that the strength of attitudes is multidimensional (see Eagly & Chaiken,
1993, 1998). But the strength of an attitude is not the sum of all these dimensions
together. Prislin (1996), who studied the relation between attitude stability and
attitude strength, showed that one dimension is enough to make an attitude
stable.

Theory on Multiculturalism Attitudes
Relation of multiculturalism and acculturation. According to Berry's

(2001) framework on immigration, multicultural ideology combines issues of
acculturation and intergroup relations. Acculturation is defined as the two-sided
process immigrants have to undergo within the mainstream society. On the one
hand, immigrants should think how important it is for them to keep their cultural
heritage and on the other hand, they should also consider the importance of
having contact with the host society. Combining these two issues and
dichotomizing the possible answers as important or unimportant yields four
acculturation strategies: integration (both issues are important), assimilation (only
contact with the host society is important), separation (only the maintenance of
culture is important), and marginalization (both issues are unimportant).
According to the Interactive Acculturation Model of Bourhis and his colleagues
(1997), and according to Berry's (1974) original model, the minority groups are
not free in making their choices between these four acculturation strategies since
they are influenced by how the majority group perceives them. Thus, the
mainstreamers also deal with this two-sided process; they have to consider if, on
the one hand, they endorse cultural maintenance by immigrants, and if, on the
other hand, they like immigrants to have contact with the host society. So,
mainstreamers also use acculturation strategies but in a somewhat different way
as immigrants; for mainstreamers, acculturation orientations refer to the question
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of which acculturation choices (adaptation and maintenance) they prefer to be
made by immigrant groups.

Relation of multiculturalism and intergroup relations. \n Berry's

(2001) framework multicultural ideology  is also related with intergroup relations,
because the ideology refers to the need to share activities and resources and to
deal with cultural diversity in an equitable way by both the majority group and
minority groups. This means that adequate intergroup contact and participation
are prerequisites for multiculturalism. In addition, multiculturalism has close

empirical links with ethnic/racial attitudes and prejudice (e.g., Coenders,  2001;

Pettigrew, 1998). Racial attitudes are part of a broader ideology, which is labeled

symbolic or modern racism (Eagly & Chaiken, 1993, 1998). Symbolic racism is
different from the more overt and hostile prejudice. It represents a form of
resistance to change the racial status quo based on moral feelings that minority
groups violate traditional mainstream values, such as individualism, self-reliance,
work ethic, obedience, and discipline. It is claimed that this symbolic racism is not
based on actual experience with minorities, but on inherent feelings of social

morality, deeply rooted beliefs about the accepted customs and manners of a

society, and on learned racial fears and stereotypes.
Wews on the stabiHty of intergroup attitudes. According to symbolic

racism, ethnic/racial attitudes tend to be strong as they are acquired and learned

through socialization, and show resistance to change over time. Other theories on

intergroup relations, such as Social Identity Theory (Taylor & Moghaddam, 1984)
and Social Dominance Theory (Sidanius & Pratto, 1999), also suggest stability of
intergroup attitudes; mainstreamers have a basic and stable need to feel good
about their own ethnic group and to be dominant when comparing themselves to

minority groups. However, other theories suggest that intergroup attitudes can

change (rather quickly) when intergroup relations change. The Realistic Conflict

Theory (LeVine & Campbell, 1972) and the Ethnic Competition Theory
(Scheepers, Gijsberts, & Coenders, 2002) suggest that change is possible,
because intergroup attitudes are based on the degree to which intergroup
relations involve competition and threat for the same scarce resources. Changes
in perceived competition can lead to attitudinal changes.

Empirical Findings on the Strength of Multiculturalism Attitudes
Stability and Extremity. Pettigrew (1998) studied the stability of attitudes

toward foreigners between   1988  and   1994 in several European countries,   an

aspect which is closely related to multiculturalism. He argued that there is an
increasing tendency among mainstreamers of these countries to think that too
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many foreigners live in their country and that the rights of these foreigners should
be restricted. Developments in the Netherlands seem to be in line with this
general tendency among mainstreamers to become more critical of the
multicultural society. Between    1998   and   2004 at least three major events
adversely affected the public discourse on multiculturalism in the Netherlands: the
attack  on  the Twin Towers  in  2001, a murder  in the Netherlands  of a popular
politician (Fortuyn) during an election campaign in 2002 and of a film director
(Van Gogh) in 2004 after finishing a critical, short documentary on the position of
women in Islam. Both persons criticized the lack of adaptation by non-western
(mainly Turkish and Moroccan) immigrants in the Netherlands. The public
discourse on multicultural issues and the Netherlands has become much more
critical in the last five years; similarly, laws on immigration have become much
more restricted in the same period.

It may seem obvious to expect that these negative events and stricter
legislation are associated with more negative attitudes toward intergroup relations
and multiculturalism. Yet, major events may have less impact than may be
expected. Duckitt and Mphuthing (1998) showed that attitudes toward Whites by
Black South Africans did not change after the abolishment of Apartheid  in  1994,
despite their gain in political power. The study suggests that interethnic attitudes
do not change easily in response to macrosocial changes in intergroup relations.
Since intergroup relations and multiculturalism attitudes are related, this might
suggest that macrosocial changes also do not affect multiculturalism attitudes if
both are related (or linked to each other) in a consistent way.

Dutch studies on multiculturalism done in 1998, 1999, 2001, and 2004
repeatedly found a neutral attitude toward multiculturalism and toward foreigners
by mainstreamers in the Netherlands (e.g., Arends-TOth & Van de Vilver, 2000,
Breugelmans & Van de Vijver, 2004; Schalk-Soekar & Van de Vijver, 2006a;
Schalk-Soekar, Breugelmans, & Van de Vijver, 2006; Van de Vijver, Schalk-
Soekar, Arends-TOth, & Breugelmans, 2006), suggesting that multiculturalism
attitudes are stable despite the negative events in society, in line with the findings
by Duckitt and Mphuthing (1998). However, it should be pointed out that the
conclusions of our Dutch studies were inconclusive in that a longitudinal design
was not used.

Internal structure of multiculturalism and its power to predict
behavior. Studies in our research group consistently showed the
unidimensionality of the construct of multiculturalism (e.g., Arends-T6th & Van de
Vijver, 2000; Breugelmans & Van de Vijver, 2004; Schalk-Soekar, Breugelmans,
& Van de Vijver, 2006, Schalk-Soekar & Van de Vijver, 2006a). The studies also
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found that Dutch mainstreamers do not like immigrants to hold on to their cultural

heritage, they rather would like them to adjust to the host society as much as
possible. The latter result has also been found in Slovakian, German, and other
Dutch studies (Piontkowski, Florack, Hoelkar, & Obdrzaek, 2000; Van
Oudenhoven, Prins, & Buunk, 1998, Verkuyten, & Thijs, 2002; Zick, Wagner, Van
Dick, & Petzel, 2001), suggesting that acculturation aspects are related to
multiculturalism. Similarly, Schalk-Soekar and Van de Vijver (2006a) found that
acculturation aspects were related to multiculturalism attitudes; the more a Dutch

person endorsed cultural maintenance by immigrants, the more positive this
person was toward multiculturalism. It can be concluded that multiculturalism is

consistently related to acculturation preferences.
Two independent studies, done in 1999 and 20001 (Breugelmans & Van

de Vijver, 2005; Schalk-Soekar & Van de Vijver, 2006a), addressed the
predictability of behavior on the basis of multiculturalism attitudes; both studies

found a good fit of a path model in which multiculturalism attitudes predicted
behavior, measured as the frequency of contact with immigrants. So,
multiculturalism predicts contact with immigrants in a consistent way over time. In
summary, psychological research on multiculturalism over the past few years
suggests that multicultural attitudes are relatively strong with regard to their

stability, internal consistent structure, and power to predict behavior and that
these attitudes have a moderate strength.

Relation of Multiculturalism and Background Variables
In our studies on multiculturalism we examined the relationship with

individual and background variables, such as level of education, gender, age, and
perceived opportunities (e.g., Arends-TOth & Van de Vijver, 2000; Breugelmans &
Van de Vijver, 2004; Ho, 1990; Schalk-Soekar & Van de Vijver, 2006a). Age and
gender did not show systematic relations with multiculturalism, while all studies

reported a positive relation between level of education and multiculturalism
attitudes, which is in line with Ethnic Competition Theory (Scheepers et al., 2002).
In addition, according to Realistic Conflict Theory, persons from a lower
socioeconomic status are more challenged by the traditional immigrant groups
(Antilleans, Surinamers, Moroccans, and Turks) who often compete for the jobs in
the lower segments of the labor market, than persons from higher socioeconomic
status. Furthermore, multicultural ideology is also related to the perception of
equal chances and opportunities (Arends-TOth & Van de Vijver, 2003;
Breugelmans & Van de Vijver, 2004; Schalk-Soekar & Van de Vijver, 2006a;

Verkuyten & Martinovic, 2006).
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The Present Study and Hypotheses
The Netherlands is becoming more diverse; the public discourse on the

country as a culturally heterogeneous society has become markedly more
negative in the last few years. The political climate has also changed; the
government policy has shifted from a focus on integration to adaptation. It may
seem natural to expect that the views of Dutch citizens have changed
accordingly. However, as mentioned above, previous studies did not show this
change (e.g., Arends-T6th & Van de Vijver, 2000; Breugelmans & Van de Vijver,
2004; Schalk-Soekar & Van de Vijver, 2006a; Schalk-Soekar, Breugelmans, &
Van de Vijver, 2006; Van de Vijver et al., 2006). These studies employed a cross-
sectional design, based on convenience and probability samples. As a
consequence, conclusions about trends are subject to multiple interpretations.
The current study attempted to overcome these problems by employing a
longitudinal design. We were interested in the strength of multiculturalism
attitudes by examining their stability, extremity, internal consistent structure, and
power to predict behavior. The study examined attitudes toward multiculturalism
and toward acculturation by Turkish-Dutch. There are two reasons for choosing
the Turkish groups. First, the Turkish group is one of the largest immigrant groups
in the Netherlands; second, Turkish-Dutch are often perceived by Dutch
mainstreamers as the prototypical non-Western immigrant group with a relatively
low status (Hagendoorn & Hraba, 1989; Pettigrew, 1998).

It is expected that multiculturalism attitudes are stable (hypothesis 1) and
neutral over time (hypothesis 2). Second, Dutch mainstreamers want Turkish
immigrants to adapt as much as possible (hypothesis 3) and to give up their
heritage culture (hypothesis 4). Third, a path model tested the interattitudinal
structure; more specifically, the model tested whether all psychological variables
(multiculturalism attitudes, acculturation, perceived chances and opportunities,
and contacts) are related to each other and whether this structure shows
consistency over time, while controlling for relevant demographic variables. It is
expected that views on acculturation are consistently related with multiculturalism
over time (hypothesis 5). Furthermore, multiculturalism attitudes are expected to
be positively and consistently related to frequency of contact with immigrants
(hypothesis 6). Finally, it is expected that level of education and socioeconomic
status are positively and consistently related with multiculturalism (hypothesis 7).

Method
Participants

The present study employed a longitudinal design in which in total 3678
Dutch mainstreamers were involved in 1998, 2001, and 2004. These respondents
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were members of a telepanel of a research center in the Netherlands

(CentERdata). These participants are a representative sample of the Dutch

majority population (UVT, n.d.). The panel members fill in a questionnaire about
various research topics every week using a personal computer. The composition
of the panel did not remain the same across the study. Members who signed off
were replaced by new members. As a consequence, the sample consists of
seven subgroups according to the years of participation (see Table 1).

An ANOVA showed that the seven subgroups differed significantly in year
of birth, F(6, 3671) = 100.70, p < .01. As can be seen in Table 1, participants who
entered the study in 2001 (time 2) and 2004 (time 3) were on average born later
than  participants who entered the study  in  1998  (time  1). In addition, the gender
distribution, the average year of birth, and the average level of education are also
included. As a consequence, the existence of a potential cohort effect had to be
taken into account in the further analyses by treating year of birth as a control
variable.

Table 1. The numbers of subjects in each subgroup, number of gender, average
age and year of birth, and average  level of education
1998a 2001a  2004a n Men Women    Mean year of Mean level of

birth educationb
+      +     + 265 164 101 1943.6 3.2

+             +            -               133            74 59 1942.6 3.1

+            -           +             101            68 33 1947.7 3.3

+      -      - 1066 566 500 1951.3 3.1

-       +      + 534 302 232 1956.8 3.9

-       +      - 702 352 350 1961.7 3.7

-       -      + 877 434 443 1960.0 3.5

Total 3678 1960 1718 1955.2 3.4

'+ signs in these cells means that observations are available at a particular time point, - signs indicate
that they are missing; for example, the pattern "+ + -" means that data of these participants are
available for 1998 and 2001, but not for 2004.
bLeve| of education scores could range from (1) primary education to (6) university degree.

Instruments
The questionnaire consisted of four parts. The first part asked about

demographic variables, like gender, year of birth, level of education, and
socioeconomic status. The second part contained the Dutch Multicultural Ideology
Scale (10 items), a translation and adaptation of the Canadian Multicultural

Ideology Scale (Berry & Kalin, 1995; see also Arends-TOth & Van de Vijver,
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2003). This scale addresses the support for having a culturally diverse society in
the Netherlands. An example of an item is: "A society that has a variety of cultural

groups is more able to tackle new problems as they occur".
The third part contained three scales with five items each. The first scale,

the Adaptation Scale, asked to what extent immigrants should adapt to the Dutch
culture in five life domains: child rearing, education, language usage, social
contacts, and cultural habits (the latter involves doing things in the way it is
culturally accepted). An item example is: "Turkish immigrants should rear their
children in the Dutch way". In the second scale, the Turkish Cultural Maintenance
Scale, it was asked to what extent immigrants should be allowed to maintain their
culture in the same five life domains as asked in the previous scale. An item
example is: "Turkish immigrants should rear their children in the Turkish way".
The third scale, the Perceived Opportunities Scale, contained items about
attitudes toward perceived opportunities of Turkish immigrants (compared to
those of mainstream Dutch), involving different areas of life (e.g., opportunities at
school and work). An example is: "Turkish individuals have the same
opportunities in the Dutch society as Dutch individuals have". All four scales could
be answered on a 7-point Likert scale ranging from 1 (strongly disagree) to 7
(strongly agree).

The fourth part contained one item, addressing the frequency of contact

with immigrants. Answer options were daily, few times a week, about once a
week, about once a month, a few times a year, about once a year, and never.

Procedure

All participants filled in the questionnaire at home on their personal
computer. In 1998, these participants had a modem connection to the telepanel
research center. After  1998, the telepanel research CentERdata changed  to  an
Internet connection. Every week, the CentERdata randomly selects participants to
fill in a particular questionnaire. The participants have the possibility to answer the

questionnaire from Friday until Tuesday.

Results
The results section is divided into three parts. In the first part, the

psychometric properties of the scales are presented. The second part deals with
the extremity of multiculturalism attitudes by looking at the patterns and the size
of the mean scores on all the psychological scales. The third part describes a
path model of multiculturalism, examining its interattitudinal consistency of
multiculturalism attitudes, and its stability over time.
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Psychometric Properties of the Scales
Psychometric properties of the scales were examined, using internal

consistency coefficients and factor analyses. The statistical measurements are
presented in Table 2 for  1998,  2001,  and 2004. The unidimensionality of the
Dutch Multiculturalism Ideology Scale replicated findings of previous studies
(Arends-TOth & Van de Vijver, 2003; Breugelmans & Van de Vijver, 2004; Schalk-
Soekar & Van de Vijver, 2006a, b). In addition, the other scales (the Adaptation
Scale, the Turkish Cultural Maintenance Scale, and the Perceived Opportunities
Scale) were also unidimensional.

Table 2. Psychometric Properties of the Four Scales: Eigenvalues and Internal
Consistencies (Percentage of Explained Variance by First Factor)

1998 2001 2004

Scale Eigenvaluesa a Eigenvalues' a Eigenvaluesa a
Dutch 4.14;1.13 .84 4.64; 1.04 .87 4.40; 1.04 .86

Multiculturalism (41.43%) (46.42%) (44.02%)
Ideology Scale

Adaptation Scale 2.14; 0.92 .66 2.18; 0.90 .67 2.22; 0.86 .68

(42.73%) (43.63%) (44.30%)

Turkish Cultural 2.30; .80 .70 2.46; 0.77 .74 2.53; 0.75 75

Maintenance Scale (45.96%) (49.09%) (50.67%)

Perceived 3.24; 0.68 .86 3.32; 0.65 .87 3.41; 0.56 .88

Opportunities (64.72%) (66.42%) (68.16%)

'First two eigenvalues and percentage of variance accounted for by the first factor (between brackets)
are presented. Although The Dutch Multiculturalism Ideology Scale showed eigenvalues of the second
factor above 1, scree tests suggested the extraction of a single factor. All loadings on this factor were
higher than .48.

Finally, values of Tucker's phi were computed to see if the four scales
were equivalent across the three measurement occasions (in 1998, 2001, and
2004). Structural equivalence deals with the issue of whether an instrument
measures the same across different cultural groups or measurement occasions
(see Van de Vijver & Leung, 1997). The values of Tucker's phi for all four scales
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across the three different times were computed. Values of above .90 are widely
assumed to point to identital factors (Van de Vijver & Leung, 1997). It appeared
that the lowest of the twelve values was .997. Clearly, multiculturalism attitudes,
acculturation attitudes, and perceived opportunities are equivalent across the
sample groups and time; the underlying concept of these scales had the same
meaning across the years of administration.

Extremity
The extremity of scale scores was examined by means of one-sample t

tests to test if the means differed significantly from the neutral point (which is 4 in
all scales). In addition, values of Cohen's dl (Cohen, 1988) were computed to see
how large the differences between the mean score and scale midpoint were over
time. The mean scores and the effect sizes for each scale and year are presented
in Table 3. According to the one-samples t tests all scales were significant (p <
001), which means that respondents did not have neutral attitudes toward any

scale in any year. For multiculturalism, effect sizes were -0.12, -0.09, and -0.35
respectively, which means that the second hypothesis had to be rejected;
respondents were (in all three measurement occasions) slightly negative toward
multiculturalism (rather than neutral). So, multiculturalism attitudes are negative
and extreme, although the effect sizes were small.

Table 3. Mean Scores of the Scales and  Effect Sizes per Scale of the Difference
between Mean  Score and Midpoint (= 4) of the Scales

1998 (N = 1565) 2001 (N = 1634) 2004 (N = 1777)
Scales               Md               Md               M            d
Multiculturalism 3.88 -0.12 3.90 - 0.09 3.64 -0.35
scale
Adaptation scale 5.40 1.82 5.48 1.95 5.66 2.24
Cultural 3.39 - 0.68 3.36 - 0.69 3.08 -1.00
maintenance
scale
Perceived 4.32 0.25 4.22 0.17 4.30 0.23
opportunities
scale
Note. A negative d means that mean scores were lower than the neutral point, pointing to negative
attitudes. A positive d means that mean scores were higher than the neutral point, pointing to positive
attitudes.

1 Effect sizes between .20 and .50 refer to small differences, between .50 and .80 to
moderate ones, and above .80 to large differences (Cohen, 1988).
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Attitudes toward adaptation were significantly positive which is indicated

by the large effect sizes in all three years (1.82, 1.95, and 2.24, respectively).
Thus, hypothesis 3 is confirmed; respondents supported the view that immigrants
should adapt as much as possible. Attitudes towards cultural maintenance were

consistently below the scale midpoint (d = -0.68, -0.69, and -1.00, respectively),
which means that Dutch mainstreamers do not want immigrants to keep their
culture (confirming hypothesis 4). Finally, attitudes toward perceived opportunities
are slightly positive, although the effects sizes remain small over time (0.25, 0.17,
and 0.23, respectively). Thus, Dutch mainstreamers slightly agreed that
immigrants have the same chances and opportunities in life as the Dutch majority.

Interattitudinal Consistency of Multiculturalism
In order to make optimal use of all observed data (because of the amount

of missing values), the path analyses used in the study were all carried out with
AMOS 6.0 using full information maximum likelihood option to the treatment of

missing data (see also Wothke, 2000). In this approach each subject contributes
to the estimation of the parameters of those variables for which he or she has
observed data. This is achieved by constructing a subject-specific contribution to
the overall likelihood function which is restricted to those variables for which the

subject has observed data.
A path model was fitted to the data collected at three measurement

occasions. Figure 1 is a simplified version of the model tested. The Figure

presents the model that was tested for the  1998 data. The paths were the same
for 2001 and 2004. The tested model specified the same constellation of paths for
each of the three years. The psychological variables (acculturation and perceived
opportunities) and the demographic variables were included. Since the model
includes measures of several regression analyses, every effect is computed while

controlling for all other explanatory variables. All explanatory variables were
allowed to correlate. There were no paths from any variable in any year going to

any variable in another year; for example, cultural maintenance  in 1998 predicted
multiculturalism in 1998 but not in any other year.

Figure 1 shows that acculturation strategies, perceived opportunities, and
background variables predicted multiculturalism attitudes. In turn, multiculturalism

attitudes, together with background variables, predicted the frequency of contact

with immigrants. In the model, acculturation attitudes, perceived opportunities,
and background variables (introduced in order to control for cohort effects, level of

education, gender, and socioeconomic status) are expected to be related across
the years. In addition, we assumed that the error terms of multiculturalism
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* + +
Acculturation Acculturation Opportunities .07 Level of 4
Adjusting Maintenance education
1998 1998 1998 1998 .08

03 SES 4 -
1998

-.11

03
Year of

-.37 .46 -.09 Birth .56

4
06 Gender -.56

V             V            V
V

Attitudes toward Multiculturalism
1998 4  1 1

 111111111 

A7

V

Frequency of contact with Turkish            I
Dutch 4.40
1998

Note. Dotted lines represent the correlations between the exogenous variables. Fit indices for model with equalregression weights and equal intercepts (over time): %2(103, N = 3678) = 420.87, p < .01, %2/df = 4.09, TLI =
923, CFI = .971, RMSEA = .029, PCLOSE = 1.00.

