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Abstract

A prevalent concern with the integration of Turkish minorities is that large cultural differences
hinder integration. Many majority members doubt that Turkish minority members can combine host
culture adoption and heritage culture maintenance, although research has shown that most Turkish
minority members experience no conflict between these orientations. The present study investigates
experimentally whether majority group members perceive Turkish minorities” host culture adoption and
heritage culture maintenance as conflicting orientations. Four hundred and seven Flemish majority
members received a vignette that contained information on Turkish minority members’ orientation
cither towards heritage culture maintenance or towards host culture adoption. Results revealed
that Flemish majority members perceive host culture adoption and heritage culture maintenance
as conflicting orientations. Manipulating either maintenance or adoption affected Flemish majority
members’ perceptions of Turkish minorities’ maintenance and adoption but in opposite directions.
These results clarify why many majority group members have doubts concerning the integration of
Turkish minorities.
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following quotation from the election program of
a Flemish nationalist party:

The integration of foreigners with an Islamic cul-
tural background is not going very smoothly. Some-
times there is no adaptation at all. Islamic cultures
are indeed very different from ours: They are far
removed from values such as gender equality, free-
dom of speech, and secularization which are the
central principles of a Western democracy (Vlaams
Belang, 2009).

Although the label “Muslim minorities” refers
to minority groups with different ethnic back-
grounds, people of Turkish descent constitute one
of the most prominent ethnic groups within this
category in Belgium, Germany, the Netherlands
and several other countries (European Monitoring
Centre on Racism and Xenophobia [EUMC],
2000). In this paper, we focus on the Turkish
minority group. Currently, approximately 1.5% of
the Flemish population is of Turkish origin (Belgian
Census Data 1991-2001 reported in Phalet,
Deboosere, & Bastiaenssen, 2007). They are pti-
marily concentrated in the big cities, socially segre-
gated,  cconomically  disadvantaged  and
discriminated (EUMC, 2006; Phalet et al., 2007).
Despite their relatively small numbers, Turkish
minority members constitute a salient and devalued
immigrant group (Meeus, Duriez, Vanbeselaere,
Phalet, & Kuppens, 2009). They are considered as
Muslims, and attitudes towards Muslims in general
are projected on them. Recent findings show that
48% of the Flemish voters agree with the state-
ment that Islamic values threaten Europe, and
37.2% disagree with the statement that most
Muslims in Belgium respect European culture and
lifestyle (Billiet & Swyngedouw, 2009).

Having just mentioned majorities’ concern
with the integration of Muslim minorities it may
seem ironic that integration, defined as the com-
bined engagement with the heritage culture and
with the host culture, is the preferred accultura-
tion strategy of many Turkish minority members
in Belgium (Snauwaert, Soenens, Vanbeselaere,
& Boen, 2003), Germany (Rohman, Florack, &
Piontkowski, 2000; Zagefka & Brown, 2002) and
the Netherlands (van Oudenhoven, Prins, &

Buunk, 1998). This suggests that Turkish minori-
ties experience no conflict between these two
engagements, rather they find it possible and desir-
able to combine them. Indeed, Turkish minority
members consider heritage culture maintenance
and host culture adoption as orthogonal orienta-
tions (see Snauwaert et al., 2003, for Belgium; and
Verkuyten & Thijs, 2002, for the Netherlands).
In the present study we investigate whether
Flemish majority members’ perceptions reflect a
similar pattern. More specifically, we study whether
Flemish majority members perceive Turkish
minority members’ orientations towards the host
and towards their heritage culture as independent
or as conflicting engagements.

Minority members are usually not completely
free to choose how they acculturate. The domi-
nant society and majority group members pro-
mote certain forms of acculturation and thus
constrain the options of minority groups (Berry,
2001). For instance, in Belgium, public discourse
strongly stresses integration through adaptation
(cf. Vlaams Belang quote), signaling to minority
members that withdrawal from the host culture is
not appreciated. Because minority members’
acculturation preferences can only be realized
when majority members and the broader society
allow for them (Berry, 2001; Navas, Garcia,
Sanchez, Rojas, Pumares, & Fernandez, 2005),
acculturation researchers have started to explore
majority group members’ expectations concerning
a minority group’s acculturation behavior (Berry,
2001; Bourhis, Moise, Perreault, & Senécal, 1997;
Navas et al., 2005; Piontkowski, Florack, Hoelker,
& Obdrzilek, 2000; Piontkowski, Rohman &
Florack, 2002), and majority group members’ per-
ceptions of a minority group’s acculturation behav-
ior (Navas et al., 2005; Piontkowski et al., 2002;
Van Acker & Vanbeselaere, 2011; Zagefka &
Brown, 2002). Majority group members’ expecta-
tions reflect what they consider as desirable
acculturation strategies for minority groups and
majority group members’ perceptions reflect
whether minority group members are perceived
to live up to these expectations.

However, it is important to note that
majority members’ perceptions are psychological
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constructions of the social reality based upon
previous (indirect) contact, media, etcetera, rather
than mere “reflections” of reality. Thus, these
perceptions can deviate from minority members’
acculturation preferences, and from the bebavior they
say to have put in practice. Indeed, several authors
document discrepancies between immigrants’
acculturation preferences and majority group
members’ perceptions of their adopted strategies
(Piontkowski et al., 2002; Roccas, Horenczyk, &
Schwartz, 2000; Rohman et al, 20006; van
Oudenhoven et al., 1998; Zagetka & Brown, 2002).