Figure 1. Path Analysis of the relations of multiculturalism attitudes with acculturation and
intergroup relations
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attitudes across the three years were related; the same assumption was made for
the error component of the frequency of contact with immigrants. The correlation
between these error terms represents the partial correlation between the
corresponding dependent variables that remains after partialling out the effects of
the explanatory variables according to the model.

In a first path analysis no constraints were imposed on any coefficients so
that the relations of all variables could vary over time. In a second series of path

analyses, more parsimonious path models were tested to examine for which

explanatory variables the unstandardized coefficients could be assumed to be
constant over time as a test of interattitudinal consistency of multiculturalism
attitudes across the years. Results are reported in Table 4. The first model was
the path model without constraints, which showed acceptable fit measures. In the
second model, regression weights were held constant over time (for example, the
amount of variance that 'acculturation adjusting' predicted on 'multiculturalism
attitudes'  in  1998 was held equal for 2001  and 2004.  The same was done for the
other explanatory variables). Table 4 shows that the fit measures improved in this
model; the ratio of the chi square value to the degrees of freedom dropped
relatively, and the TLI index increased. In the third model, having equal intercepts
for multiculturalism attitudes and the frequency of having contact with immigrants,
fit measures did not change appreciably and remained acceptable. In the last
model, a set of covariances were held constant over time (for example, the
covariances between acculturation adjusting and the other six variables

(acculturation maintenance, perceived opportunities, level of education,
socioeconomic status, year of birth, and gender) were held equal over time).
Table 4 shows that the substantial change of the fit measures; the ratio of the chi
square value to the degrees of freedom increased considerably, whereas the TLI
and CFI indexes showed large decreases. The preference for the third model of
Table 4 (assuming equal regression weights and equal intercepts over time) is
mainly based on the increase of x2/df, and the decrease of CFI and TLI in the final
model.

The statistical indices for the preferred model with equal regression
weights and equal intercepts were adequate: %2(104, N = 3678) = 450.22, p < .01,

121df = 4.33 (the latter is rather high, but the large sample size should be taken
into account), Tucker Lewis Index (TLI) = .92 (recommended 2 .90), the
Comparative Fit Index (CFI) = .97 (recommended 2.95), Root Mean Square Error
of Approximation (RMSEA) = .03 (recommended 3.06), and the PCLOSE = 1.00

(recommended 2.95). The model explained 40.9% of the variance of the attitudes
toward multiculturalism in 1998, 41.3% in 2001, and 38.7% in 2004. The



Strength Of Multicultural Attitudes 93

explained variance for the frequency of contact was much smaller in these three
years; 9.4%, 9.5%, and 9.3%, respectively.

Tab\e 4.  Results of the Path Analysis
2Model  X  df %2/df 1%2 Adf TLI CFI RMSEA PCLOSE

Unconstrained 384.82 76 5.06 .90 .97 .03 1.00

model

Constrained

models

Equal regression 433.53 100 4.34 48.71 24 .92 .97 .03 1.00

weights

Equal structural 450.22 104 4.33 16.69 4 .92 .97 .03 1.00

intercepts

Equal structural 718.39 134 5.36 268.17 30 .89 .95 .03 1.00

covariances

values in bold italic p <.01

It can be concluded that adaptation attitudes, cultural maintenance
attitudes, and perceived opportunities consistently predicted multiculturalism
attitudes over time (see Table 5 for both the standardized and unstandardized
regression weights). Both adaptation attitudes and perceived opportunities had a
negative coefficient on all three measurement occasions, while cultural
maintenance showed a positive and significant effect. The cultural maintenance
effect seemed to be the most important explanatory variable (0.41 < p < 0.42,
across the three years), followed by adaptation attitudes (-0.29 < B < -0.27), and
perceived opportunities (-0.12 <   < -0.11).  So, the more someone believed that it
is not necessary for an immigrant to adapt to the Dutch society, that an immigrant
does not have the same possibilities in life as a Dutch mainstreamer has, and can
keep his or her own culture, the more positive attitudes this person had toward
multiculturalism. Moreover, multiculturalism attitudes positively and consistently
predicted the frequency of contact with immigrants in each year.

Demographic variables had a consistent effect on both multiculturalism
and the frequency of contact with immigrants (see Table 5); persons born later,
women, higher educated persons, and persons with a higher socioeconomic
status were more positive toward multiculturalism. Level of education was the
most important explanatory variable (0.10 < B < 0.11), confirming hypothesis 6,
while socioeconomic status was the least important, though still significant
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predictor (0.03 < B < 0.04), which confirms hypothesis 7. The results on the
frequency of contact with immigrants are not all in the same line. Year of birth and
level of education positively predicted the frequency of contact with immigrants,
while gender and socioeconomic status had a negative effect. So, persons born
later, higher educated persons, men, and persons with a lower socioeconomic
status have more contact with immigrants. Here, year of birth had the most
important effect (B = 0.27), followed by gender (13 = -0.13). The absolute values of
the Bs of the other two variables were 0.06.

Table 5. Raw and Standardized Regression Coefficients for Multiculturalism
Attitudes

b               1 1998             112001             [12004
Multiculturalism attitudes

Adaptation Attitudes -.37** -.29 -.28 -.27
Cultural Maintenance Attitudes .46** .41 .42 .42

Perceived Opportunities :09** -.11 -.12 -.12
Year of Birth .03** .03 .03 .03

Gendet .06* .03 .03 .03

Education .07** .11 .10 .10

SES .03** .04 .04 .03

Frequency of contact with
immigrants
Multiculturalism Attitudes 07* .03 .03 .03

Year of Birth .56** .27 .27 .27

Gendet -.55** -.13 -.13 -.13
Education .08** .06 .06 .05

SES -.11** -.06 -.06 -.06

Note. Raw regression coefficients are identical across the three years of administration, while
standardized coefficients are slightly different. 'Male = 0; Female =  1.* p <  .05, **p <  .01.

What do these results imply concerning the consistent interattitudinal
structure of multiculturalism? Multiculturalism attitudes have consistent

interattitudinal structural aspects, as they are consistently related with
acculturation aspects: The more the respondents endorse cultural maintenance

by immigrants and do not endorse the need for immigrants to adapt as much as
possible, the more positive their attitudes are toward multiculturalism. This pattern
is consistent with the definition of multiculturalism as an ideology (confirming
hypothesis 5). The definition also underlines the equal chances and opportunities
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in life for both the immigrants and mainstreamers. As the results show, the less
people believe that mainstreamers and immigrants have equal opportunities the
more positive they are toward multiculturalism, which is a consistent pattern. This
consistency appears to be stable over time according to the path model. The
results show that multiculturalism attitudes consistently predict the frequency of
having contact with immigrants over time, confirming hypothesis 6.

The analyses showed acceptable fit measures for a path model, in which
structural intercepts were held constant over time. The model suggests that both
the attitudes toward multiculturalism and the frequency of having contact with
immigrants remain invariant   over time (confirming hypothesis 1). Dutch
mainstreamers were consistent in their slightly negative attitude toward
multiculturalism and their contact frequency with immigrants (on average a few
contacts per week).

Discussion
This study investigated the strength of multiculturalism attitudes among

Dutch mainstreamers by addressing their stability, extremity, internal consistency
of its structure, and power to predict behavior. Three related attitudes were
assessed: attitudes toward the adaptation of Turkish-Dutch, attitudes toward
cultural maintenance of Turkish-Dutch, and attitudes toward perceived
opportunities of Turkish-Dutch as compared to those of Dutch mainstreamers.
The data were collected in a longitudinal design, with three measurement
occasions:    1998,   2001,   and   2004. A complex structure of missing values
emerged because panel members could sign on and off at any time.
Psychometric analysis showed that all scales used in the study were
unidimensional, had acceptable reliabilities, and were equivalent across the three
time points. Dutch mainstreamers were slightly negative toward multiculturalism
(which was not expected), positive toward the adaptation of Turkish-Dutch (as
expected), moderately to largely negative toward cultural maintenance (as
expected), and slightly positive toward the idea that Turkish-Dutch and Dutch
mainstreamers should have equal changes and opportunities in life. The internal
structure was addressed in a path model which showed that multiculturalism
attitudes were consistently related to acculturation aspects and perceived

opportunities of mainstreamers and immigrant groups. Our findings suggest that
multiculturalism attitudes have a consistent interattitudinal structure. Furthermore,
this model suggested that positive multiculturalism attitudes were associated with
more frequent contact with immigrants. Background variables (level of education,
socioeconomic status, and year of birth) were positively associated with
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multiculturalism, with level of education as the most important predictor. These
explanatory variables had different signs in predicting the frequency of contact:
level of education and year of birth were positive predictors, while socioeconomic
status was negatively related. Females scored higher on multiculturalism than
males, while the latter had more contacts with immigrants. This discrepancy may
be related to the fact that more men have a job and most intercultural contacts
occur at work. Finally, model with equal intercepts showed a good fit, suggesting
that attitudes toward multiculturalism stay the same over time.

What do these results tell us about the strength of multiculturalism
attitudes? The literature suggests that attitude strength is multidimensional and
that one indicator of strength is enough to make it stable (see Prislin, 1996).
Following this reasoning, multiculturalism attitudes are strong in two perspectives.
First, according to the definition, multiculturalism appeared to be extreme and
negative, since these attitudes deviated significantly from the neutral point

(although the effect sizes were small in all three years). Second, the structure
appeared to be characterized by consistent linkages with well connected aspects,
which indicates that the structure is very stable over time.

Other evidence for the solid structure of multiculturalism attitudes comes
from a previous study by Schalk-Soekar and Van de Vijver (2006a). In their study,
conducted in 2001 with another sample of Dutch mainstreamers, a path model of
multiculturalism was also presented. In both path models acculturation strategies
predicted multiculturalism attitudes (in a consistent way), which in turn predicted
the frequency of contact with immigrants.

An important question to consider is why previous studies (Breugelmans
& Van de Vijver, 2004; Schalk-Soekar, 2006a) repeatedly found a neutral attitude
toward multiculturalism over time, while the current study found a slightly negative
attitude. Several possible explanations were explored. Level of education among
the respondents did not seem to differ between the previous studies and the
present one. Since there also seemed to be a negative relation between age and
multiculturalism attitudes (e.g., Schalk-Soekar & Van de Vijver, 2006b), age
differences were checked between the studies, but there were no major age
differences between the previous and current study. In addition, the current study
consisted of different subgroups (see Table  1).  So, the difference between  the

(longitudinal) panel group (first  row in Table  1)  and the (cross-sectional) trend
groups (fourth, sixth,  and the seventh row in Table  1) has been computed, since
previous studies can be considered as trend studies. No salient differences were
found: the panel group was slightly negative toward multiculturalism (d ranged
from -0.47 to -0.15) and the same was found for the trend groups (d ranged from -
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0.38 to -0.05). Still, a cohort effect cannot be ruled out, since participants in the
1998 sample were born somewhat earlier than the other two samples, and the
relationship between age and multiculturalism have been consistently found to be
negative (e.g., Arends-T6th & Van de Vijver, 2000; Breugelmans & Van de Vijver,
2004).

This switch from a modem connection to an Internet connection could
possibly explain the differences in cohort effect and the drop of participants
between   1998   and 2001. There   were 398 respondent that participated   the
research in both in  1998 (time 1) and in 2001  (time 2), whereas the drop between
2001 (time 2) and 2004 (time 3) was much smaller; the overlap consisted of 799
participants. Concerning the first, possibly persons born later were more familiar
with working on the Internet than persons born earlier.

Finally, some limitations of this study should be mentioned. First, although
the present study outlines interesting findings in the strength of multiculturalism
attitudes over time, the study showed many missing data. When there would have
been more overlap in participants between the three measurement occasions, a
more robust pattern of continuities and changes might have been obtained.

Second, in addition to acculturation aspects, intergroup relations are
assumed to be antecedents of multiculturalism. The current study did not address
direct intergroup relational aspects. In a previous study, Schalk-Soekar and Van
de Vijver (2006a) found that an intergroup relational aspect, namely ethnic
hierarchy, predicted multiculturalism attitudes: the fewer differences Dutch
mainstreamers perceived between themselves and several cultural groups, the
more supportive they were toward multiculturalism. By including other and more
direct measures of intergroup relations (such as prejudices, discrimination, and
stereotypes), a more comprehensive picture of multiculturalism attitudes and its
structure, and strength can be obtained.

Finally, studies of multiculturalism should ideally include both the majority
and minority groups, since these two groups affect each other in their attitudes
toward each other. Immigrants are more positive toward multiculturalism because
they will gain more from such an ideology (Arends-TOth & Van de Vijver, 2000;
2003; Van Oudenhoven et al., 1998; Verkuyten & Martinovic, 2006).

The present study showed that multiculturalism attitudes are stable and
strong. The question remains how these attitudes can be positively influenced in
order to achieve harmonious relationships between minority and majority group
(see Bourhis et al., 1997). The literature does not present a consistent picture
about the changeability of multiculturalism attitudes. On the one hand, literature
on symbolic racism makes it hard to believe that these attitudes can quickly
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change; ethnic and racial attitudes are deeply rooted through socialization. On the

other hand, our results suggest that changes in attitudes toward the adaptation of
immigrants and their cultural maintenance should have an indirect effect on
multiculturalism. Several studies have shown that the majority group does not
endorse cultural maintenance by immigrants, neither in the public domain nor in
the private domain (e.g., Arends-T6th & Van de Vijver, 2003; Breugelmans & Van

de Vijver, 2004; Piontkowski et al., 2000; Van Oudenhoven et al., 1998; Zick et
al., 2001). The study of Schalk-Soekar and Van de Vijver (2004) showed that
differences between majority group members and minority groups are smaller in

domains that Dutch majority members are more familiar with and have more

knowledge about. So, a possible way to change attitudes among majority
mainstreamers would be to create more tolerance of cultural maintenance of

immigrants in private domains by informing mainstreamers about the value of
cultural maintenance for immigrants. Policy makers could point to the importance
of having personal freedom at home, which is a norm that is highly respected in
Western societies, by making these situations more familiar. More tolerance for
maintenance in the private sphere might lead to changes in ethnic and racial

attitudes.
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Chapter Five
Attitudes toward Multiculturalism Of
Immigrants and Majority Members in
the  Netherlands *

We are searching for an answer. We are moving forward. We are coming together. We
are falling apart.
Crash (2004) directed and written by Paul Haggis

Abstract
The current study examined the perceptions by Dutch natives and four immigrant
groups (Surinamers, Antilleans, Turks, and Moroccans) on four topics relevant for
the functioning of the Netherlands as a multicultural society: immigrants' feelings
of comfort in living in the Netherlands, their perceived discrimination, their cultural
maintenance, and Dutch Involvement with them. As predicted, Dutch natives
estimated the immigrants' view more accurately in a contact domain (perceived
discrimination) than in a non-contact domain (feelings of comfort) and the attitude
differences between Dutch natives and immigrants were smaller in a contact
domain (Dutch involvement) than in a non-contact domain (cultural maintenance).
The study also examined the relation between ethnic hierarchy (cultural
distance), educational level, and experiences of the ethnic groups. Turks and
Moroccans (who occupy a lower position in the Dutch ethnic hierarchy and are
less schooled) reported less positive feelings and experiences in the Netherlands
than Surinamers and Antilleans (who are higher in the ethnic hierarchy and are
better schooled).

*Schalk-Soekar, S. R. G., Van de Vijver, F. J. R., & Hoogsteder, M. (2004). Attitudes
toward multiculturalism of immigrants and majority members in the Netherlands.
International Journal of Intercultural Relations, 28, 533-550.
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Multiculturalism as an ideology refers to the acceptance of different cultures in a
society and also to the active support for these culture differences by both the
majority members and minority group members (Berry & Kalin, 1995; cf. also
Arends-T6th & Van de Vijver, 2000,2003). According to Berry and Kalin (1995,
2000), there are four main prerequisites for maintaining a multicultural society.
First, there should be a general support for cultural maintenance by immigrants,
intercultural contact and societal participation by all groups. Second, there should
be overall low levels of prejudice and intolerance in the population (no
discrimination). Third, the various ethnocultural groups should have positive
attitudes toward each other. Finally, there should be a degree of attachment to
the larger society, without derogation of its constituent ethnocultural groups.

This multicultural ideology combines issues of acculturation and
intergroup relations (Berry, 2001). On the one hand, the ideology holds that
cultural diversity is good for a society and its individual members, which means
that cultural maintenance is highly valued (the acculturation aspect); on the other
hand, multiculturalism means that diversity should be shared and accommodated
in an equitable way, which involves strong intergroup contact and participation
(the intergroup relation aspect). The two issues are usually not studied in
combination; most acculturation research has focused on minority groups, while
studies on intergroup relations have mainly involved majority groups (Berry,
2001).

According to Bourhis, MoTse, Pereault, and Senecal (1997), research on
acculturation should include both the perceptions of the majority and minority
group. Their framework, the Interactive Acculturation Model, is based on Berry's
model. The latter assumes that ethnic groups have to address two issues in the
acculturation process: (1) "Is it important for migrants to keep their own cultural
identity?" and (2) "Is it important for migrants to have contact with the host
society?" Dichotomizing the possible answers to both questions and combining
them yields four acculturation strategies: integration (positive attitude toward own
cultural identity and contacts with host society), assimilation (positive attitude
toward contacts with the host society while losing the ethnic culture), separation
(positive attitude toward own ethnic culture while having negative contacts with
the host society), and marginalization (negative attitude toward own cultural
identity and contacts with host society). The Interactive Acculturation Model
assumes, as did Berry (1974) in his original model, that minorities' choice of
strategy depends on how the majority perceives the minority groups. In addition,
the Interactive Acculturation Model argues that the views of the dominant group
on minorities are also influenced by how the minority groups perceive the
majority. In short, according to the Interactive Model acculturation attitudes of
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both the minority and majority groups should be considered; for the former group
they refer to preferred and actual ways of adjustment to the new society, while for
the latter group they indicate which strategies minorities may or should choose.
The combination of acculturation strategies used by both groups results into three
interpersonal and intergroup relational outcomes, namely: (a) consensual, when
the orientations of both groups correspond completely; (b) problematic, when the
orientations of both groups correspond partly; and (c) conflictual, when the
orientations of both groups are incompatible.

A multicultural ideology will develop only if there is a consensual
relational outcome between majority and minorities, which means that both
groups should hold an integration strategy (Bourhis et al., 1997; Montreuil &
Bourhis, 2001). In order to assess relational outcomes studies on multiculturalism
need to address the perceptions of both majority and minority groups.

The current study examines the perceptions of both the majority group
and ethnocultural groups in the Netherlands in four domains relevant for
multiculturalism: immigrants' feelings of comfort in living in the Netherlands,
perceived discrimination, cultural maintenance, and Dutch involvement with
immigrants.

Immigration in the Netherlands
In the last 50 years there have been three immigration waves in the

Netherlands. The first was formed by different groups from former Dutch colonies
(immigrants from Indonesia, mainly since the mid-195Os, and from Surinam and
the Dutch Antilles, mainly since  1965). The second wave, formed  by a group  of
immigrant workers from Southern Europe (Greece, Italy, Spain, and Portugal),
arrived during the mid-195Os,  and from Turkey and Morocco during the 1960s.
These groups were recruited to fill vacancies, mainly jobs for unskilled and low-
skilled workers. The third wave was formed by a group of political and religious
refugees from former East Block countries (such as Hungary) who immigrated
since the 1970s  and from different countries such  as  Iran,  Iraq, and former
Yugoslavia since the mid-1980s (Van den Berg & Bleichrodt, 1996; Vermeulen &
Penninx, 2000).

In the 1980s the Netherlands adopted a policy of multiculturalism, as
other countries such as Australia, Great Britain, Canada, Germany, the United
States, and Sweden had done before (Arends-T6th & Van de Vijver, 2003; Berry,
1984; Joppke, 1996; Wieviorka, 1998). The policy involves the mutual support of
and respect for cultural diversity, combined with egalitarian goals. This means
that minorities have the same rights to access institutions and share in their
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products and services as the Dutch natives (Vermeulen & Penninx, 2000), while
they are also allowed to maintain their ethnic culture.

The current study focuses on four immigrant groups, namely Surinamers,
Antilleans, Turks, and Moroccans. These groups are important to study for
different reasons. First, the four groups together (about 6.3% of the Dutch
population) are the largest groups of immigrants in the Netherlands. Second,
there is a sharp distinction between the Moroccans and Turks on the one hand,
and the Surinamers and Antilleans on the other hand. Moroccans and Turks tend
to be less familiar with the Dutch language, culture, and habits than the
Surinamers and the Antilleans (Van Oudenhoven, Prins, & Buunk, 1998; Van
Oudenhoven, Willemsma, & Prins, 1996), who came from countries with a
colonial history of more than 300 years of exposure to the Dutch language and
culture. As a consequence, Surinamers and Antilleans, despite their darker skin
color, have a smaller cultural distance to the Dutch society than the Moroccan
and Turkish groups have (see Kleinpenning, 1993).

Contact Domain and Non-Contact Domain
Intercultural encounters are important constituents of multicultural

societies. The contact hypothesis is a theoretical model of the role of intergroup
contacts, which is relevant for understanding intergroup relations in plural
societies (see also Hewstone & Brown, 1986). This hypothesis can be readily
extended and may be useful for the understanding of the accuracy of mutual

perceptions and of differences in attitudes of mainstream members and
immigrants vis-a-vis various aspects of multiculturalism. According to the contact

hypothesis, direct contact can lead to more positive attitudes and to reduced

prejudice if particular conditions are met (Brewer & Brown, 1998; Brewer &
Gaertner, 2001; Forbes, 1997; Hewstone & Brown, 1986; Pettigrew & Tropp,
2000). One condition, relevant for the present study, is that this contact should
have high "acquaintance potential", meaning that contact should be frequent,
long, and close rather than infrequent, short, and casual (distant or superficial)
(Brewer & Brown, 1998). Members from different groups then have the chance to

get new and more accurate information about each other (see also Amir, in Bar-
TaI, 1997). So, the contact hypothesis leads to the prediction that the different

groups of a plural society have more knowledge about and more accurate

perceptions of each other in life domains with more intercultural contact; the latter
are called "contact domains" here, while life domains with less intercultural
contact are called "non-contact domains". In addition, the contact hypothesis
implies that more direct contact leads to smaller differences in attitudes between

groups (see Van Oudenhoven et al., 2002). So, the contact hypothesis may also
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lead to the prediction that differences in attitudes of different groups are smaller
toward contact domains than toward non-contact domains.

In one of the few studies on the accuracy of mutual perceptions of hosts
and immigrants, Zagefka and Brown (2002) showed that in Germany the host
members misperceived the immigrants with regard to their acculturation
strategies. In the eyes of the hosts, immigrants prefer strategies in which they can
keep their culture, while immigrants indicate to prefer integration and to have
contact with the host society. Similarly, Van Oudenhoven, Prins, and Buunk
(1998) found that Dutch natives thought that immigrants (in this case Turks and
Moroccans) preferred a separation strategy, while these immigrant groups
indicated to prefer integration.

Although these two studies employ different samples in different
countries, both show that the host members misperceive immigrants'
acculturation preferences. In line with our interpretation of the contact hypothesis,
this misperception of the minority groups by the hosts could be because the
preferred acculturation strategies by minority groups are a somewhat distant
domain for the host members, about which there is not much intercultural contact
(a non-contact domain). So, a lack of knowledge is assumed to underlie the
misperception.

On the basis of the findings described above and the assumptions of the
contact hypothesis, it is hypothesized that Dutch natives perceive immigrants'
view more accurately in a contact domain than in a non-contact domain
(hypothesis  1 a).

Few studies have compared attitudes in contact and non-contact
domains. As no studies have compared attitudes of mainstreamers and
immigrants in contact and non-contact domains, there is only indirect evidence for
this link. Studies dealing with views on cultural maintenance versus adaptation
may provide such evidence, as it involves a related distinction. Various studies on
multiculturalism have reported that there are disagreements between majority
groups and minority groups concerning cultural maintenance (e.g., Arends-TOth &
Van de Vijver, 2003; Breugelmans & Van de Vijver, 2004; Piontkowski et al.,
2000; Van Oudenhoven et al., 1998; Zick et al., 2001). In these studies the
majority members were asked if immigrants should be allowed to keep their
culture. The results indicate that the majority group (in the Netherlands, Germany,
and Slovakia) does not like cultural maintenance by immigrants; rather, they like
immigrants to adjust to the host society, while the immigrants like to have contact
with host members but also like to maintain their ethnic culture. A study of Taylor
and Lambert (1996) in North America showed that when majority members are
explicitly asked in which life spheres immigrants can keep their culture, the
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majority groups approve of cultural maintenance by immigrants in the private
sphere. This study suggests that it may be important to take into account the
distinction between public (contact) domain and private (non-contact) domain
when assessing preferred acculturation strategies among natives and
immigrants. Verkuyten and Thijs (2002) confirmed this by showing that there
were more differences between immigrants (Turkish-Dutch) and Dutch majority
groups in their attitudes toward cultural maintenance (a private or a non-contact

domain) and less toward adjusting to the host society (a public or a contact

domain).
This relatively large difference between the majority group and minority

groups regarding cultural maintenance may due to the relative absence of contact
between the groups about this private, non-contact domain. The relatively small
difference between the majority group and minority groups on adjusting to the
host society may be because this domain involves more contact (a public, contact

domain).
This reasoning leads to the prediction that the Dutch majority group and

immigrants have smaller differences in their attitudes toward a contact domain
than toward  a  non-contact domain  (hypothesis 1 b).

Ethnic Hierarchy
Ethnic hierarchy and self-reported comfort feelings, discrimination

of immigrants, and contacts with mainstream members. Multicultural
societies will function more smoothly when groups treat each other more equally.
According to Social Dominance Theory (Sidanius & Pratto, 1999), however,
people have a basic predisposition to form and maintain hierarchical and group-
based systems of social groups. This group-based social hierarchy is represented
through the social power, prestige, and privilege that an individual has because of
his or her membership in a particular, socially constructed group (such as race
and religion). Individuals hold on to this group-based inequality because it
legitimises beliefs, attitudes, and stereotypes of others, called social ideologies,
and are treated as true by a whole group. The theory also proposes that the
majority group has a higher need for dominance and inequality than minority
groups have, because the majority group wants to maintain its high status and

power. Therefore, the majority group likes high-status groups more than low-
status groups.

This group-based social hierarchy, in which the majority group views itself
as the superior group, does not imply that all ethnic groups occupy the same low
position in the eyes of the majority group. For instance, Pettigrew (1998) found
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that Brits were slightly more prejudiced against Asians than against West Indians,
and the French were more prejudiced against North Africans than against Asians.

Ethnic hierarchies have been found in several countries, such as the
Netherlands (Hagendoorn & Hraba, 1989; Kleinpenning, 1993; Verkuyten,
Hagendoorn, & Masson, 1996), the former Soviet Union (Hagendoorn et al.,
1998), U.S.A. (Neckerman, Carter, & Lee, 1999), and Pakistan (Mullick & Hraba,
2001). The classical study by Brewer and Campbell (1976) of 30 different groups
in East Africa showed that this group-based social hierarchy is influenced by
mutual similarities, social distance, and relative intergroup status. It was found in
every group that individuals felt closest to groups that were physically closer,
better known, and culturally more like their own group. Groups were respected
and found to be attractive when they were perceived as culturally more similar to
the ingroup. Their study showed that intergroup attraction and perceptions are
products of cultural similarity and status (with the former being more important
than the latter) and suggests that other aspects besides social status are also
important for the ethnic hierarchy to emerge; or in Kleinpennings (1993) words:

On the basis of their characteristics, some groups might be placed
'further' away from the ingroup than others. These groups might also
be evaluated more negatively than groups that have more
characteristics in common with the ingroup. A sequence of preference
of ethnic outgroups emerges: the ethnic hierarchy. (p. 28)

In some studies the related concept of social distance has been used
(e.g., Hagendoorn & Hraba, 1989). As the majority group can be expected to
have the most dominant position in the hierarchy, social distance is strongly
related to hierarchy; differences in experienced social distance reflect differences
in position in the ethnic hierarchy. Results from different studies in the
Netherlands suggest that the hierarchical pattern of social distance toward the
various ethnic groups is quite stable among Dutch natives. Hagendoorn and
Hraba (1989) found that Dutch natives reported most social distance toward
Moroccans, followed by Turks, Moluccans, Surinamers, Spaniards, Jews, and
English. Kleinpenning (1993) found that most social distance was reported toward
Turks, followed by Moluccans, Surinamers, Jews, and Spaniards. Verkuyten,
Hagendoorn, and Masson (1996) found that Dutch natives experienced most
social distance toward Turks, followed by Moroccans, Surinamers, and
Spaniards. Finally, Schalk-Soekar and Van de Vijver (2003) asked Dutch
mainstreamers to what extent they perceived differences between themselves
and Surinamers, Antilleans, Turks, and Moroccans. It appeared that the most
differences between themselves and the four ethnic groups were reported toward
Moroccans, followed by (in descending order) Turks, Antilleans, and Surinamers.
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Although these studies did not ask Dutch natives to rate the same ethnic

groups and employed somewhat different methods, the following tentative ethnic

hierarchy in the Netherlands emerges (in descending order): English, Spaniards,
Jews, Surinamers, Antilleans, Moluccans, Turks, and Moroccans.

From the Interactive Acculturation Model (IAM) (Bourhis et al., 1997) it
can be expected that the ethnic hierarchy is associated with the experiences of
immigrants in the larger society. Members of stigmatized groups are often aware
that they are discriminated against or that other groups have negative feelings

toward them (see also Crocker & Quinn, 2001). So, ethnic groups with a low
position in the ethnic hierarchy (to which more social distance is felt by the hosts)
can have more negative feelings toward the larger society than ethnic groups with
a higher position (to which less social distance is felt by the hosts). The present
study examines (self-reported) feelings of comfort in living in the Netherlands,

feelings of discrimination, and contacts with mainstream members involving
Surinamers, Antilleans, Turks, and Moroccans. It is hypothesized that the place in
the ethnic hierarchy (from low to high: Moroccans-Turks-Antilleans-Surinamers) is
positively related to the degree in which immigrants report to feel comfortable in
living in the Netherlands. (So, going up on the ethnic hierarchy, scores on
reported feelings of comfort are expected to increase) (hypothesis 2a); the place
in the ethnic hierarchy is negatively related to the degree in which immigrants
report feelings of discrimination (hypothesis 2b); and the place in the ethnic
hierarchy is positively related to the degree in which immigrants report to have
contacts with the host society (hypothesis 2c).

Ethnic hierarchy and immigrant's attitudes toward cultural
maintenance and mainstream involvement. Ethnic groups have different
attitudes toward cultural maintenance and toward having contact with the host
society. Social Identity Theory can help to explain these differences. Individuals
are assumed to strive to have and enhance a positive identity that is represented

by the group to which they belong (Taylor & Moghaddam, 1984). According to
this theory, more disadvantaged groups will adopt either an assimilation strategy

attempting to be similar to the members of the dominant (positively regarded)
group, or they may prefer a separation strategy (Ward, Bochner, & Furnham,

2001).
From previous studies in the Netherlands it is known that a separation

strategy is preferred above assimilation (e.g., Arends-T6th & Van de Vijver, 2002;
Van Oudenhoven, Prins, & Buunk, 1998; Verkuyten & Thijs, 2002). Therefore, it
is expected that groups with a lower position in the ethnic hierarchy show more
separation, which leads to the following hypothesis: The place in the ethnic
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hierarchy (Moroccans-Turks-Antilleans-Surinamers) is negatively related to the
degree in which immigrants report the importance of cultural maintenance
(hypothesis 2d); the place in the ethnic hierarchy is positively related to the
degree immigrants find Dutch involvement with immigrants important (hypothesis
2e).

Method
Participants

Five cultural groups were studied, namely Dutch natives, Surinamers,
Antilleans, Turks, and Moroccans. Each group consisted   of 100 participants,
except for the Antillean group that consisted of 90 participants (see Table 1). The
number of men and women in each of the five cultural groups is almost equal.
The average age is significantly higher in the Dutch group than the four ethnic
groups together, F(1, 488) = 6.38), p < .05. The Dutch participants were higher
educated than the four ethnic groups together, F(1, 480) = 53.10, p < .001.
Between the four ethnic groups there were also differences in level of education,
F(3, 381) = 15.16, p < .001. From a post hoc analysis (Tukey HSD) it appeared
that the Surinamers (M = 2.10, SD = .08) were higher educated than the Turks (M
= 1.76, SD = .08) and the Moroccans (M = 1.60, SD = .08), while the Antilleans
(M = 1.90, SD = .08) were higher educated than the Moroccans.

Table 1.  Cultural  Groups  Involved  in the Study
Cultural group Sample sizea    Mean age Level of education (%)b
Dutch natives (n = 100) 49-51 42 5-58-36
Surinamers (n = 100) 59 - 41              38                    4 - 81 - 14
Antilleans (n = 90) 40 - 50            35                 19 - 69 - 10
Turks (n = 100) 49 - 48              37                    34 - 51 - 11
Moroccans (n = 100) 51 - 49             39                  44 - 51 -  4
' Females and males, respectively
b Percentage of respondents with low or primary school, secondary school, and tertiary school as their

highest level of completed education, respectively

Measures
The questionnaire had four scales. Two referred to non-contact domains:

Immigrants' Feelings of Comfort in Living in the Netherlands and Cultural
Maintenance. Both scales assess topics about which there is not much explicit
intercultural contact; it is assumed that only mainstreamers with many
intercultural contacts are aware of what immigrants think about these topics. The
other two involved contact domains: Perceived Discrimination and Dutch
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Involvement with Immigrants. These scales assess attitudes in domains that
almost by definition imply contacts between immigrants and mainstream
members.

Each scale consisted of three items. The items of Immigrants' Feelings of
Comfort in Living in the Netherlands (Cronbach's a = .64, administered only in the
ethnic groups) were: (1) "Do you feel at home in the Netherlands?" (which could
be answered with no, completely not, a little bit, and yes, completely, scored as 1,
2, and 3, respective/y); (2) "Did you have difficulties getting used to the Dutch

language?" (which could be answered with yes and no); (3) "Do have difficulties
with Dutch people?" (which could be answered with yes and no).

The items of Perceived Discrimination (a = .73, administered only in the
ethnic groups) were formulated as statements with two answer options (agree
and  disagree). The items  were: (1) "Sometimes  I feel badly treated because  of
my cultural background"; (2) "Sometimes I have the feeling that I'm not welcome
here"; (3) Sometimes I feel threatened because I am different compared to the
average Dutch person".

The scale Cultural Maintenance (a = .55) consisted of items with a 3-
point Likert response scale ranging from agree to disagree. The items were: (1) "1
think it is the best for the Netherlands that immigrants keep their culture and
habits"; (2) "1 think that Dutch natives in the Netherlands should support all
immigrants with maintaining their culture"; (3) "It is preferable that all immigrants
give up their culture and habits and get adapted to the Dutch culture". The scale
Dutch Involvement with Immigrants (a = .45) also consisted of items with the
same 3-point Likert scale ranging from agree to disagree. The items were: (1) "1
think that most Dutch natives know little about the culture and habits of the
migrants"; (2) "1 think that Dutch companies should try harder to employ
migrants"; (3) "I think that Dutch natives and migrants should seek more contact".

The questionnaire for the Dutch assessed the views of Dutch natives. For
Cultural Maintenance and Dutch Involvement with Immigrants the items were the
same for the immigrants and the Dutch natives. The items in the other two scales,
Immigrants' Feelings of Comfort in Living  in the Netherlands (a = .47) and
Perceived Discrimination (a = .48) were not asked in the same way as in the
ethnic groups. The Dutch natives were asked to estimate immigrants'
experiences (e.g., "Do you think that migrants feel at home in the Netherlands?"),
while the immigrants were asked to express their own feelings (e.g., "Do you feel
at home in the Netherlands?").

Finally, actual contact was measured with one item: "Could you tell how
often you have contact with Dutch natives?" (which could be answered with daily,
weeWy, month/y, and /ess than month/y, scored as 4, 3,2, and 1, respectively).
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Procedure

All participants were interviewed on the street by trained interviewers with
the same cultural background as the interviewee (for example, all Turks were
interviewed by Turkish interviewers). The interviewers translated the questions
when participants experienced difficulties understanding the Dutch language. The
participants could answer the questions in their own language when they had
difficulties expressing themselves in Dutch. The interviews were held in six large
cities of the Netherlands, namely Amsterdam, Rotterdam, Enschede, The Hague,
Tilburg, and Eindhoven. The interview took about 15 to 20 minutes.

Results
The results are divided into three sections. The first section deals with the

structural equivalence of the scales. The analysis addresses the question to what
extent each of the four scales measures the same underlying construct(s) in each
cultural group. The second section investigates the differences between the
Dutch and immigrants in the contact domain and non-contact domains (first
hypothesis). The third section deals with the differences between the ethnic
groups (second hypothesis).

Equivalence of the Scales across the Cultural Groups
Structural equivalence refers to the issue of whether an instrument

measures the same across cultural groups, which is a prerequisite for meaningful
cross-cultural comparison of scores (Van de Vijver & Leung, 1997). Structural
equivalence was examined per scale by comparing the factor solution in a target
group with the factors solution in the combined other groups. Per scale the
procedure consisted of two steps. The first one consisted of a factor analysis of
item scores (standardized per cultural group). Two factor analyses were then
carried out, one for the target group (e.g., Turks) and the other factor analysis for
the combined other groups (Dutch, Surinamers, Antilleans, and Moroccans). It
may be noted that the usual second step, in which target rotation is carried out,
could be omitted, because all scales were unifactorial. Therefore, the next step
consisted only of the computation of the factorial agreement.

In Table 2 the values of Tucker's phi for each cultural group and each
scale are shown. Values of Tucker's phi of above .95 are widely accepted as
pointing to identical factors in the two groups (Van de Vijver & Leung 1997). The
lowest value observed is .96. Clearly, the scales used in this study are equivalent
across the groups, which means that each of the underlying constructs (e.g.,
perceived discrimination) had the same meaning across all groups.
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Table 2. Tucker's Phi per Scale for Each Cultural Group
Scales Dutch Surinamers Antilleans Turks Moroccans

Immigrants' Feelings of .978 .960 .996 .990 .982

Comfort in living in the
Netherlands
Perceived .994 .981 .994 .997 .997

Discrimination by
Immigrants
Cultural Maintenance by .999 .978 .997 .959 .979

Immigrants
Dutch Involvement with .999 .994 .979 .979 .984

Immigrants

Contact Domain versus Non-Contact Domain
The next goal was to find out if the difference between the Dutch natives

and immigrants in a non-contact domain was significantly larger than the
difference between the Dutch natives and immigrants in a contact-domain. More
specifically, the goal was to examine the accuracy of perceptions of immigrants'

views by the Dutch in a contact and non-contact domain as well as the
differences in attitudes of Dutch natives and immigrants toward a contact and
non-contact domain. Two analyses of variance were carried out, one for accuracy
of perceptions and one for differences in attitudes. The within-subject factor had
two levels: contact versus non-contact domain. The between-subject factor was
cultural group (Dutch natives versus immigrants; the latter being Surinamers,
Antilleans, Turks, and Moroccans together). Effect sizes (Cohen's d)1 were
employed to examine the size of the differences between two groups (Cohen,
1988). The first part of the first hypothesis stated that Dutch natives would

estimate immigrants' views better in a contact domain (perceived discrimination)
than in a non-contact domain (immigrants' comfortable feelings in the

Netherlands). The interaction effects test the equality of the differences between
the groups in the two domains. A significant interaction effect was found between
the groups and the domains (Wilks' Lambda = .88, F(1, 488) = 67.01, p < .001);
the distance between the Dutch and immigrants on the Comfort scale was

significantly different from the distance between the two groups on the Perceived

1Effect sizes are defined as the difference of the Dutch and the immigrants' average score,
divided by their pooled standard deviation. Effect sizes between .20 and .50 refer to small

differences, between .50 and .80 to moderate ones, and above .80 to large differences

(Cohen, 1988).
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Discrimination scale. More specifically, the difference between the means of
immigrants and Dutch natives  on the Comfort scale was large  (d = 1.10); Dutch
natives underestimated the feelings of comfort of immigrants living in the
Netherlands (Immigrants: M = .19; Natives: M = -.85). However, compared to the
Comfort scale, the effect size of Perceived Discrimination by Immigrants was
much smaller (d = -.44). Dutch natives think that immigrants perceive more
discrimination than the latter actually report (Immigrants: M = .06; Natives: M =
.37). It can be concluded that Dutch natives estimate immigrants' views better in
a contact domain (Perceived Discrimination) than in a non-contact domain
(Immigrants' Comfortable Feelings in the Netherlands), which is in line with
hypothesis la.

The second part of the first hypothesis stated that the attitudes of Dutch
natives and immigrants toward a contact domain (Dutch Involvement with
Immigrants) would be more similar than their attitudes toward a non-contact
domain (Cultural Maintenance). A significant interaction effect was found between
the groups and these domains, Wilks' Lambda = .98, F(1, 488) = 7.74, p < .01.
The effect size of Cultural Maintenance was large (.98); Dutch natives were less
positive toward Cultural Maintenance than were immigrants (Immigrants' M = .18;
Natives' M = -.74). The effect size of Dutch Involvement with Immigrants was
moderate (.51); Dutch natives  were  also less positive toward Dutch Involvement
with Immigrants (Immigrants' M = .09; Natives' M = -.42). It can be concluded
that the difference between the Dutch natives and immigrants in their attitudes
toward Dutch involvement with immigrants (a contact domain) was smaller than in
their attitudes toward cultural maintenance (a non-contact domain), which is in
line with hypothesis 1 b.

Ethnic Hierarchy
In order to examine the role of ethnic hierarchy on all scales four

regression analyses were carried out. In each analysis the first independent
variable was ethnic hierarchy (or the social distance toward ethnic groups felt by
the host members). This variable was taken from an independent study of
Schalk-Soekar and Van de Vijver (2003), in which Dutch natives were asked to
indicate how different they feel from each of the four immigrant groups of the
current study. Dutch natives could rate these questions on a 7-point Likert scale
ranging from only a few differences to many differences. The means were 4.58,
4.71,  5.00,  and  5.29,  for the Surinamers, Antilleans, Turks and Moroccans,
respectively. In the present study, all Surinamers received an ethnic hierarchy
score of 2.42 (= 7.00 - 4.58; scores were converted to reflect degree of
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closeness to the Dutch), all Antilleans received an ethnic hierarchy score of 2.29

(= 7.00 - 4.71), etcetera.
The four ethnic groups differed significantly from each other on the level

of education and the rank order of the level of education fully corresponded to the
rank order in the ethnic hierarchy; correlation between level of education and
ethnic hierarchy was  .32, p < .001. Therefore,  it was decided to include level of
education as the second independent variable.

Ethnic hierarchy and feelings of comfort, discrimination, and
contacts with mainstream members. The first regression analysis examined
the role of ethnic hierarchy and level of education on immigrants' feelings of
comfort in living in the Netherlands reported by immigrants. The proportion of
explained variance was significant, R2 = .17, F(2, 387) = 40.40, p < .001. As
predicted, the standardized regression coefficient of the ethnic hierarchy was
positive and significant, B = .19, p < .001. Level of education also had a
significant value, 1  = .31, p < .001. So, immigrants from groups higher in the
hierarchy and immigrants with more education reported stronger feelings of
comfort in living in the Netherlands. But when the mean scores of the ethnic
groups on the Comfort scale were ranked, Moroccans and the Turks did not show

the expected rank order (see Figure 1).  In sum, hypothesis 2a is confirmed,  but
the association is not very strong.

1.0 -

0.6 -

0.2 -

-0.2 -

-0.6

Moroccans Turks Antilleans Surinamers

• Migrants' Feelings of Comfort in Living in the Netherlands

- -•- - - Perceived Discrimination

Figure 1. Mean scores of the ethnic groups for Immigrants' Feelings of Comfort in Living in the
Netherlands and Perceived Discrimination by Immigrants (horizontal axis ordered according to
the ethnic hierarchy from low to high)
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The second regression analysis addressed the role of ethnic hierarchy
and level of education in perceived discrimination. From the regression analysis it
appeared that ethnic hierarchy and level of education were both significant
predictors of perceived discrimination, R2 = .11, F(2, 387) = 23.16, p < .001. The
standardized regression coefficient of ethnic hierarchy and level of education
were   = -.25 (p < .001) and   = -.14 (p < .05), respectively. As expected, the
lower an ethnic group stands on the ethnic hierarchy, the more this group feels
discriminated against. However, an inspection of the mean scores revealed again
that the expected rank order did not appear completely; contrary to expectation,
the Surinamese group perceived slightly more discrimination than the Antilleans
(see  Figure 1). Hypothesis 2b is confirmed,  but the association is again  not very
strong.

Hypothesis 2c predicted a positive relation between the ethnic hierarchy
and the amount of contact with the host society by the immigrants. The
regression analysis, with ethnic hierarchy and level of education as the two
predictors, showed a significant relationship, R2 = .18, F(2, 387) = 41.87, p <
.001. One predictor was significant, namely level of education (fl = .41, p < .001)
Here, only level of education had influence on the amount of contact with
mainstreamers by immigrants and not ethnic hierarchy, while it was expected that
(at least) the latter one would predict the amount of contact. Hypothesis 2c is not
confirmed; yet, the value of the standardized regression coefficient, though not

3.9 -

3.6 -

3.3
.                   4

3.0 -

2.7

Moroccans Turks Antilleans Surinamers

-0-- Amount of contact with the host society

Figure 2. Mean scores of the ethnic groups for amount of having contact with host
society ordered from Moroccans to Surinamers (horizontal axis ordered according to the
ethnic hierarchy from low to high)
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significant (p = .04, ns) was in the expected direction, and when looking at Figure

2, it can be seen that the ethnic hierarchy did not completely show the pattern
suggested in hypothesis 2c. Moroccans and Turks both reported more of less the

same frequency of contact with the Dutch natives, while it was expected that the
Moroccans would have fewer contacts.

Ethnic hierarchy and immigrant's attitudes toward cultural
maintenance and involvement by mainstreamers. in the fourth regression
analysis a significant relationship was found between the two predictors, ethnic

hierarchy and level of education, and the dependent variable, cultural
maintenance by immigrants,  R2 = .09, F(2,  387) =  18.26, p < .001. Ethnic

hierarchy was the only significant predictor, B = -.26, p < .001. As expected, the
higher an ethnic group stands on the ethnic hierarchy, the less positive this group
is oriented toward cultural maintenance. A rank order of the mean score of the
ethnic groups again showed a pattern that was slightly different from the
expectation: the Surinamers were more positive toward cultural maintenance than
the Antilleans (see Figure 3), while the reverse was expected. Hypothesis 2d is
confirmed, but the association is not very strong.

Hypothesis 2e postulated a positive relationship between the two
predictors, ethnic hierarchy and level of education, and the dependent variable,
attitudes of immigrants toward Dutch involvement with immigrants. From the
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• Cultural Maintenance by Migrants  - - -•- - - Dutch Involvement in Migrants

Figure 3. Mean scores of the ethnic groups for Cultural Maintenance by Immigrants and
Dutch Involvement with Immigrants ordered from Moroccans to Surinamers (horizontal
axis ordered according to the ethnic hierarchy from low to high)
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regression analysis, this relationship appeared to be significant, R2 = .05, F(2,
387) = 10.22, p < .001. Only ethnic hierarchy had a significant standardization
regression coefficient, B = .22, p < .001. The higher an ethnic group stands on the
ethnic hierarchy, the more positive this group is oriented toward the Dutch
involvement with immigrants. A rank order of the mean scores of the ethnic
groups showed the expected pattern (see Figure 3), which confirms hypothesis
2e.

Discussion
The present study examined views of both the Dutch majority group and

four main immigrant groups (Surinamers, Antilleans, Turks, and Moroccans) on
topics related to multiculturalism and acculturation. Dutch natives perceived
immigrants' views more accurately in a contact domain (Perceived Discrimination
by Immigrants) than in a non-contact domain (Immigrants' Feelings of Comfort in
Living in the Netherlands). The attitudes of the Dutch natives and immigrants
toward a contact domain (Dutch Involvement with Immigrants) were more similar
than attitudes toward a non-contact domain (Cultural Maintenance by
Immigrants). Furthermore, the level of education of the four ethnic groups in the
current study showed the same rank order as the ethnic hierarchy. Still, from the
results it appeared that the differences in attitudes found between the four
immigrant groups was largely in line with the ethnic hierarchy held by Dutch
natives (from high to low: Surinamers, Antilleans, Turks, and Moroccans): Groups
higher in the hierarchy reported to feel more at home in the Netherlands, to
perceive less discrimination, to have a less positive attitude toward cultural
maintenance, and to see Dutch mainstreamers as more involved with immigrants.
Frequency of contact with mainstreamers by immigrants was better predicted by
their level of education, although even in this case the regression coefficient (of
ethnic hierarchy) was in the expected direction and the observed means were
more or less in line with the expectation (Figure 2).

Although part of the theoretical framework of the present study was
derived from the contact hypothesis, no measure of direct contact was employed;
life domains were examined that differ in degree of intercultural contact: the
private domain with minimal contact between the host members and immigrants,
and the public domain with more implicit or explicit intercultural contact. Our study
demonstrates that the contact hypothesis can be fruitfully applied to this
distinction for understanding the accuracy of intercultural perceptions by
mainstreamers and for understanding differences in attitudes of mainstreamers
and immigrants. The contact hypothesis, originally intended to describe the
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influence of contact on prejudice reduction (Brewer & Gaertner, 2001; Forbes,
1997; Pettigrew & Tropp, 2000), has a broader domain of applicability.

The distinction between the contact domain and non-contact domain
supports the results of Arends-T6th and Van de Vijver (2003). They asked Turks-
Dutch and Dutch natives about their views on acculturation in five life domains. It
appeared that Dutch natives preferred assimilation to integration in all life
domains, while the Turks-Dutch made preferred integration in public domains and
separation in private domains. This difference between public and private
domains is clearly an important aspect of acculturation, at least in the
Netherlands. The generalizability of these findings to other plural societies is yet
to be determined.

The attitudes of the ethnic groups toward the four domains did not
completely correspond to the rank order of the groups in the ethnic hierarchy.
This lack of correspondence could be due to two factors. First, other Dutch
studies also showed small inconsistencies in their findings. For example,
Hagendoorn and Hraba (1989) found that the Dutch natives perceived more
social distance toward Moroccans than toward Turks, while Verkuyten,
Hagendoorn, and Masson (1996) found the reverse pattern. This inconsistency
suggests that the differences of Moroccans and Turks are relatively small, which
by definition are more difficult to replicate. Analogously, the differences of
Surinamers and Antilleans may also be relatively small. However, the distinctions
between the Muslim groups (Moroccans and Turks) and the non-Muslim groups
(Surinamers and Antilleans) showed up as expected, which suggests that the
differentiation between these larger clusters is much stronger than the
differentiation within each of the clusters.

Second, these inconsistencies could indicate that the theory about the
relation between the specific life domains and its corresponding ethnic hierarchy
is moderated by other factors not measured in the current study. The small
values of the squared multiple correlations found in each of the domains also
suggest that the ethnic hierarchy used by the Dutch natives and the level of
education of ethnic groups explain only a small part of the self-reported feelings
of the immigrants. Individual and group differences in identification with ethnic
nationality and host society, in attitudes toward the host members, and in ideas
about how to live in the host country could improve the prediction of individual
and group differences in acculturation outcomes (cf. Piontkowski et al., 2000).

Finally, the limitations of this study should be mentioned. The present
study showed that Dutch natives employ an ethnic hierarchy. But in the section of
the contact and non-contact domain, the Dutch were asked how they thought
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immigrants (in general) experienced the Netherlands. Their answers were
compared with the answers given by the immigrants. The current study could
have probed the views of mainstreamers vis-a-vis specific cultural groups (e.g.,
separate questions dealing with the perceived discrimination of Turks,
Moroccans, Surinamers, and Antilleans).

A similar reasoning applies to the way ethnic hierarchy was assessed.
This variable was not included in the present study, but taken from another study
about social distance (Schalk-Soekar & Van de Vijver, 2003). Although significant
effects were found in the present study, and the ethnic hierarchy was comparable
to results of other studies (e.g. Hagendoorn & Hraba, 1989), the scores may not
have been optimal for our sample. The Dutch natives included in the study of
Schalk-Soekar and Van de Vijver (2003) are comparable with the Dutch natives
in the current study in terms of age and gender; however, in the current study the
Dutch natives had a slightly higher level of education than the Dutch natives in
the first study. Breugelmans and Van de Vijver (2004) showed that level of
education was positively related to attitudes toward multiculturalism (as an
ideology). So, It could be that the Dutch natives in the study of Schalk-Soekar
and Van de Vijver would show slightly different social distances than is used in
the present study.

A final limitation of this study involves the low reliability of scales that
were used in this study. Each scale consisted of only three items, which could be
the reason for these low internal consistencies. On the other hand, the influence
of the low internal consistencies should not be overrated. Low internal
consistencies increase score fluctuations but tend to leave the score rank orders
intact. As a consequence, using scales with higher internal consistencies could
have yielded more significant results, but the overall patterning of the results (e.g.
the rank order of the ethnic groups) was probably not affected.

In summary, the current study demonstrated that both majority groups
and minority groups should be included in studies of multiculturalism, as the
views of both groups are needed because of their mutual relevance (e.g., ethnic
hierarchies). Furthermore, the results of this study suggest that the contact
hypothesis can be extended to explain differences in knowledge and attitudes in
different life domains. Finally, we began the introduction with a description of four
prerequisites for maintaining a multicultural society (Berry & Kalin, 1995). The
current study shows that the Dutch society does not completely meet these
criteria. In particular, the relatively negative attitude toward cultural maintenance
and the low involvement with immigrants by Dutch challenge the establishment of
harmonious intergroup relations required in multicultural societies.
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Chapter Six
Multiculturalism among
Mainstreamers and Immigrants in 21
European Countries *

When you're moving at the speed of life, we are bound to collide with each other.
Crash (2004) written and directed by Paul Haggis

Abstract
Multiculturalism attitudes among majority and immigrant groups from 21
European countries were studied from the European Social Survey data. At
individual level, eight scales covering different aspects of multiculturalism were
equivalent across cultural groups and countries, and measured the same single
factor model with equal measurement weights across countries. Immigrant groups
were more positive toward multiculturalism than majority groups. At country level,
Gross Domestic Product per capita (GDPpc), political systems, and subjective
well-being, showed positive correlations with multiculturalism; most correlations
became nonsignificant after controlling for GDPpc. Neither the percentage of
foreign population over thirty years nor integration policies were correlated with
multiculturalism. Finally, multiculturalism was positively predicted by education
and negatively by age.

*Schalk-Soekar, S. R. G., Van de Vijver, F. J. R., Arends-T6th, J., & Van Hemert, D.
(2006). Multiculturalism among Mainstreamers and Immigrants in 21 European
Countries. (Manuscript submitted for publication).
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All European countries nowadays have a culturally heterogeneous population.
This development, which is recent for some countries, has changed the
economic, social, cultural, religious, and last but not least political landscape of
these countries (Ederveen et al., 2005). Multiculturalism policies are based on
many concepts and assumptions of a social-psychological nature. Psychological
multiculturalism, the topic of the current study, refers to the attitude toward the
culturally heterogeneous composition of the population in a country. The most
important elements of psychological multiculturalism are the acceptance of
different cultures in a society and the active support for these cultures by both the
majority members and the immigrant group members (Berry & Kalin, 1995; cf.
also Arends-T6th & Van de Vijver, 2000,2003). Although the number of studies
dealing with the psychological aspects of multiculturalism increases (e.g., Arends-
T6th & Van de Vijver, 2003; Berry & Kalin, 2000; Breugelmans & Van de Vijver,
2004; Ho, 1990; Schalk-Soekar., Breugelmans, & Van de Vijver, 2005; Schalk-
Soekar & Van de Vijver, 2005), only a few focused on the immigrants'
perspectives or on country differences. The current study examines cross-
national differences in support for multiculturalism among mainstreamers and
immigrants of various European countries. Data were used from the European
Social Survey (ESS) of 2004, in which multiculturalism attitudes of both majority
group and immigrant groups were studied in 21 European countries, namely
Austria, Belgium, Czech Republic, Denmark, Finland, France, Germany, Greece,
Hungary, Ireland, Italy, Luxembourg, the Netherlands, Norway, Poland, Portugal,
Slovenia, Spain, Sweden, Switzerland, and the United Kingdom.

The next section describes studies on the relation between immigration/
integration policies and acculturation strategies of immigrant and majority groups.
This is followed by a brief overview of recent immigration history patterns and
multiculturalism policies of the ESS countries. The next section deals with the
conceptualizations of different aspects of multiculturalism and empirical findings.
In the last part of the introduction research questions are formulated.

Relation between Immigration/Integration Policies and Acculturation
Strategies

A currently popular model in cross-cultural psychology to describe
immigration policies of nation states and ramifications for the relationships
between mainstreamers and immigrants in several steps has been proposed by
Bourhis, MoYse, Pereault, and Senacal (1997). The first important element in their
Interactive Acculturation Model are state immigration policies, which decide on
what conditions, what type of, and how many immigrants should be accepted in
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the nation state. The second step, the state integration policies, defines
necessary conditions for immigrants to successfully integrate. State policies differ
in their support for cultural heterogeneity of the population and (usually closely
related) measures to enforce or stimulate the adjustment of immigrants. Bourhis
and his colleagues describe four integration policy ideologies, which are
presented here in order of decreasing support for a culturally heterogeneous
composition of the population (see also Citrin et al., 2001; Raijman et al., 2003;
Siebers, 2004):
-  The p/ura/ism ideo/ogy implies (i) the expectation of immigrants to adopt to the
public values of the host country such as endorsement of the state laws, (ii) the
respect of the private values of immigrants (e.g., no intrusion in the personal life
sphere), and (iii) the allowance of public money to be spent on private activities of
their immigrants. It is of main value that immigrants maintain their cultural and
linguistic distinctiveness and also adopt the public values of the host majority.
- The civic ideology endorses the first two principles of the pluralism ideology, but
views maintenance of the cultural distinctiveness of immigrant groups as their
own financial and social responsibility.
- The assimilation ideology holds that immigrants should adopt the public values
of the host country and that the state can regulate some private domains of the
immigrants. This way, the state can facilitate immigrants to abandon their own
cultural and linguistic distinctiveness in order to be completely able to adopt the
culture and values of the host majority.
- The ethnist ideo/ogy is the same as the assimilation ideology, except that in
some cases the ethnist ideology does not expect immigrants to assimilate
because the host majority has no intention to ever accept the immigrants as
rightful members of the host society. In some countries this ideology employs the
principle of blood citizenship Uus sanguinis), which means that only members of
selected 'racial' groups can gain full legal status. So, immigrants who do not
share a common kinship from birth, may never be accepted as legal and socially
citizens to the state.

These four ideologies are placed on a continuum with the pluralism
ideology on the one side and the ethnist ideology on the other, whereby these
integration policies can change on this continuum over time. This means that this
second step of the Interactive Acculturation Model is dependent on the historical
background of immigration. Therefore, the state integration policy can shift from
one ideological orientation to the other within the continuum depending on
economic, political, demographic, and military events at national or international
level.
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The third step of the Interactive Acculturation Model are acculturation

strategies, which refer to the way in which immigrants combine the original and
host culture in attitudes and behaviors (Berry, 1974). These strategies result from

two issues immigrants have to deal with: (1) Is it important for immigrants to keep
their own cultural identity? and (2) Is it important for immigrants to have contact
with the host society? Assuming that both questions can only be answered with a

simple "yes" or "no", four acculturation strategies emerge: integration (positive on
both questions), assimilation (negative on the first, and positive and the second

question), separation (positive on the first, and negative on the second question),
and marginalization (negative on both questions). According to the Interactive
Acculturation Model, both the majority group and the immigrant groups use these

acculturation strategies. For the immigrant groups these strategies refer to the
way they prefer to adjust to the new society and/or maintain their ethnic culture,
while for the majority group these strategies refer to which strategies immigrants
may or should choose.

The final step in the Interactive Acculturation Model consists of a
combination of acculturation preferences by immigrants and mainstreamers,

which can give the rise to three relational outcomes: consensual, when the

strategies of the two groups overlap completely; problematic, when the strategies
of the two groups overlap partly; and conflictual, when the strategies of the two
groups do not overlap. A country with full support for multiculturalism has a
consensual relationship between the majority group and the immigrant groups

(Bourhis et al., 1997; Montreuil & Bourhis, 2001).
In summary, to study multiculturalism in different countries it is important

to know the history of its integration policies (pluralism, civic, assimilation, or
ethnist). In addition, views of both the majority group and the minority groups
about multiculturalism are needed to predict its relational outcome.

Historical Patterns on Immigration and Immigration/Integration
Policies in 21 European Countries

In the recent immigrant history, reasons for immigration vary considerably

across the ESS countries (see Allegrezza & Langers, n.d.; Andreev, 2005; Bacik,

n.d.; Campani, n.d.; Campani & Bertossi, n.d.; Cooper, 2005; Cernik, 2005;

Efionayi, Niederberger, & Wanner, 2005; Georgi, n.d.; Gulitovih-Grethe, n.d.;
Juhasz, 2003; Kasimis & Kassimi, 2004; Kelly, n.d.; Lin Pang, n.d. a, b; Macagno,
n.d.; Meyer, n.d.; Macagno, n.d.; Ortega P6rez, n.d.; Runblom, n.d., Skrinis, n.d.).

We distinguish six kinds of motives. The first, the recruitment of foreign workers
(or "guest workers"), has been important in Austria, Belgium, Denmark, Germany,
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Luxembourg, the Netherlands, Norway, and Switzerland. Most immigrants came
from Mediterranean countries, North Africa, and also from Europe. This type of
immigration stream slowed down after  the oil crisis in 1972/1973, although  in
some countries the inflow of Turks and Moroccans remained high because of
family reunification. The second is the influx of refugees and asylum seekers from
the former Soviet Union after the fall of the Iron Curtain and from the former
Yugoslavia after the Balkan War; this motive is prevalent in Austria, Germany,
Hungary, Portugal, Switzerland, and Slovenia. The third involves the immigration
because of jus sanguinis or related reasons in Germany ("Aussiedler"), Finland
("Ingrians"), and Hungary (ethnic Hungarians who had lived in other Eastern
European countries). The fourth involves immigration because of decolonization
in France (North Africans), the Netherlands (Surinamers and Dutch Antilleans),
Portugal (Africans), and the United Kingdom (Indians and Pakistani). A fifth
source of immigration is the free movement between neighboring countries in
Finland, Norway, Sweden, and between Hungary and its neighboring countries. A
sixth is due to economic development and involves the change of net emigration
countries into net immigration countries, like the Czech Republic, Greece, Ireland,
Portugal, Spain, and Italy.

Because these 21 ESS countries differ in their historical background of
immigrations flows, they also differ in their decisions of immigration/integration
multiculturalism policies. As mentioned in the previous section, integration policies
can shift from one ideology to another depending on national an international
events. In addition, some countries lack the experience of large immigration flows
or even do not want to acknowledge their immigration phenomenon, and
therefore only concentrate on the specification of quota systems for entering the
country or the labor force or do not deal with the social and cultural integration of
immigrants (e.g., Kelly, n.d.; Niessen, Schibel, & Magoni, 2003). So, to
characterize the policies of the ESS countries with the classification by Bourhis et
al. (1997) is not easy. But despite these problems, there are clear differences
across nations which are well captured by the four immigration policies. For the
purpose of our study we needed to assign each of the 21 ESS country's to one of
the for immigration policies. Two raters (the first and third author) independently
scored each country based on the information given in the Internet sources
mentioned above. Cohen's kappa (a measure of agreement between two
observers taking into account the agreement that could occur by chance) was .81,
which points to an excellent agreement. In our view, the next classification can be
made:
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- the pluralism ideology is held by Belgium, Czech Republic, Denmark, Finland,
the Netherlands, Norway, Slovenia, Spain, and Sweden (see Andreev, 2005;
Cemik, 2005; GOmez & Tornos, 2000; GulitovA-Grethe, n.d.; Jederlund &
Kayfetz, 1999; Lin Pang, n.d. a, b; Meyer, n.d.; Statistics Norway, 2000);
- the civic ideology has been adopted by Ireland, Luxembourg, Portugal, and the
United Kingdom (see Esteves, Fonseca, & Malheiros, 2003; Kelly, n.d. b, c;
Waringo, n.d.).
- the assimilation ideology is held by France, Germany, Greece, and Italy (see
Bacik, n.d.; Campani, n.d.; Campani & Bertossi, n.d.; Skrinis, n.d.).
- the ethnist ideology is held by Austria, Hungary, Poland, and, Switzerland (see
European Commission against Racism and Intolerance, 2004; Georgi, n. d.;
Juhasz, 2003; Natchkova & Zimmerman, 2004).

Attitudes toward Multiculturalism and Empirical Findings
Conceptualizations. From the previous sections, it is clear that there are

at least two different attitudes toward multiculturalism. The first involves attitudes
toward the legal and political context (labeled as the state immigration policy by
Bourhis et al., 1997, and referred to here as the political contextual attitudes).The
second involves attitudes toward multiculturalism as an ideology which amounts
to the acceptance and support of the culturally heterogeneous population
composition (often labeled as psychological multiculturalism and named here as
the personal contextual attitudes toward multiculturalism); the most important
components of this ideology are acculturation strategies (as preferred by the
majority and immigrant groups) and intergroup relational outcomes (Berry, 2001).

Studies of political contextual attitudes. Coenders (2001) studied
nationalistic attitudes and ethnic exclusionism in 22 countries (eight former
socialist countries in Central and Eastern Europe, nine Western European
countries, the USA, Canada, New Zealand, Australia, and Japan). Latvians and

Hungarians had the highest scores on restricting the number of immigrants,
followed by the Germans in the former GDR. Irish scored the lowest on this
aspect, preferring the number of immigration to remain the same. In all countries,
people were neutral or positive toward the admittance of political refugees:
Germany and Austria were the most positive, Great Britain and Italy were in the
middle, while Slovenia and Latvia were the most negative. Finally, all countries
shared the idea that people who are not able to speak the national language, who
are foreign born or who have not lived in the country of destination most of their
lives, are not "true" members of the national community. Pettigrew (1998) studied
attitudes toward immigration in seven European countries (Belgium, Denmark,
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Germany, France, Italy, Netherlands, and United Kingdom). Among other
aspects, the author examined if the majority population became more negative
toward immigrants between 1988 and 1994 by looking at two questions, namely if
there were too many non-European nationals in the country and if the rights of
these non-European nationals should be restricted. The attitudes of the majority
population in these countries tended to become more negative in this period. All
countries showed fairly comparable percentages of agreement on the first
question, while there was more variation in the second question; Belgium had the
highest percentage of agreement and Italy and the Netherlands the lowest
percentage.

Studies of personal contextual attitudes. There are no cross-cultural
studies of the personal context of (psychological) multiculturalism. However,
various monocultural studies have been carried out. The study of Schalk-Soekar
and Van de Vijver (2005) confirmed the finding by Breugelmans and Van de
Vijver (2004), which indicated that Dutch majority group members have a neutral
attitude toward multiculturalism. They agreed with the advantages of
multiculturalism (for example, they agree with the view that it is good for the Dutch
society to learn from other cultures present in the country). Furthermore, the
question of whether the unity of the Netherlands will get lost because of the
cultures of immigrants, often seen as one of the disadvantages of
multiculturalism, received a neutral answer. Studies carried out in Australia
(Ginges & Cairns, 2000; Ho, 1990) and other West European countries (Jackson,
Brown, Brown, & Marks, 2001) showed similar levels of support   for   the
advantages and disadvantages of multiculturalism among majority group
members. In addition, the perceived threat felt by majority members that
immigrants might have better educational and job opportunities can be seen as a
disadvantage of multiculturalism (see Jackson et al., 2001; Kagitcibasi, 1997;
Schalk-Soekar & Van de Vijver, 2005).

Schalk-Soekar and Van de Vijver (2005) also showed that the
ethnic/social distance predicted attitudes toward multiculturalism as an ideology.
They asked Dutch majority group members to what extent they felt differences
between themselves and several ethnic immigrant groups living in the country.
Kleinpenning (1993) and Hagendoorn and Hraba (1989) used the ethnic hierarchy
in a somewhat different way, and showed that respondents were more negative
toward the idea when immigrants were getting closer to their personal
environment (for example, less negative feelings were expressed about having
immigrants as colleagues at work than about having immigrants as neighbors or
about marrying a close relative).
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Research Questions
Concept of multiculturalism. Several studies focusing on different

personal aspects of multiculturalism showed the unidimensionality of this concept,
despite the different measures used (e.g., Arends-T6th & Van de Vijver, 2000;
Breugelmans & Van de Vijver, 2004; Schalk-Soekar & Van de Vijver, 2005). The
ESS questionnaire contains items about both the political and personal context,
which allows for a test of their interrelations in a cross-cultural framework.

Therefore, the first research question of this study is: "/s there a single model of

multiculturalism applicable in the 21  ESS countries?"
Individual-level theories (explaining differences between majority

group and immigrant group members and between countries on
multiculturalism). According to the Social Dominance Theory (Sidanius & Pratto,
1999), individuals have a basic predisposition to form and maintain hierarchical
and group-based systems of social groups. The majority group has a higher need
for dominance and inequality than immigrant groups have, because the majority
group wants to maintain its high status and power. Ideologies (such as
multiculturalism) in which the prevailing hierarchy is attenuated will be more
attractive to immigrant or low-status groups than to the majority group or high-
status groups. For immigrant groups, a multiculturalism policy provides the
opportunity for maintaining the ethnic culture and for acquiring a higher social
status in society, while for the majority group such a policy can form a threat to
the majority group's identity and status position. Data obtained in the Netherlands

and Germany are in line with this hypothesis (Arends-T6th & Van de Vijver, 2003;
Van Oudendhoven, Prins, & Buunk, 1998; Verkuyten, 2005; Verkuyten & Brug,
2004; Verkuyten & Thijs, 2002; Zick, Wagner, Van Dick, & Petzel, 2001).
Therefore, the second research question is as follows: "Do the majority group and
the  immigrant  groups  differ in  their  perceptions of multiculturalism?" it is expected
that immigrant group members are more supportive toward multiculturalism than

majority group members (hypothesis 1).
Country-level theories (explaining relations between country

characteristics and multiculturalism). The Ethnic Competition Theory
(Scheepers, Gijsberts, & Coenders, 2002) can be used to explain country-level
differences. The theory holds that stronger actual competition between cultural

groups in a country will lead among majority group members to stronger
perceived ethnic threat, to a stronger need to confirm one's own identity (as
assumed by Social Identity Theory; Taylor & Moghaddam, 1984), and to more
negative intergroup attitudes (as assumed by Realistic Group Conflict Theory;
LeVine & Campbell, 1972). Scheepers et al. argue that the actual level of ethnic
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competition, felt by the majority group in a country, depends on at least three

country-level contextual factors, namely demographic factors (more immigration
and larger groups of immigrants lead to more intergroup competition), economic
factors (a higher level of national unemployment and a lower level of national
economic welfare lead to more competition), and political factors (more restrictive

political conditions on the rights of immigrants will increase feelings of threat by
immigrants). However, no theory clearly explains how these three country-level
factors influence the views of minority groups. The third research question is:
"How do various country characteristics relate to multiculturalism?"

It is expected that the majority groups in ethnically more diverse countries
have a less positive attitude toward multiculturalism (hypothesis 2a); majority
groups in countries with a higher percentage of foreign population over the past
thirty years are expected to be less supportive of multiculturalism (hypothesis 2b);

majority groups in countries with less favorable economic conditions are less
positive toward multiculturalism (hypothesis 2c); majority groups in countries with
more restrictive political conditions are expected to show less positive toward
multiculturalism (hypothesis 2d); majority groups in countries with a pluralism
ideology are expected to be the most positive toward multiculturalism, followed by
majority groups in countries with a civic ideology, an assimilation ideology and an
ethnist ideology, respectively (hypothesis 2e). Finally, the current study will also
examine the influence of three other sets of country-level indicators, namely

religious context, aggregated values, and aggregated personality. These

categories were found to be relevant in explaining cross-cultural differences in
emotional behavior and social psychological behavior such as values and
attitudes (e.g., Georgas, Van de Vijver, & Berry, 2004; Van Hemert, Poortinga, &
Van de Vijver, 2005; Van Hemert, Van de Vijver, & Poortinga, 2005).

Individual and demographic characteristics related to multicultural
aspects. The Ethnic Competition Theory can also be used to explain individual
differences in multiculturalism. Less resourceful individuals (such as persons who
are poor, unemployed, or poorly schooled) will feel more threatened by
immigrants because there are more immigrants with the same disadvantaged
socio-economic status, who compete for the same scarce resources. The
prediction that individuals who are less resourceful are less positive toward
multiculturalism was supported in both monocultural (Dutch) and cross-cultural
studies (Arends-TOth & Van de Vilver, 2000; Breugelmans & Van de Vijver, 2004;
Coenders, 2001; Schalk-Soekar  &  Van de Vijver,  2005). No systematic results
have been reported for age and gender (Arends-TOth & Van de Vijver, 2000;
Breugelmans & Van de Vijver, 2004; Ho, 1990; Schalk-Soekar & Van de Vijver,
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2005). The fourth research question is: "Do individual and demographic
characteristics have an  effect on  multicultural  views?". \t \s at least expected that
level of education has a positive effect (hypothesis 3). Finally, the current study
examines the relations of multiculturalism with two other individual characteristics,
namely institutional trust and satisfaction with several (inter)national systems.

Method
Participants

Data from the European Social Survey (European Social Survey, 2005) of
2004 were analyzed. The sample consisted of 39,560 participants from 21
European countries. In all countries, representative samples were collected,
involving persons   of 15 years or older who reside in private households,
regardless of nationality and citizenship, language, or legal status. The current
study focused both on the majority group and immigrant groups in each country.
Table 1 presents the number of the participants and gender, the mean age, and
mean level of education for the majority group and immigrant groups separately
for each country.

Instruments
Various unidimensional scales were developed on the basis of the ESS

inventory: An overview is given in Table 2, in which the psychometric properties
(the eigenvalues of the first two factors, the percentage of variance explained by
the first factor, and Cronbach's a) of the scales for the majority group and
immigrant groups separately are presented. The first set of subscales involved
the political context of multiculturalism:
- The Allowance of Immigrants Scale consisted of five items. An item example
was: "To what extent do you think [country] should allow people of a different race
of ethnic group from most [country] people?" The other questions asked the same
with respect to richer and poorer countries in and outside Europe. The response
options were allow none to come and live here; allow a few; allow some; allow
many to come and live here.
- The Qualification Scale contained eight items about qualifications deemed
important then the then in deciding whether someone born, brought up, and living
outside the country should be able to come and live in the country. An item
example is: "How important should it be for them to have good educational
qualifications?" These questions could be answered  on an 11-point Likert scale
ranging from extremely unimportant (0) to extremely important (10).

'See appendix



Table 1. Number of Participants and Gender, and Mean Age, and Mean of Level of Education per Country and per Majority
Group and Immigrant Groups
Country Majority group Immigrant groupsa Total

Total Men-women Age Educationb Total Men-women Age Educationa N
Austria 1768 830-938 47.7 3.21 445 198-247 47.1 3.38 2213
Belgium 1569 806-748 47.2 3.04 319 155-152 44.9 2.98 1888
Czech Republic 1199 573-619 53.3 3.10 154 67-85 56.7 3.00 1353
Denmark 1348 686-662 48.7 3.19 147 73-73 44.5 3.28 1495
Finland 1886 911-975 47.8 2.87 105 45-60 43.1 3.17 1991
France 1163 522-641 49.1 2.99 331 153-178 45.5 3.00 1494
Germany 2500 1212-1288 49.0 3.34 405 189-216 44.5 3.22 2905
Greece 2076 885-1191 50.3 2.27 470 218-252 52.2 2.14 2546
Hungary 1561 748-813 47.7 2.25 116 57-59 53.4 2.65 1677
Ireland 1807 835-972 47.1 2.68 219 101-118 43.2 3.42 2026
Italy 1156 526-630 48.0 2.31                49 21-28 46.0 2.96 1205
Luxembourg 771 377-394 46.0 2.69 768 351-414 42.5 2.67 1539
Netherlands 2079 915-1164 50.3 2.99 281 125-156 47.2 2.95 2360
Norway 1841 995-846 48.0 3.47 194 108-86 45.4 3.75 2035
Poland 1964 962-1002 44.3 2.60 133 62-71 52.8 2.52 2097
Portugal 1389 577-812 50.7 1.65 115 51-64 38.7 2.58 1504
Slovenia 1276 605-670 45.8 3.32 170 83-87 49.4 3.45 1446
Spain 1623 776-847 50.9 2.14 101 41-60 43.4 2.84 1724
Sweden 1624 823-798 49.4 2.93 368 185-182 43.2 3.31 1992
Switzerland 1436 702-734 50.6 3.19 596 277-319 46.8 3.34 2032
United Kingdom 1716 809-907 51.6 2.95 322 142-180 44.4 3.28 2038
Total 33752 16075-17651 48.8 2.84 5808 2702-3087 46.1 3.03 39560
"Immigrant groups are those people who have not been born in that specific country or have at least one parent who has been born in another country
bLevel of education scored from 0 to 6: 0 = not completed primary education; 1 = primary, or first stage of basis; 2 = lower secondary or second stage of basic; 3
= upper secondary; 4 - post secondary, non tertiary: 5 = first stage of tertiary; = second stage of tertiary



Table 2. Psychometric Properties of the Scales
Scales Majority group Immigrant group

Eigenvalues of Percentage of Cronbach's Eigenvalues Percentage of Cronbach's

first two factors variance explained a of the first variance explained     a

by first factor two factors by first factor

Scales of political context of
multiculturalism

Allowance of Immigrants 3.83, .62  77 .92 3.70, .64 74       .91

Quallificationsa 3.51, 1.16    44 .82 3.30, 1.19   41             .79

Law against Discrimination 1.69, .31  85 .82 1.71, .29    86                .83

Refugees' application 2.13, .85     43 .66 2.12, .86 42       .66

Departure of immigrants 2.34, .72  59 .76 2.26. .74    57                .74

Scales of personal context of

multiculturalism
Enrichment of a multicultural 2.12, .84  53 .68 2.05, .84 51       .66

society

Disadvantages of a multicultural 2.91,   .95        49 .77 2.74, 1.03   46            .75

societyb

Social distance 1.72, .28  86 .84 1.70, .30 85       .82

Scales on Individual characteristics

Life satisfaction 1.69,  .32       84 .81 1.70, .30    85                .82

Trust in Institutions 3.41, .86  57 .85 3.30, .91 55      .83

Satisfaction with (inter)national 2.81, .80  56      .81    2.80, .81 56      .80

systems
 In both cases, for the majority group and immigrant groups, the choice for an unidimensional factor of the Qualification Scale was based on the strong decrease

of the eigenvalue of the second factor.

bfor the immigrant groups, the choice for an unidimensional factor of the Disadvantages scale, was again based on the strong decrease of the eigenvalue of the

second factor.
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- the Law against Discrimination Scale had two questions about how good or bad
it is for a country to have discrimination laws: "A law against racial or ethnic
discrimination in the workplace", and "A law against promoting racial or ethnic
hatred". These questions could be answered on an 11-point Likert scale ranging
from extremely bad (0) to extremely good (10).

- The Refugees' Applications Scale contained five items formulated as statement
in which participants could indicate to what extent they agreed or disagreed with
several application procedures for refugees in their country. An item example is:
"While their applications for refugee status are being considered, people should
be allowed to work in the country". The questions could be answered on a five-
point Likert scale ranging from disagree strongly (1) to agree strongly (5)
- The Departure of Immigrants Scale contained four items formulated as
statements in which participants could say how much they agreed or disagreed
with several conditions in which immigrants should be made to leave the country.
An example is: "If people who have come to live and work here are unemployed
for a long period, they should be made to leave." The questions could be
answered on a five-point Likert scale ranging from disagree strongly (1) to agree
strongly (51

The second set of subscales addressed the personal context of
multiculturalism:
- The  Enrichment of a  Multicultural  Society Scale contained questions focusing on
the advantages of a multicultural society. The questions were: "Would you say
that [country]'s cultural life is generally undermined or enriched by people coming
to live here from other countries?" (answer options ranging from cultural life
undermined (01 to cultural life enriched (10)); "Is [country] made a worse or a
better place to live by people coming to live here from other countries?" (answer
options ranging from worse place to live CO) to better place to live (10)); 'It is better
for a country if almost everyone shares the same customs and traditions"; and "It
is better for a country if there are a variety of different religions". The answer
options for the last two questions ranged from disagree strongly (11 to agree
strongly (51
- The Disadvantages of a Multicultural Society Scale contained six items. The
following two questions were formulated as statements which could be answered
on a five-point Likert scale ranging from disagree strongly (11 to agree strongly
(5): "Average wages and salaries are generally brought down by people coming
to live and work here", and "People who come to live and work here generally
harm the economic prospects of the poor more than the rich". The other four
questions could be answered  on  an 11-point Likert scale (depending  on  the  sort
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of question). An example is: "Would you say that people who come to live here
generally take jobs away from workers in [country], or generally help to create
new jobs?" Answer options went from take jobs away (0) to create new jobs (10).
- The Social Distance Scale contained two questions formulated as statements.
The participants were first asked to think of people who have come to live in their

country with a different race or ethnic group. Then they were asked: "How much
would you mind or not mind if someone like this was appointed as your boss?',
and "How much would you mind or not mind if someone like this married a close
relative or yours?" These could be answered  on  a 11-point Likert scale ranging
from mind a lot CO) to not mind  at all (10).

Three additional scales assessed individual characteristics:
- The Life Satisfaction Scale contained two items: "All things considered, how
satisfied are you with your life as a whole nowadays?" (answer options ranging
from extreme/y dissatisfied (0), to extreme/y satisfied (10)), and "Taking all things
considered, how happy would you say you are?" (answer options ranging from
extremely unhappy (0) to extremely happy (10)).
- The Trust in Institutions Scale contained six items. An item example is: "Please
tell on a score of 0-10 how much you personally trust each of the institutions:

[country]'s parliament?" Other items asked about the legal system, the police, the
politicians, the European Parliament, and the United Nations. The questions could

be answered on  an  11-point  Likert scale from no trust at all (0) to complete trust
(10).
- The Satisfaction with (/nter)Nationa/ /nstitutions Sca/e, contained 5 items. The
first three items were: "On the whole how satisfied are you with the present state
of the economy in [country]?", "Thinking about the [country] government, how
satisfied are you with the way it is doing its job?", and "On the whole, how
satisfied are you with the way democracy works in [country]?". The answer

options were ranging from extremely dissatisfied (0) to extremely satisfied (10).
The other two questions were: "Please say what you think overall about the state
of education in [country] nowadays?", and "Please say what you think overall
about the state of health services in [country] nowadays?". The questions could

be  answered  on  an   11-point  Likert  scale from extremely bad (01 b extremely
good (10).

In addition, a number of country-level context variables were used in
order to explain cross-national differences in attitudes toward multiculturalism. Six

categories of context variables were distinguished: demographic/multicultural
context, economic context, political context, religious context, aggregated values,
and aggregated personality.
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Demographic/multicultural context. Three variables were used as
indicators for the context in terms of multicultural reality: ethnic diversity \n terms
of the number of ethnic groups in a society (Diener, Diener, & Diener, 1995); an
index of ethnolinguistic fractionalization, an indicator of subcultural pluralism
(probability that two randomly selected persons from one country will not speak
the same language; Inglehart, 1997); and the percentages of immigrants in 1970,
1980,  1990, and 2000 were taken from several sources on the internet.

Economic context. Gross Domestic Product per capita (in USS) for 2002,
taken from the Human Development Report 2004 (World Bank, 2004). Georgas
and Berry (1995) combined several economic indicators into an economic factor
score, including GNP per capita, daily calorie intake as a percentage of the
recommended amount, consumption of commercial energy per capita,
percentage of population working in agriculture, percentage of population working
in industry, percentage of population working in services, and electricity
consumption per capita. The Human Development Index 2002 (based on life
expectancy at birth, adult literacy rate, gross enrollment ratios, and GDP per
capita) measures achievements of a country in three basic dimensions of human
development - longevity, knowledge, and a decent standard of living (World
Bank, 2004). The Gini Index expresses the degree of income inequality in a
society. Indices (which ranged  from   1990  to 2000, varying per country)  were
collected from the Human Development Report (World Bank, 2004). Finally, the
unemployment rate (percentage of the total labor force) was taken from the World
Bank (2004).

Political context. Inglehart (1997) reported measures of the level of
democracy (based  on  the  Freedom  House  scores)  for  1995  and of stability of
democracy (expressed  in number of years of continuous democracy from  1920 to
1995). Indices of political rights 1987 and civil liberties were provided by Freedom
House (n.d.). Further, integration policies of all countries were scored on a four-
point scale, with a higher score denoting a more multicultural policy: ethnist,
assimilation, civic, and pluralism policy (based on Bourhis, et al., 1997).
Information on integration policies was taken from internet (as mentioned in the
introduction).

Religious context. Religious context was conceptualized in two ways.
First, the Georgas and Berry data on religious denomination (percentage of
Christians, Georgas & Berry, 1995) was used. Second, Halman and De Moor
(1993) defined a religiosity dimension (emotional experience of religion in terms of
being religious, kind of God, importance of God, comfort of religion, and prayer)
based on their analysis of the European Values Survey.
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Va/ues. A number of measures of values were used, such as Inglehart's
(1997) postmaterialism scores, the survival versus well-being dimension, and the

secular-rational versus traditional-authority dimension, all from the World Values
Survey. Inglehart (1997) also reported interpersonal trust scores (percentages of
respondents saying "Most people can be trusted"). Optimism, operationalized as
the percentage of people expecting next year to be better (average from  1976 to

1987) was taken from Michalos (1988). National pride \n general was measured
by Smith and Jarrko (2001). Scores on political views \n terms of left-wing or right-
wing orientation were taken from the European Social Survey (2005). Finally,
Hofstede's (1980, 2001) measures for work-related values (individualism,
uncertainty avoidance, power distance, and masculinity) were used.

Country-level personality. Country means on extraversion and openness
to experience scales, described by McCrae (2002), were used as measures of
personality. In addition, scores on the Eysenck Personality Questionnaire Lie
Scale (as reported by Van Hemert, Van de Vijver, Poortinga, and Georgas, 2002)
provided indicators for socia/ desirabi/ity. Subjective we#-being was derived from
Diener et al. (1995). This measure combines scores from several surveys. Finally,
self-efficacy was measured by the General Self-Efficacy (GSE) scale by Scholz,
Guti6rrez Dofia, Sud, and Schwarzer (2002) for 25 countries.

Procedure
The survey institute together with the National Co-ordinator of the ESS

operationalized the general rules for various household types (like large
apartment buildings, small houses within densely populated areas, and houses in
the countryside) (European Social Survey, 2005). In general, all countries
followed the same procedure. First, the interviewer or office would send an
advance letter to each address. Then the interviewer would make contact with
each household several times, to get to know the members of each household.
After that, the interviewer made an appointment for conducting an interview with
one adult of the household. The survey itself contained two elements, an
interview questionnaire conducted with paper and pencil interview and a
supplementary questionnaire. The questions in the supplementary questionnaire
are not relevant for the current study. The ESS original questionnaire was
designed in English and then translated into other relevant national languages. In
these cases, it was ensured that a common ESS questionnaire was made that
showed linguistic equivalence across all language versions.
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Results
The results section consists of five parts. The first part deals with the

structural equivalence of the scales and examines the question to what extent the
scales measure the same underlying construct in each country and in each
cultural group. In the second part, a path model of multiculturalism is presented;
its equivalence across all cultural groups and countries is investigated. The third
part deals with the individual-level analysis in which the differences between the
majority group and immigrant groups and between countries on multiculturalism
are presented. The fourth part addresses the question to what extent country-
level characteristics are related to multiculturalism views. The final part addresses
the relationship between individual and demographic variables and
multiculturalism.

Preliminary Analyses: Structural Equivalence of the Scales
Structural equivalence refers to the question whether an instrument

measures the same underlying construct in each group (Van de Vijver & Leung,
1997); it is measured by comparing the factor solution in a specific group (for
example the majority group in Austria) with the factor solutions in the combined
other groups (all majority groups combined, except for the Austrian). Tucker's phi
was used to assess the level of factorial agreement between the factor in the
specific group and the combined other groups; values above .90 refer to identical
factors in the two groups, meaning that the two groups have a same underlying
construct for the measured concept (Van de Vijver & Leung, 1997).

The first set of analyses involved all majority groups. The results showed
that  all  the  231  (i.e., 21 countries x 1 1 scales) values of Tucker's  phi  were  well
above .90. Similarly, the analysis of the factorial agreement across all immigrant
groups also showed values above .90, except for the Departure Scale in Italy,
which showed a value of .87. The latter data were retained in the analyses,
because the agreement is close to the threshold value of .90 and no specific
reason for the slightly lower value could be found. Finally, the structural
equivalence of the scales between the majority group and the immigrant groups
(across the different countries) were computed. Again, high agreement indices
were found. It can be concluded that structural equivalence was strongly
supported for all scales.

A Model of Multiculturalism
The relation between the scales on the political aspects and the personal

aspects were investigated in a multigroup structural equation model, in which all
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eight scales loaded on the same unobserved variable, called multiculturalism.
Increasingly constrained models were fitted to the data. In three subsequent
steps, structural weights (factor loadings), structural residuals (error variance of
the latent variable), and measurement residuals (error variance of the observed
variables) were kept constant across all 42 groups (21 countries x 2 groups per
country). The results were somewhat ambiguous, because not all fit indices
pointed in the same direction (Table 3). The ratio of the chi square value to the
degrees of freedom in each step was large and increased considerably in the last
step in which the equality of the error variances of observed variables was tested.
The drop in GFI in the last step pointed to the same conclusion. On the other
hand, the values of AGFI, TLI, and RMSEA did not change substantially across
the models and yielded rather acceptable values in all analyses. Our preference
for the third model of Table 3 (postulating equal factor loadings and equal
variances of the latent variable) is mainly based on the chi square and GFI.

Table 3. Results of the  Model  Comparison
Model  )(2 df %2/df &2 Adf GFI AGFI TLI RMSEA

Unconstrained 4766.00 840 5.67 .97 .95 .94 .01

model

Constrained models

Equal 7772.39 1127 6.90 3006.39 287 .95 .94 .93 .01

measurement

weights

Equal structural 8617.11 1168 7.38 844.72 41 .95 .93 92 01

residuals

Equal 14025.23 1496 9.38 5408.12 328 .92 .92 .90 .02

measurement

residuals

Values in bo/d itaUc p < .01

The chi square fit value of the model with equal factor loadings and error
variances of the latent variable was highly significant, %2(1168, N = 39,560) =
8617.11, p <.01, X2/df = 7.38. The latter value is rather high, but when taking into
account the large sample size the value is acceptable. Other statistical indices,
which are also used for testing its fit, show good values: Tucker Lewis Index (TLI)
was .92 (recommended 2 .90), the Goodness of Fit Index (GFI) was .95
(recommended 2 .95), the Adjusted Goodness of Fit Index (AGFI) was .93
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(recommended 2 .90), and the Root Mean Square Error of Approximation
(RMSEA) was .01 (recommended S .06). The equal factor loadings and error
variances of the latent variable are presented in Table 4.

Table 4. Standardized  Factor Loadings of the  Eight Scales
Scale Factor loadings
Allowance of Immigrants .64

Quallifications -.51
Law against Discrimination .28

Refugees' application .64

Departure of immigrants -.73
Enrichment of a multicultural society .77

Disadvantages of a multicultural society -.74
Social distance -.53

Note. Error variance = .55. All factor loadings and error variances were kept
invariant across cultural groups and countries.

It can be concluded that political and personal aspects of multiculturalism
are not viewed as separate aspects of multiculturalism; mainstream and
immigrant citizens of 21 European countries perceive the term multiculturalism as
the same, cross-culturally invariant concept. This conclusion provides us with a
solid background for testing the significance and size of mean scores across
ethnic groups and countries in the next section.

Individual-Level Analyses: Differences between Majority Group and
Immigrant Groups and between Countries on Multiculturalism

As presented in Table 4, multiculturalism is seen as one concept; all
multicultural aspects (both the political and personal contexts) are not being
divided into separate parts. Therefore, an overall mu/ticu/tura/ism sca/e was used
to examine the differences between the countries and majority and immigrant
groups, instead of examining the eight scales separately. This overall
multiculturalism index was based on the mean scores of the eight scales, with
reversed scores for scales with negative loadings. So, a higher score on this
multiculturalism scale represents a more positive attitude toward multiculturalism.

A univariate test was used to examine the differences between the two
cultural groups (majority and immigrants) and between countries. The dependent
variable was the score on the overall multiculturalism scale, the independent
variables were country (21 levels) and cultural group (two levels: majority versus
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immigrant groups). The analyses of variance showed a significant effect of

cultural group, explaining a small proportion  of the variance, F(1, 39560)  =
449.17, p < .01, 112 = .01 (the proportion of variance accounted for by the factor).

Minority groups scored higher on the multiculturalism scale than the majority

group, although the effect is rather small, Cohen's d = -.27 (see Cohen, 1988).

So, hypothesis 1 was confirmed. The main effect of country was significant,

explaining a moderate proportion of the variance, F(20, 39559) = 160.43, p <  .01,

112 = .08, which means that there are also differences between countries on

multiculturalism. Finally, the interaction effect of group and country was

significant, but explained a negligible proportion of the variance, F(20, 39559) =
6.56, p < .01, 92 = .003.

To examine the patterns of the countries on multiculturalism, mean z
scores of all scales were calculated for the majority groups and immigrant groups

separately for each country. In Table 5 these mean z scores are presented, which

can be seen as effect sizes (Cohen's d): difference between the mean score of

one country and the mean score of all other countries divided by its standard

deviation (standardization was done separately for mainstreamers and

immigrants so that scores cannot be compared within a single row, see footnote

to Table 5 for more details). As can be seen in Table 5, there are no large

differences between the countries on the overall multiculturalism scale. It

appeared that the majority group members in Greece are the most negatively
oriented toward multiculturalism (mean z score = -.99, which refers to a large

difference between Greece and other countries), followed by Hungary (mean z
score = -.63, which point to a moderate difference). Majority group members in

Sweden are the most positive toward multiculturalism (mean z score = .79 which

refers to a moderate difference). Looking at the country patterns for immigrant

group members, the results show that Greece (mean z score = -.89) and Hungary

(mean z score = -.80) have the most negative attitudes toward multiculturalism,

followed by Czech Republic (mean z score = -.66). The immigrant groups in
Sweden and Spain (both a mean z score of .58) have the most positive views

toward multiculturalism.
In summary, across all countries immigrant groups were more positive

toward multiculturalism than were majority groups, although the size of the

difference was small. Differences within countries were moderately large; the

majority group in Greece, followed by Hungary scored lowest on the multicultural

scale, while in Sweden the majority group scored highest. The immigrant groups
in Greece and Hungary, followed by Czech Republic were most negative toward

multiculturalism, while in Spain and Sweden the immigrant groups were most
positive.
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Table 5. The mean z-score of each country and cultural group on the overall
multiculturalism scale.

Overall multiculturalism scale

Majority group Immigrant
groups

Austria .10 .10

Belgium -.12 -.16
Czech Republic -.41 -.66*
Denmark .30 .25

Finland .25 .15

France -.01 .26

Germany -.03 -.03
Greece -.99** -,89**

Hungary -.63* -.80**
Ireland .21 .17

Italy .07 -.27

Luxembourg .38 .20

Netherlands .09 -.06

Norway .22 .14

Poland .05 -.33

Portugal -.15 .12

Slovenia -.14 -.30
Spain .20 .58*

Sweden .79* .58*

Switzerland .21 .22

United Kingdom -.12 -.04
Note. Z scores were computed as follows: (1) The z score of the overall multiculturalism scale was
computed across all countries, (2) the average of this z score for each country were calculated;
both steps were carried out separately for the mainstream and ethnic groups. This way the average
z score represents an effect size (Cohen's d), and numbers in the cells indicate the distance
between the cultural group in the country and the global average (of zero). Scores can only be
compared between countries and not between the cultural groups within a country. For example,
Sweden has a high score for the mainstream group of .79, which indicates that in comparison with
mainstreamers from other countries, mainstream Swedes have a relatively favorable attitude
toward multiculturalism. Likewise, the score of the immigrant groups in Sweden is also high (.58)
and points to relatively high scores of immigrant groups in Sweden in comparison with immigrant
groups in the other ESS countries. However, the scores of .79 and .58 cannot be compared, as
they are based on different standardizations.
* moderate difference with other countries (Cohen's criteria for effect sizes are used here);

"
large

difference with other countries.



148 Chapter Six

Country-Level Analyses: Relations between Country Characteristics and
Multiculturalism

Country scores on the overall multiculturalism scale were correlated with

the previously described country-level indicators. In the first two columns of Table

6 the correlation coefficients are presented for the majority group and immigrant
groups, in the last two columns the partial correlation coefficients are given,

controlling for Gross Domestic Product per capita (GDPpc) for each cultural

group. These partial correlations were computed because previous studies found

strong correlations between wealth on the one hand and various political

indicators on the other hand (e.g., Georgas et al., 2004; Van Hemert et al., 2002).
A remarkable finding is the lack of significant correlations between the

overall multiculturalism scale and the multicultural context of a country,

disconfirming hypothesis 2a. The correlation of multiculturalism with the

percentage of foreign population between    1970   and   2000   did not reach

significance, disconfirming hypothesis 2b. Most economic indicators were
positively related to attitudes toward multiculturalism, although neither income

inequality, as measured by the Gini coefficient, nor the unemployment rate
reached significance, indicating that hypothesis 2c is confirmed for most
economic indicators. A similar pattern was found for political context variables.

Most of these variables were related to multiculturalism in the expected direction;

more stable societies, with a higher level of democratic and political rights,

showed more positive attitudes toward multiculturalism, confirming hypothesis 2d.

Again, with a single exception (political rights for the immigrant groups), no partial

correlation was significant. It is remarkable that the integration policy of each

country as classified by Bourhis et al. (1997) did not show significant results

(disconfirming hypothesis 2e), although the correlations were in the expected

directions; the relatively small sample size on the basis of which the correlation

was computed, has to be taken into account. It can be concluded that the political

context of a country in general (notably democratic rights and liberties) shows a

stronger relation with multiculturalism attitudes than do integration policies.

Religious denomination and religious values were not significantly
correlated with multiculturalism attitudes. Moreover, countries endorsing

postmaterialist, hedonist, interpersonal trust, individualist, non-hierarchical values

showed more positive attitudes toward multiculturalism. Again, significant
correlations disappeared after partialing out GDPpc, except the correlation with

political views on multiculturalism for the immigrant groups, and the correlation

with interpersonal trust for the majority group. Finally, the personality variable,

subjective well-being, which is known to be positively correlated with wealth, was
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Table 6. Pearson Correlations and Partial Correlations Between Country-Level
Context Variables and Overall Multiculturalism Scales

Pearson correlations Partial correlations
(controlling for GDP)

Majority Immigrant Majority Immigrant
Multicultural context

Ethnic diversity -.26 -.15 - 22 -.08
Ethnolinguistic -.21 -.02 -.25 -.01
fractionalization
% of immigrants 1970 .18 .14 -.12 -.08

% of immigrants 1980 .10 .05 -.17 -.13

% of immigrants 1990 .19 .08 -.17 -.15

% of immigrants 2000 .18 .12 -.27 -.26

Economic context
GDP per capita .62** 61-           -
Factor score economy .58** .45* .16 -.07

HDI .60** .70** .19 .44

Gini Index -.15 .04 -.16 -.09

Unemployment -.10 -.15 .07 -.01

Political context
Level of democracy .54* .65**                  .21                  .41

Stability of
democracy .62- .52* .17 -.06

Political Rights Index 49* .68** .13 46*
Civil Liberties Indexa .27 .51* .00 .26

Integration policy (Bourhis) .31 .31 .44 .36

Religious context
Percentage of Christians .16 .29 .05 .21

Religiosity .03 .03 -.12 -.11

Values
Postmaterialism .58* 54* .21 .27

Survival vs Well-Being .71" .57* .43 .14

Traditional vs Secular -.10 -.11 -.33 -.34
Interpersonal Trust .73** .47* .52* .09

Optimism -.34 -.31 -.26 -.22
National Pride -.16 .01 -.17 .05

Political viewsb -.19 -.13 -.32 -.45*
Individualism .54* .57* .13 .22

Uncertainty Avoidance -.64** -.56* -.37 -.24
Power Distance ..55* -.48 -.21 -.11
Masculinity -.46 -.36 -.44 -.30

Country-level personality
Extraversion .49 .39 .20 .06

Openness to Experience -.33 -.32 -.53 -.51
Social Desirability -.33 -.21 -.16 .01

Subjective Well-Being .66** .56* .33 .14

Self-efficacy .09 .31 -.43 -.06

.Original values were recoded in order to achieve higher values for more freedom
bA higher score denotes a more right-wing orientation. *p < .05. **p < .01
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only significantly correlated with multiculturalism for the majority group members
before partialling out GDPpc.

Finally, the equal signs of the correlations for both the majority group and
immigrant groups are noticeable in Table 6. On country-level no hypotheses could
be formulated for the immigrant groups, because the theories mainly describe the
majority's perception. Apparently, on country level the Ethnic Competition Theory
also holds for immigrants which is understandable when considering that new
immigrants also jeopardize the resources of immigrant residents as well as of the
majority group.

In general, the domains with the strongest correlations were wealth,
political systems, and values; however, almost no correlation remained significant
after controlling for wealth. Furthermore, specific measures of integration policy
correlated positively with multiculturalism attitudes but did not reach significance,
presumably because of the small sample size. The historical patterns of each
country in taking the percentage of foreign population from  1970 till  2000 did  not
correlate with multiculturalism attitudes. In any case, our results suggest that
attitudes toward multiculturalism show stronger relationships with the political
context in general than with diversity-related policies and characteristics of a
country.

Differences in partial correlations between immigrant and majority groups
can be summarized as follows. Political context, specifically political rights,
appeared to be more relevant to multiculturalism attitudes for immigrant groups
than for majority groups. The patterns for multicultural context are very similar. A
remarkable difference involved the importance of interpersonal trust for majority
groups' attitudes.

Relation between Individual and Demographic Characteristics and
Multiculturalism.

The final goal of this study was to examine the influence of level of
education, age, gender, life satisfaction, trust in institution, and satisfaction with
(inter)national institutions on multiculturalism. A regression analysis was carried
out with the above-mentioned variables as predictors and the overall
multiculturalism scale as dependent variable. The influence of the predictors on
multiculturalism is significant and large, R2 = .19, F(6, 39090) = 1503.52, p < .01.
All predictors contributed significantly to the multiculturalism scale. Participants
who had a higher level of education (B = .26; all coefficients reported here are
standardized and significant at  1 % level), who were younger (B = -.17), who had
more trust in institutions (B = .13), who showed more satisfaction with
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(inter)national institutions (B = .10) and with life in general (B = .06) tended to
show more support for multiculturalism; finally, female participants were slightly
more in favor of multiculturalism than male participants (13 = .02). The positive
contribution of education, the strongest predictor of the overall support for
multiculturalism, confirms the third hypothesis.

Discussion
The current study examined views toward multiculturalism of majority and

immigrant groups (N = 39,560) across 21 European countries. The focus was on
eight multicultural aspects which can be conceptually divided into a political
context of multiculturalism (involving the political and legal aspects of immigration,
such as state policies) and a personal context (involving psychological aspects
such as support). Four conclusions can be drawn. First, it appeared that the eight
scales were structurally equivalent across majority group and immigrant groups in
all countries. Second, a confirmatory factor analysis showed that these eight
multicultural aspects constituted a single underlying concept, which shows that
the conceptual distinction between the political context and personal context of
multiculturalism does not reflect a psychological distinction for the respondents. In
addition, the current study showed support for a confirmatory factor model with
equal factor loadings and equal error variances of multiculturalism across
countries and ethnic groups within countries. Third, there were small though
significant group and country differences in support for multiculturalism. Immigrant
groups were more positive toward multiculturalism than majority group members
across the countries. The majority members in Greece were the most negative,
followed by Hungary. The most positive majority group toward multiculturalism
lived in Sweden. Immigrant groups in Greece and Hungary were the most
negatively oriented toward multiculturalism, followed by Czech Republic. The
immigrant groups with the most positive multiculturalism attitude were found in
Spain and Sweden. In addition, country-level variables wealth, political
institutions, and values were the strongest predictors for multiculturalism.
However, after controlling for wealth, most effects became nonsignificant. The
percentage of foreign population  from 1970 until 2000 appeared  to be unrelated
to multiculturalism attitudes. Integration policies of each country were also
insignificantly correlated with multiculturalism, although the sign of these
correlations were in the expected directions. Finally, the study showed that
individual and demographic characteristics have an effect on multiculturalism,
with level of education being the strongest predictor, followed by age.
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The current study provides important cross-cultural generalizations of
previous results. First, previous Dutch studies found that multiculturalism is a
unifactorial concept while only focussing on different personal aspects of
multiculturalism (Arends-TOth & Van de Vijver, 2003; Breugelmans & Van de
Vijver, 2004; Schalk-Soekar & Van de Vijver, 2005). The current study not only
shows the cross-cultural generalizability of these Dutch studies, but also that
political aspects of multiculturalism are included in this concept. Second, Van
Oudenhoven and colleagues (1998), Verkuyten and Thijs (2002), and Verkuyten
(2005) showed that Dutch majority group members preferred immigrant groups to
adjust to the host society, and Zick and his colleagues (2001) showed the same
pattern for the German majority group, indicating that majority group members are
less positive toward multiculturalism. The current study extends these findings to
all ESS countries.

The current study also showed that although the differences between the
majority group and immigrant groups on multiculturalism views are consistent
across countries, they are rather small. If we assume that support for
multiculturalism has an important influence on intergroup relations, the small
differences in support for multiculturalism of the two groups suggest that
problematic outcomes are more likely than conflictual outcomes. However,
according to the Interactive Acculturation Model intergroup relational outcomes
are determined by differences in acculturation orientations of mainstream and
immigrant groups and not multicultural views, which means that we need to know
more about the relation between acculturation views, multiculturalism views, and
intergroup relational outcomes. Especially, since acculturation studies have
regularly shown the (large) differences between mainstreamers and immigrant
groups (e.g., Van Oudenhoven et al., 1998; Verkuyten & Thijs, 2002). It seems
that the term multiculturalism elicits smaller differences between majority group
and minority groups than acculturation aspects.

Furthermore, the results showed that the correlations between country-
level factors and multiculturalism views have the same directions for immigrants
and the majority group (see Table 6). This could suggest that the Ethnic
Competition Theory also applies to immigrants: new immigrants do not only form
a threat for the majority group concerning jobs, houses, and education, but also
for earlier immigrants. On the other hand, it is not clear why ethnic diversity has a
negative correlation with immigrant's views, while a reverse correlation is
expected as this factor is beneficial for immigrant groups in multicultural societes.
In any case, these results indicate that social psychological theories only explain
a small part of the minority's perceptions in multicultural issues.
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We found that multiculturalism attitudes showed stronger relationships
with political context variables such as stability of democracy, than with state
immigration policies. Three different reasons for this unexpected finding could be
envisaged. The first one is that multiculturalism policies indeed may not be
strongly related to how citizens view multiculturalism. We have some indirect
evidence from a series of studies in the Netherlands in which we measured
support for multiculturalism during a period in which there were major changes in
immigration policies and two political murders took place (a politician during an
election campaign in 2002 and a film director in 2004; both persons expressed
strong views on the lack of adaptation by non-western (mainly Turkish and
Moroccan) immigrants in the Netherlands). Neither the policy changes nor the
murders had a major impact on multicultural attitudes of the Dutch public (Van de
Vijver, Schalk-Soekar, Arends-TOth, & Breugelmans, 2006). The second may be
related to the adequacy of our measure of integration policies. The classification
by Bourhis et al. (1997) may be overly broad; other classifications (e.g., Citrin et
al., 2001) could be made by distinguishing between various policy measures and
to examine their interrelations. Finally, integration policies may be too distant from
citizen's personal experiences with multiculturalism to influence their attitudes; the
political context in general (including their legal context of immigration, such as
allowance of immigrants and laws against discrimination) may affect citizens'
attitudes more.

With regard to the country differences on multiculturalism, it appeared
that majority members in Greece and Hungary were the most negative, and in
Sweden the most positive. In the case of Greece, political factors together with
historicaly patterns might explain the extreme score. According to Skrinis (n.d.),
Greece has been a country of emigration for a long time during the past, and for a
long period the Greek society has been at distance from other people. A
'defensive culture' had been created in which the Greek nation was strenghtened
to emphasize the homogenization of the population and the assimilation of the
immigrants. Anything foreign was considered suspicious and threatening. In the
ESS of 2003, Ederveen and his colleagues (2005) also found that Greece had the
highest score on social distance compared to other countries. The authors
suggest that the large number of illegal immigrants during the years of unrest on
the  Balkans  in the 1990s might  be the cause for Greece's position. Related  to
this, Kasimis and Kassimi (2004) mention that, historically, data on immigration to
Greece have not been adequate, partly because many immigrants in Greece do
not have any legal status. This also might give Greek's majority members
negative feelings toward immigrants. For Hungary and Sweden the history of



154 Chapter Six

immigration patterns does not provide clear explanations of their extreme scores

in the current study. Hungary's history can be compared to other Central and

Eastern Western countries, while Sweden's history to other Nordic countries. Still,

further research is needed to investigate the relation between multiculturalism

attitudes and other history patterns of immigration in an adequate way.
A limitation of the current study should also be mentioned. The current

questionnaire lacked items about acculturation; it would have been interesting to
ask information about acculturation preferences both to majority and immigrant

groups in order to determine their relationship. This relationship, which is based

on theoretical concentrations (Berry,  2001)  has been empirically demonstrated

(e.g., Schalk-Soekar & Van de Vijver, 2005). Insight in acculturation patterns is
required to obtain a comprehensive picture of multiculturalism.

Generalizing the findings, it can be concluded that the study investigated
the concept of multiculturalism on individual level and country level. On individual

level, support for multiculturalism is a meaningful unidimensional concept (with

psychological as well as political aspects) which can be measured using the same
set of items across countries and cultural groups. The Ethnic Competition Theory
and the Social Dominance Theory can predict the small though consistently

stronger support for multiculturalism among immigrants than among
mainstreamers. Interestingly, immigrants who already have settled down perceive
multicultural aspects (almost) the same way as mainstreamers, implying that they
also feel the same competition and/or the dominancy toward (ethnic) newcomers

(or even toward other ethnic groups). On country level, the concept

multiculturalism showed strong relations with the political context in general, and
not with integration policies (which are closely related to acculturation aspects).
Our study suggests that the term multiculturalism includes psychological (i.e.,

acculturation-oriented) as well as political aspects at individual level, while on

country level it only includes political aspects in general while acculturation

aspects are less relevant. Future studies should show whether this relation holds

up in cross-validations.
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Appendix

The following scales contained the following questions from the ESS Questionnaire

-     The Allowance of Immgirants Scale: D5-D6-D7-D8-D9

-     The Qualification Scale: D10-D11-D12-D13-D14-D15-D16-D17

-     The Law against Discrimination Scale: D45-D46

-     The Refugees' Application Scale: D49-D50-D51-D54-D55

-      The Departure of Immigrants Scale: D21-D23-D24-D44

-       The Enrichment of Multicultural Society Scale: D28-D29-D40-D41

-       The Disadvantages of a Multicultural Society Scale: D18-D19-D25-D36-D27-D30

The Social Distance Scale: D36-D37

The Life Satisfaction Scale: 829-Cl

-        The Trust in Institutions Scale: 87-88-89-810-811-812

-     The Satisfaction with (inter)nations Institutions Scale: B30-B31-B32-B33-B34



.....And I think by following this approach it will also help us
to go into the new age that is emerging with the right
attitude. For nonviolence not only calls upon its adherents to
avoid external physical violence, but it calls upon them to
avoid internal violence of spirit. It calls on them to engage in
that something called love. And I know it is difficult
sometimes. When I say "love" at this point, I'm not talking
about an affectionate emotion. It's nonsense to urge people,
oppressed people, to love their oppressors in an affectionate
sense. I'm talking about something much deeper. I'm talking
about a sort of understanding, creative, redemptive goodwill
for all men.

Martin Luther King, Speech at the Great March on
Detroit, on the 23th of June 1963



Chapter Seven
General Discussion and Conclusion:
Integrating the Main Findings
Multiculturalism is increasingly important since more countries need to deal with
cultural heterogeneity within their borders. Cultural heterogeneity of a population
refers to the demographic meaning of multiculturalism, which is one way to define
multiculturalism. The concept has been studied in various disciplines often
addressing other aspects  of the concept (see Citrin  et  al., 2001; Kivisto,  2002;
Nederveen Pieterse, 2003; Saunders & Haljan, 2003). It is only recently that
psychological research has started to focus on the concept (e.g., Arends-T6th &
Van de Vijver, 2003; Berry, 1984; Breugelmans & Van de Vijver, 2004). This
thesis is an attempt to outline how citizens perceive multiculturalism and which
political and ideological contextual aspects they view as related to it.

The first chapter of the thesis described a framework with a theoretical
division of multiculturalism into political and ideological contextual aspects, which
is presented in Figure  1.  Each of the chapters that followed focused on various
parts of this framework. The studies investigated how Dutch mainstreamers
perceive various aspects and how they relate these to multiculturalism. It is
important to discuss how the findings together contribute to a more detailed
insight in the concept of multiculturalism, and how an integration of the findings
can refine Figure 1.

In this final chapter, first the main research questions are summarized.
Second, the main findings of the five chapters are briefly presented. Third,
conclusions are drawn about the way multiculturalism has been measured across
the five studies by integrating the findings. Finally, some shortcomings of the
studies are mentioned which also suggest ways in which further research on
multiculturalism can proceed.

Overview of the Main Research Questions
In psychology, multiculturalism refers to an ideology involving the

acceptance of different cultures in a society and also the active support for these

cultures by both the majority members and the minority group members (Berry,
1984; Berry & Kalin, 1995; cf. also Arends-TOth & Van de Vijver, 2000, 2003).
According to Berry (2001), a multicultural ideology includes both acculturation and
intergroup relational aspects (which is also shown in Figure 1; see also Hewstone
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& Brown, 1986). The second chapter dealt with both the acculturation and
intergroup relations part. Two main research questions were addressed. The first
question asked how Dutch mainstreamers viewed acculturation and intergroup
relations and how they related these aspects to multiculturalism. The second
question concerned the views of Dutch mainstreamers on the advantages and
disadvantages of multiculturalism.

Chapter three and four also dealt with ideological contextual aspects of
multiculturalism (both acculturation and intergroup relations), but here the main
question was how strong multiculturalism attitudes were and whether their internal
structure (their nomological network) remained stable between  1998 and 2004.

As can be seen in Figure 1 (which was also presented in the introductory
chapter), both integration policies and acculturation result in acculturation

strategies of both the majority and minority groups, which in turn predict several
possible relational outcomes (in line with the Interactive Acculturation Model (IAM)
by Bourhis et al., 1997). The possible relational outcomes between majority and
minority groups overlap the  left and right part of Figure 1. These outcomes  are

explained by both the IAM model of Bourhis et al., (1997) and various other
intergroup-relations theories such as Social Identity Theory and Social
Dominance Theory. Chapter five focused on possible relational outcomes. An
empirical study was reported including both Dutch mainstreamers and Dutch

immigrants. Two main research questions were investigated. The first was how
accurate the knowledge of Dutch mainstreamers was about immigrants' feeling of
comfort in the Netherlands. The second question asked about the extent of
differences between majority and immigrant groups concerning multiculturalism
issues.

Political contextual aspects are closely related to ideological contextual
aspects since multiculturalism policies contain (among other things) many
concepts and assumptions of a social-psychological nature (Berry, 1984).
Chapter six addressed both the political and intergroup relational aspects. A main
research question was whether a model of multiculturalism is applicable in 21
European countries and holds for both the majority group and minority groups. In
addition, it was investigated whether there were differences between Dutch

majority group and immigrants in their attitudes toward multiculturalism, and
whether there were differences in multiculturalism between the countries.

Overview of the Main Findings
Chapter two: The concept of multiculturalism: A study among Dutch

majority members. This study investigated how Dutch mainstreamers perceived
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multiculturalism, acculturation, and intergroup relations and how they related
these three concepts, since these three are related theoretically (see Berry's
framework on the psychology of immigration, 2001, and the Interactive
Acculturation Model by Bourhis and his colleagues, 1997). In addition, the study
also examined the extent of agreement with the advantages and disadvantages of
multiculturalism among Dutch mainstreamers.

Results showed that mainstreamers believed that there is a norm for
immigrants to adapt as much as possible, while they also perceived a norm for
Dutch mainstreamers to approve the way immigrants live. In addition, there were
no differences in their acculturation attitudes between public or private domains;
immigrants should adjust to the Dutch way of life in public as well as in private
domains. These findings are in line with Social Identity Theory (e.g., Tajfel &
Turner, 1979), Social Dominance Theory (Sidanius & Pratto, 1999), and previous
Dutch findings (e.g., Arends-TOth & Van de Vijver, 2003; Breugelmans & Van de
Vijver, 2004; Van Oudenhoven et al., 1998).

A path model suggested that acculturation aspects predicted
multiculturalism attitudes: the more someone endorsed the view that immigrants
can keep their culture, and did not endorse the view that immigrants should adjust
to the Dutch society, the more positive this person was toward multiculturalism. In
addition, perceived social norms and social distance had a negative effect on
multiculturalism: the less someone thought that significant others perceived
immigrants as a threat, and the fewer differences someone felt between Dutch
mainstreamers and immigrants, the more positive this person was toward
multiculturalism. Furthermore, multiculturalism attitudes positively predicted the
frequency of contact with immigrants.

Finally, Dutch mainstreamers agreed on both the advantages and
disadvantages of multiculturalism. Factor analyses showed that multiculturalism
attitudes, advantages, and disadvantages of multiculturalism loaded on one
factor, meaning that views on (dis)advantages of multiculturalism are embedded
in the eyes of the broader conceptualization of multiculturalism.

Chapter three: Support for multiculturalism in the Netherlands. This
chapter described the comparison of two studies in the Netherlands with different
samples; one was conducted  in 1999 (before a negative event: the murder of Pim
Fortuyn) and the other in 2004 (after the event). This study used a
multiculturalism scale developed by Breugelmans and Van de Vijver (2004) which
measures attitudes toward multiculturalism in four domains: (1) the (dis)approval
of the cultural diversity in the Netherlands; (2) the acculturation strategies used by
the immigrant groups; (3) the acculturation strategies preferred by the Dutch
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majority groups; (4) the equal social participation and interaction between the
Dutch mainstreamers and immigrants. The main question was whether
multiculturalism attitudes remained the same even after a negative social event.

The results showed that multiculturalism was a unidimensional construct
(including the four domains). In addition, after correcting for differences in level of
education of the two cohorts, neutral attitudes toward multiculturalism were again
reported  in 2004 (as in 1999), implying that attitudes toward multiculturalism were
generally stable over time. Furthermore, the differences found within the four
domains separately were small.

Chapter four: Strength of multicultural attitudes: A longitudinal
study among Dutch mainstreamers. This study investigated how strong
multiculturalism attitudes were by comparing data collected at three measurement
occasions in a longitudinal design (1998, 2001, and 2004). The strength of
attitudes consists of several dimensions, such as the extremity, stability,
consistency of internal structure, and power to predict behavior.

The results showed (again) that multiculturalism was a unidimensional
construct. In addition, Dutch mainstreamers were extreme (i.e., deviating from the
neutral midpoint) and negative toward multiculturalism, although the effect sizes
were small. A path model was tested over time and showed that attitudes toward
multiculturalism were stable over time; Dutch mainstreamers were slightly
negative toward multiculturalism on all three measurement occasions. In addition,
the path model showed that acculturation strategies and perceived opportunities
predicted multiculturalism in a consistent way. The predictions were stable over
time, suggesting that the internal structure of multiculturalism is strong and stable;
so, multiculturalism attitudes can be said to be strong attitudes. In addition,
multiculturalism predicted the frequency of contact with immigrants consistently
over time.

Chapter five: Attitudes toward multiculturalism of immigrants and
majority members in the Netherlands. This study focused on both Dutch
majority members as well as four Dutch immigrant groups, namely Surinamers,
Antilleans, Turks, and Moroccans. Their perceptions on four topics relevant for
the functioning of the Netherlands as a multicultural society were compared:
immigrant' feelings of comfort in living in the Netherlands, their perceived
discrimination, the amount of having contact, their cultural maintenance, and
Dutch involvement with them.

It appeared that Dutch mainstreamers were more accurate in their
perceptions of immigrants' views on perceived discrimination (which was called
here a contact domain) than on their feelings of comfort in the Netherlands which
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was called a non-contact domain). In addition, the differences in perceptions
between the mainstreamers and four cultural groups were smaller for Dutch

involvement with immigrants (a contact domain) than for cultural maintenance (a
non-contact domain). Second, Turkish-Dutch and Moroccan-Dutch (who occupy a
lower position in the Dutch ethnic hierarchy and are less schooled) reported less

positive feelings and experiences in the Netherlands than Surinamese-Dutch and

Antillean-Dutch (who are higher in the ethnic hierarchy and are better schooled).

Chapter six: Multiculturalism among Mainstreamers and Immigrants
in 21 European Countries. This study examined multiculturalism attitudes
among mainstreamers and immigrant groups from 21 European countries from
the European Social Survey data set. Several political aspects were surveyed:

how many immigrants were allowed into the country, which qualifications were

important for letting them stay in the country, how good (or bad) it was for one's
country to have discrimination laws, the extent of agreement on several

application procedures for refugees in the country, and the extent of agreement
with conditions under which refugees should be made to leave the country. In
addition, views on the advantages and disadvantages of a multicultural society

and the social distance toward immigrants were asked, which were named (in the

chapter) as the personal contextual aspects of multiculturalism, and also can be

perceived as ideological aspects (according to Figure 1).
A confirmatory factor analysis showed that all the political aspects and

personal contextual aspects (or the ideological aspects) loaded on one single

factor, which was called multiculturalism, with equal measurement weights across

countries. This means that both mainstreamers and immigrants across all
countries perceive multiculturalism as a unidimensional construct. In addition,
minority groups scored higher on multiculturalism attitudes than majority groups

across all countries, which is in line with Social Identity Theory and with previous

findings (e.g., Van Oudenhoven et al., 1998; Verkuyten & Thijs, 2002).

Integrating the Findings on Multicultural Attitudes
Psychometric properties. Three studies employed three different

questionnaires which were all based on the Multicultural Ideology Scale (Berry &
Kalin, 1995; see also, Arends-TOth & Van de Vijver, 2003). In 1998, the first time

a study on multiculturalism was conducted (Chapter three), an adapted version of

this scale was used in which the original 10 items were maintained. The second

time (in 1999, Chapter two) and the third time of measurement (in 2001, Chapter

one), an extended and adapted version of this scale was used. Chapter five and

Chapter six used different questionnaires which contained several separate
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scales on subjects related to multiculturalism, such as acculturation,
discrimination, and political aspects. The findings of the five studies are in the
same line. The scales used for measuring multicultural attitudes showed good
psychometric properties, since all studies reported a high reliability. Furthermore,
all studies found support for the unidimensionality of the construct of
multiculturalism attitudes; unidimensionality was not challenged by adding items
on additional aspects of multiculturalism. It can be concluded that multiculturalism
is a unidimensional attitude that can be adequately measured.

Concept of multiculturalism: Definitions. As mentioned in the General
Introduction, multiculturalism can be defined in several ways (see Citrin et al.,
2001; Kivisto, 2002; Nederveen Pieterse, 2003; Saunders & Haljan, 2003).
Unidimensionality of the construct implies that people do not make distinctions
between the different meanings of multiculturalism. Apparently, multiculturalism is
"one thing". The current project also addressed the question of which elements of
multiculturalism are taken to constitute the concept of multiculturalism.

When taking a closer look at the different scales, several aspects appear.
First, the 10-item scale (Chapter three) contains (1) the demographic meaning of
multiculturalism (e.g., "Dutch mainstreamer should recognize that the Dutch
society consists of groups with different cultural backgrounds"); (2) support of
multiculturalism by mainstreamers (e.g., "Ethnic minorities should be helped to
preserve their cultural heritage in the Netherlands"); (3) support of multiculturalism
by immigrants (e.g., "Immigrants parents must encourage their children to retain
the culture and traditions of their homeland"); (4) advantages of multiculturalism
(e.g., "A society that has a variety of cultural groups is more able to tackle new
problems as they occur"); and (5) disadvantages of multiculturalism (e.g., "The
unity of this country is weakened by Dutch immigrants of different cultural
backgrounds sticking to their old ways")

Second, the two extended and adapted versions contained items with
aspects of multiculturalism that were not covered before:        (1)

tolerance/acceptance (e.g., "1 approve of immigrant women wearing head
scarves"); and (2) beliefs about interaction (e.g., "1 think that immigrants and
Dutch in [city] should seek more contact with one another").

Third, the fifth chapter showed that political contextual aspects of
multiculturalism (e.g., discrimination law and qualifications for immigrants for
being allowed to stay in the country) and ideological contextual aspects of
multiculturalism (such as advantages and disadvantages of multiculturalism, and
social distance/tolerance) loaded on one factor.
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Figure Z Multiculturalism defined as one concept

Taking all these results together, the concept of multiculturalism appeared
to be defined as presented in Figure 2. In the top of the ellipsis, the concept of
multiculturalism is presented. The term has many components, such as the
political contextual aspects and the demographic meaning, which are presented
at the right part of the ellipsis. In addition, (dis)advantages of multiculturalism,
beliefs about interaction, tolerance/acceptance, and support are all components
of multiculturalism which are also the ideological contextual components of
multiculturalism, which are drawn on the left part of the ellipsis (in the box with
dotted lines). The ellipsis around these terms indicates that all these components
are part of one concept, namely multiculturalism.  On the other hand, the
unidimensionality of the concept of multiculturalism does not imply that these
various aspects were equally endorsed by participants; for example, Dutch
mainstreamers agree with both the advantages and disadvantages of
multiculturalism. In conclusion, the studies found strong support for the view that
multiculturalism is a unidimensional construct with many aspects (as was also
found by Breugelmans & Van de Vijver, 2004).
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Figure 2 is mainly based on Dutch data. Still, as the study described in
Chapter six did not find any major differences between the Dutch data and the
data of the European Social Survey, it is reasonable to assume that Figure 2 is
applicable for 21 European countries.

Concept of multiculturalism: A (practical) framework. Figure 2 raises
the question of how citizens relate other ideological aspects of multiculturalism,
namely acculturation and intergroup relational aspects, to multiculturalism. In
Chapter one and Chapter three a path model of multiculturalism was tested
among Dutch mainstreamers in which both acculturation aspects and intergroup
aspects were included. These results are integrated in a model of multiculturalism
presented in Figure 3.

Figure 3 starts on the left side, with the ideological contextual components
of multiculturalism (indicated in the box with dotted lines; all aspects and relations
that are part of the ideological contextual components are indicated with dotted
lines). These components are acculturation and intergroup relations. In addition,
(dis)advantages, beliefs about interaction, tolerance/acceptance and support are
also part of these ideological aspects and part of the unidimensional concept of
multiculturalism. The remainder of the Figure integrates the empirical results
found in the previous chapters. For Dutch mainstreamers acculturation and
intergroup relations are correlated (the arrow that combines acculturation and
intergroup relations), which is also assumed by the lAM of Bourhis et al (1997).
Acculturation has various aspects, such as the preference of Dutch
mainstreamers for immigrants to adjust to the host society, the endorsement of
cultural maintenance by immigrants, and the approval of Dutch mainstreamers of
how immigrants life their lives in the Netherlands. Similarly, intergroup relations
have several aspects, which are the perceived social norm as a threat (or the
thought that significant others perceive immigrants as a threat), ethnic distance,
perceived opportunities, and the frequency of contact with immigrants.

All these aspects of acculturation and intergroup relations (except for
contact with immigrants) predict multiculturalism attitudes. Multiculturalism
attitudes appeared to be a unitary concept for Dutch mainstreamers. It consists of
the following aspects: political aspects, demographical aspects, advantages and
disadvantages of multiculturalism, tolerance toward and acceptance of the
cultural diversity, support of the ethnically plural composition of society, and
beliefs about interaction and participation (or the beliefs how immigrants and
mainstreamers should interact with each other). This unidimensional concept, in
turn, predicts the frequency of contact with immigrants.
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In short, Figure 1 represents a theoretical framework of multiculturalism,
in which the term is split up into a political and ideological part. The political
aspect can be split up into immigration and integration policies, which influence
acculturation. Acculturation can be divided into acculturation strategies used by
both the majority and minority groups; the combination of preferred strategies by
these groups results into several relational outcomes between both groups. The
ideological part is divided into acculturation and intergroup relations. Intergroup
relations have several aspects, in which the distinction between "us" and "them"
play an important role (see Brewer & Brown, 1998). Figure 3, which is based on
the findings of the five studies, presents a model of how Dutch mainstreamers
define and perceive the term, and refines Figure 1 in three ways. First, it shows
that some ideological contextual components, such as the (dis)advantages of
multiculturalism, beliefs about interaction, tolerance / acceptance, and support,
are part of the unidimensional construct of multiculturalism. Second, it postulates
that other ideological components, such as acculturation strategies and intergroup
relations (e.g., social distance, perceived opportunities, and threat) predict
multiculturalism attitudes, which in turn predict the frequency of contact with
immigrants. Finally, the Figure illustrates that the concept of multiculturalism is
perceived as one coherent cluster comprising of several aspects: political
aspects, demographic multiculturalism, (dis)advantages, being tolerant and
accepting cultural differences, support, and beliefs about interaction.

Limitations and Implications
The thesis has addressed various questions about multiculturalism. Still,

many questions remain unanswered, and new questions come into mind. For
example, it is not yet clear how minorities relate acculturation to multiculturalism.
In Chapter five and Chapter six immigrants were involved. However, Chapter five
was about the relational outcome between the two groups, and Chapter six did
not include a measurent of acculturation. Previous studies (e.g., Arends-TOth &
Van de Vijver, 2003) showed the important distinction of public and private
domains in acculturation for immigrants. It would be interesting to know how this
distinction in acculturation relates to multiculturalism.

Furthermore, the relationship between contact and prejudice as proposed
by the contact hypothesis (e.g., Brewer & Brown, 1998; Brewer & Geartner, 2001;
Forbes, 1997; Hewstone & Brown, 1986; Pettigrew & Tropp, 2000) is not
confirmed, as it was found that contact seemed to be an outcome rather than an
explanatory variable. Although prejudice was not directly measured, other

intergroup relational aspects predicted contact indirectly via multiculturalism
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attitudes. Since prejudice is a very important part of intergroup relations and
multiculturalism (e.g., Berry, 2001; Coenders, 2001; Pettigrew, 1998), further
research on multiculturalism should include this aspect in a more direct manner.

Finally, all studies described in the thesis reported a neutral attitude
toward multiculturalism which were stable over time. So, the important question
remains if multiculturalism attitudes can be changed in a positive direction.
Several previous studies have shown that mainstreamers do not like immigrants
to keep their culture (e.g., Arends-TOth & Van de Vijver, 2003; Breugelmans &
Van de Vijver, 2004; Piontkowski et al., 2000; Van Oudenhoven et al., 1998; Zick
et al., 2001), and that mainstreamers do not distinguish between a public domain
and private domain (e.g., Arends-TOth & Van de Vijver, 2003). So, a natural first
step for policy makers could be to emphasize the importance of personal freedom
in private domains (which is typically highly valued in Western societies), making
the majority group more aware of these domains. Chapter five has shown that
differences between majority and minority groups are smaller in domains that are
more familiar to Dutch mainstreamers or about which they know more. A second
step would be to make clear that equal participation in a society does not imply
the elimination of cultural diversity within one's society. Not only might this insight
change mainstreamers' perception about a multicultural society, it might also
change the now existing problematic (or even conflictual) relational outcome
between mainstreamers and immigrants (see lAM by Bourhis et al., 1997;
Arends-TOth & Van de Vijver, 2003; Breugelmans & Van de Vijver, 2004) into a
harmonious relational outcome. Therefore, since intergroup relational aspects
seem to be very hard to change (as mentioned in Chapter three) as a goal to
positively change multiculturalism views, changing attitudes toward acculturation
strategies might be more fruitful. The first study reported that Dutch
mainstreamers do also feel a natural norm to approve the ethnic way of life,
meaning that there still seems to be hope and room for intervention.
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Summary
More countries are becoming cultural heterogeneous because of immigration,
changing these countries in many ways. It also has an affect on all the citizens
living in these countries of destination; not only does this change their
mainstreamer populations, the immigrants (who are bringing the different cultures
with them) undergo changes as well. The term multiculturalism refers to all these
changes; not surprisingly, the term has many meanings and components in the
various disciplines in which multiculturalism is studied.

In psychology, multiculturalism refers to an ideology and is defined as the
acceptance of different cultures in a society and also to the active support for
these cultures by both the majority members and the minority group members.
This definition has close relations with statements of multiculturalism policies, in
which it is stressed (among other things) to support the cultural diversity by
approving the cultural maintenance of immigrants, to have intercultural
interactions, full participation of all groups, and mutual group acceptance and
tolerance.

From a psychological perspective, the questions arise to what extent
mainstreamers and immigrants support such a multiculturalism policy, why they
support or do not support this policy, and if this support is stable over time. This
thesis is an attempt to carefully answer these questions by examining the
psychological concept of multiculturalism. The first chapter provided a theoretical
overview (and framework) of the psychological concept of multiculturalism. The
chapter distinguished between the political contextual part and the ideological
contextual part of multiculturalism. The first part includes aspects such as how
many, and what type of immigrants citizens should be the permitted entrance and
permanent residence in the country. In addition, it contains acculturation aspects
(e.g., the approval for immigrants to keep their culture and / or to have contact
with the host society). The ideological part can be subdivided into acculturation
and intergroup relations. The latter deals with prejudice and related concepts.

The next five chapters described empirical studies that focus on different
parts of the theoretical framework presented in the first chapter. The second
chapter dealt with the acculturation and intergroup relation part and investigated
how these were related to multiculturalism. The chapter also examined how Dutch
mainstreamers perceived advantages and disadvantages of multiculturalism. The
results showed that multiculturalism was a unidimensional construct, which
means that the term is perceived by Dutch mainstreamers as one concept.
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Furthermore, Dutch mainstreamers indicated to believe that there is a norm for
immigrants to adjust as much as possible, while they also thought that there is a
norm for their own group to approve the way immigrants live in the Netherlands.
Dutch mainstreamers did not make distinctions between public and private
domains when it comes to adapting into the Dutch culture, while studies on
acculturation among immigrants in the Netherlands found support for domain

specificity. The results also showed that Dutch mainstreamers agree both on the
advantages and disadvantages of multiculturalism. Finally, a path model showed
that acculturation aspects predict multiculturalism attitudes: the more someone
believed that immigrants can keep their cultures, and that immigrants did not
need to adjust into the Dutch society, the more positive attitudes the person had
toward multiculturalism. In addition, intergroup relational aspects predicted
multiculturalism attitudes: the less someone thought that significant others
perceive immigrants as a threat, and the fewer differences someone felt between
his or herself and immigrant groups, the more positive attitudes this person had
toward multiculturalism.

The main goal of the third chapter was to examine the stability of
multiculturalism attitudes. Two independent studies were compared; the first was
conducted in 1999 and the second in 2004. In this period salient negative social
events took place (the attack on the Twin Towers, and the murder on Pim
Fortyun). It was investigated if multiculturalism attitudes remained stable despite
these negative events. The results showed that attitudes were neutral in both
years, suggesting that multiculturalism attitudes stayed stable throughout these

years. The study also showed the unidimensionality of the multiculturalism
construct. A limitation of the study is its independence of samples, which makes it
impossible to separate group effects from time effects.

The fourth chapter examined the stability of multiculturalism more
carefully using a longitudinal design, also addressing acculturation and intergroup
aspects of multiculturalism. Attitudes were measured  in  1998,  2001,  and  2004.
The main goal of this study was to test the strength of multiculturalism attitudes;

strength consists of several dimensions, namely, extremity, stability, consistency
of internal structure, and power to predict behavior. A path model showed that
multiculturalism attitudes had a consistent and stable internal structure. In all
three years, acculturation aspects and perceived opportunities predicted
multiculturalism in a consistent way, and multiculturalism attitudes, in turn,
predicted the frequency of contact with immigrants consistently over time. The
results also showed that Dutch mainstreamers were extreme negative toward
multiculturalism in the sense that their mean scores were significantly below the
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scale midpoint; however, the effect sizes were small. Again, multiculturalism
attitudes appeared to be a unidimensional construct.

The fifth chapter addressed both acculturation and intergroup features by
examining the relational outcomes between Dutch majority group and four Dutch
immigrant groups (Turks, Moroccans, Antilleans, and Surinamers). The first goal
was to examine how accurate Dutch natives perceive immigrants' comfort
feelings toward the Netherlands, and their perceptions of discrimination against
immigrant groups. In addition, differences on multiculturalism issues (such as the
cultural maintenance and Dutch involvement with immigrants) between the Dutch
mainstreamers and immigrant groups were examined. The second goal was to
examine the relationship between ethnic hierarchy and the self-reported feelings
of immigrants. The results showed that Dutch mainstreamers were more accurate
in predicting immigrants' feelings when it came down to intergroup issues that
were familiar to them, labeled contact domains (e.g., perceived discrimination),
and were less accurate on non-contact domains, or the domains that were not so
familiar to them (e.g., feelings of comfort reported by immigrant groups living in
the Netherlands). Furthermore, the differences between the mainstreamers and
the four immigrant groups were smaller in a contact domain (e.g., Dutch
involvement in immigrants) as compared to a non-contact domain (e.g., cultural
maintenance by immigrants). Finally, there is a relationship between the ethnic
hierarchy and how immigrants feel or experience the Netherlands. Turks and
Moroccans, who are perceived by Dutch mainstreamers as the immigrant groups
that are low in the ethnic hierarchy (or the groups that are perceived to have less
in common with Dutch mainstreamers) report more negative feelings toward the
Netherlands than Antilleans and Surinamers, who are higher in the ethnic
hierarchy.

The sixth chapter described a European study on multiculturalism, in
which mainstreamers and immigrants in 21 European countries were involved.
This study dealt with the political aspects and some ideological aspects of
multiculturalism. The results showed structural equivalence of all aspects across
the 21 European countries and across mainstreamers and immigrants.
Furthermore, it appeared that political aspects as well as the ideological aspects
loaded on one single factor, implying a unidimensional construct of
multiculturalism. At country level, Gross Domestic Product per capita (GDPpc),
political systems, and subjective well-being, showed positive correlations with
multiculturalism, but most correlations became nonsignificant after controlling for
GDPpc.
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The final chapter summarized the main findings and tried to integrate the
findings into a nomological network of multiculturalism. So, the thesis started with
a theoretical framework of multiculturalism, and ended with refining this
framework by including the findings of this project. In this final nomological
network it was suggested that the following aspects of multiculturalism were
perceived as defining the concept: political aspects, demographic meaning, and
some ideological aspects (such as (dis)advantages, acceptance, tolerance,
support, and beliefs about interaction). Acculturation and intergroup relational
aspects predicted multiculturalism attitudes, which in turn predicted the frequency
of contact with immigrants.

In short, the thesis showed that multiculturalism attitudes are strong and
stable attitudes, whereby acculturation and intergroup relational aspects have
predictable values on multiculturalism. An important policy aspect of
multiculturalism involves its modifiability: is it possible to change multiculturalism
attitudes in a more positive way so as to increase the level of harmony of
intergroup relationships within multicultural societies? It is suggested to start
changing acculturation attitudes, since intergroup relational aspects are deeply
rooted and resistant to change, while acculturation attitudes may be easier to
change. If, in addition, one realizes that Dutch mainstreamers still feel a norm to
approve the way immigrants live in the Netherlands, there is still hope.



Nederlandse Samenvatting
(Dutch Summary)
Door immigratie worden steeds meer landen cultureel heterogeen. Hierdoor
veranderen deze landen en hun bevolkingsgroepen op verschillende manieren.
Niet alleen veranderen de auchtochtonen, ook de immigranten (die hun eigen
culturen meenemen) ondergaan veranderingen. De term multiculturalisme
verwijst naar al deze veranderingen; de term heeft dan ook vele betekenissen en
componenten in de verschillende disciplines waarin het wordt bestudeerd.

In de psychologie verwijst multiculturalisme naar een ideologie, namelijk
naar het accepteren van de verschillende culturen en het actief steunen van deze
culturen door zowel de autochtonen als de allochtonen. Deze definitie sluit nauw
aan bij de verwoording van het multiculturalismebeleid, waarin (onder andere)
steun voor culturele diversiteit benadrukt wordt. Deze steun wordt gecreeard
doordat autochtonen cultuurbehoud bij immigranten goedkeuren, door contacten
met verschillende culturele groepen, door volledige deelname van alle groepen in
de maatschappij en door wederzijdse acceptatie en tolerantie.

De vragen die pkomen zijn nu in hoeverre de autochtonen en allochtonen
een dergelijk multiculturalismebeleid steunen, waarom zij deze weI of niet
steunen en of deze steun stabiel is over de jaren heen. Dit proefschrift is een
poging om deze vragen te beantwoorden door multiculturalisme als
psychologisch begrip te bestuderen. In het eerste hoofdstuk wordt een
theoretisch overzicht gegeven van het psychologische begrip multiculturalisme.
Er wordt onderscheid gemaakt tussen politiek-contextuele en ideologisch-
contextuele aspecten van multi-culturalisme. De eerstgenoemde betreffen
kwesties zoals hoeveel en welk type immigranten toegelaten kunnen worden en
permanente verblijfsvergunningen kunnen krijgen, evenals acculturatie. Voor
allochtonen is acculturatie de combinatie van eigen cultuurbehoud en het hebben
van contacten met autochtonen. Voor autochtonen is acculturatie de goedkeuring
(of het toelaten) van deze combinatie. Het ideologische gedeelte kan worden
onderverdeeld in acculturatieaspecten en intergroeprelaties. Het laatste gaat over
vooroordelen en alle andere aspecten die er aan gerelateerd zijn.

De volgende vijf hoofdstukken beschrijven empirische studies die elk
ingaan op verschillende gedeeltes van het theoretische raamwerk. In het tweede
hoofdstuk wordt ingegaan op acculturatieaspecten en de intergroeprelaties; er
wordt onderzocht hoe deze gerelateerd zijn aan multiculturalisme. De resultaten
van deze studie lieten zien dat multiculturalisme een unidimensioneel construct is,
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wat inhoudt dat Nederlandse autochtonen de term als een eenduidig begrip
beschouwden. Verder bleek dat Nederlandse autochtonen geloofden dat het de
norm is voor immigranten om zich zoveel mogelijk aan te passen, terwijl zij ook
geloofden dat het de norm is voor autochtone Nederlanders om de manier van
leven van immigranten goed te keuren. De autochtonen maakten geen
onderscheid tussen het aanpassen in publieke en private domeinen, terwijl
andere studies over acculturatie aantoonden dat immigranten dit onderscheid

belangrijk vinden. De resultaten lieten ook zien dat autochtone Nederlanders
instemden met zowel de voordelen als de nadelen van multiculturalisme. Ten
slotte werd door middel van een padmodel aangetoond dat acculturatieaspecten
houdingen ten aanzien van multiculturalisme voorspelden: hoe meer men vond

dat immigranten hun cultuur mochten behouden, des te positiever men was ten
opzichte van multiculturalisme. Verder voorspelden relationele intergroep-
aspecten attitudes ten aanzien van multiculturalisme: hoe minder men dacht dat
de meeste personen om zich heen immigranten als een bedreiging

beschouwden, en hoe minder verschillen men voelde tussen zichzelf en
immigrante groepen, hoe positiever men was ten opzichte van multiculturalisme.

Het belangrijkste doel van het derde hoofdstuk was het onderzoeken van
de stabiliteit van multiculturele attitudes. Twee onafhankelijke studies werden met
elkaar vergeleken; de eerste was uitgevoerd  in  1999  en de tweede  in  2004.  In
deze periode vonden twee belangrijke negatieve sociale gebeurtenissen plaats
(de aanval op de Twin Towers en de moord op Pim Fortuyn). Er werd gekeken of
multiculturele attitudes stabiel bleven ondanks deze gebeurtenissen. Het bleek
dat de attitudes in beide jaren neutraal waren, wat zou veronderstellen dat
multiculturele attitudes stabiel bleven tussen deze twee jaartallen. Ook in deze
studie kwam het unidimensionele construct van multiculturalisme naar voren. Een
beperking van deze studie was het vergelijken van twee onafhankelijke
steekproeven, waardoor het onmogelijk is om groepseffecten en tijdseffecten van
elkaar te onderscheiden.

Het vierde hoofdstuk onderzocht de stabiliteit van multiculturele attitudes

nauwkeuriger door gebruik te maken van een longitudinale opzet, waarbij ook
acculturatie en relationele intergroepaspecten werden meegenomen. De attitudes
waren gemeten  in  1998,  2001  en  in 2004. Het voornaamste doel van deze studie

was om na te gaan hoe sterk multiculturalisme attitudes zijn; de sterkte van
attitudes bestaat uit verschillende dimensies, namelijk extremiteit, stabiliteit,
interne consistentie en de mate waarin attitudes gedrag voorspellen. Een
padmodel liet zien dat multiculturalisme attitudes een consistente en stabiele
interne structuur hebben. In alle drie meetpunten werden attitudes ten aanzien



Samenuatting 187

van multiculturalisme consistent voorspeld door acculturatieaspecten en de
kansen die autochtonen denken te hebben vergeleken met die van allochtonen.
Multiculturalisme attitudes zelf voorspelden (wederom op consistente wijze) hoe
vaak er contacten waren met allochtonen.

Het vijfde hoofdstuk ging in op zowel acculturatie als intergroeps
kenmerken door te kijken naar de relationele uitkomsten tussen autochtone
Nederlanders en vier Nederlandse allochtone groepen (Turken, Marokkanen,
Antillianen en Surinamers). Het eerste doel van deze studie was te onderzoeken
in hoeverre autochtonen nauwkeurig inschatten hoe goed allochtonen zich
thuisvoelen in Nederland en hoezeer ze zich gediscrimineerd voelen. Daarnaast
werd gekeken naar de verschillen tussen beide groepen (allochtonen versus
autochtonen) op multiculturele aspecten (zoals het cultuurbehoud van allochtonen
en de inzet van autochtonen voor de allochtonen). Het tweede doel was het
onderzoeken van de relatie tussen de etnische hiararchie en de zelf-
gerapporteerde bevindingen van de allochtonen. De resultaten lieten zien dat
autochtone Nederlanders de gevoelens van allochtonen beter konden inschatten
wanneer het ging om aspecten die bekend waren voor hen, de zogenaamde
contactdomeinen (bijvoorbeeld discriminatie), terwijl de niet-contact domeinen,
ofwel de aspecten waarmee de autochtonen minder bekend waren (bijvoorbeeld
het zich thuisvoelen in Nederland van allochtonen), slechter werden ingeschat.
Daarnaast bleek dat de verschillen tussen de autochtonen en allochtonen kleiner
waren op een contactdomein (bijvoorbeeld de inzet van autochtonen voor
allochtonen) dan op een niet-contact domein (bijvoorbeeld cultuurbehoud van
allochtonen). Ten slotte werd een relatie gevonden tussen de etnische hierarchie
en hoe allochtonen Nederland ervaarden. Turken en Marokkanen, die door de
autochtonen een lage status in de hierarchie krijgen toebedeeld (met andere
woorden groepen die waargenomen worden als het minst lijkend op de
autochtone Nederlanders), rapporteerden negatievere ervaringen met Nederland
dan de Antillianen en Surinamers, die hoger staan in de etnische hierarchie.

In het zesde hoofdstuk wordt een Europese studie beschreven, waaraan
zowel de autochtonen als immigranten van 21 Europese landen deelnamen.
Deze studie ging in op politieke aspecten en ideologische aspecten van
multiculturalisme. Uit de resultaten bleek dat alle schalen structureel equivalent
waren over de 21 Europese landen, voor zowel de autochtonen als de
allochtonen. Verder lieten de resultaten zien dat zowel de politieke als de
ideologische aspecten op 66n factor laadden, wat inhoudt dat al deze aspecten
samen als OOn begrip kunnen worden beschouwd, namelijk multiculturalisme. Op
landsniveau, bleek dat Bruto Nationaal Product per hoofdbevolking (BNP),
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politieke systemen en welbevinden positief gecorreleerd waren met
multiculturalisme, hoewel de meeste significante correlaties verdwenen nadat er

werd gecorrigeerd voor BNP.
In het laatste hoofdstuk worden de belangrijkste bevindingen samengevat

en gejntegreerd in een nomologisch netwerk van multiculturalisme. Het

proefschrift begint met een theoretisch raamwerk met betrekking tot
multiculturalisme, en eindigt met een verfijning van dit raamwerk aan de hand van

de bevindingen van alle beschreven studies. In het uiteindelijke nomologische
netwerk wordt verondersteld dat de volgende aspecten van multiculturalisme het

begrip definieren: politieke aspecten, demografische betekenis en sommige

ideologische aspecten (zoals voordelen, nadelen, acceptatie, tolerantie, support,
en ideean over van interactie). Acculturatie en relationele intergroepsaspecten
voorspellen multiculturalisme attitudes, waarbij multiculturalisme attitudes zelf de

frequentie van contacten met allochtonen voorspellen.
Dit proefschrift laat zien dat multiculturalisme attitudes sterke en stabiele

attitudes zijn, die door acculturatie en intergroepsrelaties voorspeld worden. Een

belangrijk beleidsaspect van multiculturalisme is in hoeverre deze attitudes
kunnen veranderen: is het mogelijk om multiculturalisme attitudes op een
positieve manier te wijzigen waardoor er meer harmonie ontstaat tussen

verschillende culturele groepen in multiculturele maatschappijen? Er kan
geconcludeerd worden dat het zinvol lijkt om acculturatie attitudes te veranderen,
omdat die minder diep verankerd liggen dan relationele intergroepsaspecten, en
waarschijnlijk iets makkelijker te wijzigen zijn. Hoe dan ook, het is hoopvol dat
autochtone Nederlanders tot op zekere hoogte voelen dat men moet accepteren
hoe allochtonen leven in Nederland.



...I say to you today, my friends, that in spite of the
difficulties and frustrations of the moment, I still have a
dream...

I have a dream that one day this nation will rise up and live
out the true meaning of its creed: "We hold these truths to be
self-evident: that all men are created equal."...

This is our hope. This is the faith with which I return to the
South. With this faith we will be able to hew out of the
mountain of despair a stone of hope. With this faith we will
be able to transform the jangling discords of our nation into a
beautiful symphony of brotherhood. With this faith we will be
able to work together, to pray together, to struggle together,
to go to jail together, to stand up for freedom together,
knowing that we will be free one day.

When we let freedom ring, when we let it ring from every
village and every hamlet, from every state and every city, we
will be able to speed up that day when all of God's children,
black men and white men, Jews and Gentiles, Protestants and
Catholics, will be able to join hands and sing in the words of
the old Negro spiritual, "Free at last! free at last! thank God
Almighty, we are free at last!"

Martin Luther King, Speech I have a dream, on the 28th
of August 1963
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