Thus far, studies comparing acculturation
preferences of Turkish minorities with the accul-
turation perceptions of majorities have found
that majority members perceive more separation
and less integration from the part of Turkish
minorities compared to Turkish minorities’ own
acculturation preferences (Rohman et al., 2000;
Vanbeselaere, Meeus, & Boen, 2007; wvan
Oudenhoven et al., 1998; Zagefka & Brown,
2002). This pattern of findings may be a conse-
quence of a differential relationship between the
two dimensions underlying minority members’
acculturation preferences as compared to the two
dimensions underlying majority members’ accul-
turation perceptions. Indeed, for Turkish minor-
ity members in Belgium (Snauwaert et al., 2003)
and in the Netherlands (Verkuyten & Thijs, 2002)
preferences concerning heritage culture mainte-
nance and host culture adoption are independent.
Moreover, ina study conducted in the Netherlands
it was found that Turkish minority members
stress their identification with bozh the heritage
and the host culture to a host group audience,
presumably because they wish to convince the
host audience of their dual affiliations (Barreto,
Spears, Ellemers, & Shahinper, 2003).

To date, there is some correlational evidence
pointing in the direction of a negative interde-
pendence between Belgian majority members’
perceptions of Turkish immigrants” host culture
adoption and their perceptions of immigrants’
culture maintenance. Additionally, Belgian major-
ity members perceive more heritage culture main-
tenance than host culture adoption (Van Acker &
Vanbeselaere, 2011). Thus, it becomes likely that

majority members perceive more separation and
less integration.

This paper aims at providing experimental evi-
dence for a negative interdependence between
Belgian majority members’ perceptions of
Turkish immigrants’ host culture adoption and
their perceptions of immigrants’ heritage culture
maintenance. A negative interdependence
between the two dimensions underlying accul-
turation perceptions means that majority mem-
bers do not believe that Turkish minority
members combine engagement with their herit-
age culture and with the host culture. This has
serious consequences for minority members.
Majority members who do not believe that herit-
age culture maintenance and host culture adop-
tion are combinable, will not be likely to support
Turkish minority members’ integration endeav-
ours, putting serious constraints on Turkish
minority members’ acculturation alternatives.
Moreover, minority members may be well aware
of majority members’ perceptions, resulting in
less well-being (cf. Roccas et al., 2000), and in
more acculturative stress (cf. Barreto et al., 2003),
and eventually causing a self-fulfilling prophecy.
When Turkish minority members favoring inte-
gration are continuously confronted with major-
ity group members who consider this as
impossible, they may sooner or later abandon

their efforts (Barreto & Ellemers, 2003).

Current study

The present study focuses on Flemish majority
members’ perceptions of Turkish minority mem-
bers’ acculturation behavior. To investigate the
interdependence of the dimensions underlying
acculturation perceptions, majority members
received a vignette that contained “information”
on Turkish minority members’
towards ecither heritage culture maintenance or
towards host culture adoption. The effects of this
vignette on majority members’ perceptions of

orientation

Turkish minorities” culture maintenance and cul-
ture adoption were measured. This allows us to
establish whether manipulating one acculturation
dimension affects the perception of only the
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manipulated dimension or of both dimensions.
Based on recent correlational findings in Flanders
(Van Acker & Vanbeselaere, 2011) we expect that
giving information about Turkish minority mem-
bers’ position on one dimension will push major-
ity members’ perceptions of Turkish minority
members’ position on the manipulated dimen-
sion in the direction of the vignette but it will also
push their perceptions of Turkish minority mem-
bers’ position on the other dimension in the
opposite direction. More specifically, we expect
that when majority members read a vignette stat-
ing that Turkish minority members tend to main-
tain their heritage culture to a high degree, they
will not only perceive more heritage culture main-
tenance among Turkish minority members but
also less host culture adoption than when the
vignette stated that minority members tend to
maintain their culture to a small degree. Similarly,
we expect that when majority members read a
vignette stating that minority members tend to
adopt the host culture to a high degree, they will
not only perceive more host culture adoption but
they will also perceive less heritage culture main-
tenance than when the vignette stated that minor-
ity members tend to adopt the host culture to a
small degree. To assess the direction of the
changes in perceptions, the four conditions with
a vignette will be compared with a neutral condi-
tion in which no information about culture main-
tenance or adoption is given.

Method

Participants

Participants (IN = 425) were recruited from two
different high schools in the same Flemish city
and they participated during regular class time.
Within this specific city, 7.6% of the population
does not have the Belgian nationality. Turks con-
stitute the third largest group (after the Dutch
and the Germans) within this group of foreign-
ers. Eighty percent of the participating students
were attending an academic track, preparing them
for higher education, while 20% were in a techni-
cal education that prepares them for an applied

bachelor or for the job market. Four percent of
the participants were not born in Belgium or had
at least one parent not born in Belgium. These
students were excluded from analyses. Four hun-
dred and seven Flemish high school students
(46% male; M,,. = 16.75, SD = .72) were finally
retained.

Procedure

Five different types of booklets, pertaining to five
different conditions, were randomly distributed
among the students in each class. The first page
contained the instructions, the second page the
manipulation. Participants then read about an
ostensibly previously conducted large-scale study
in  Western Furope investigating Turkish
migrants’ orientations either towards the host
culture or towards their heritage culture. After
reading an introductory paragraph, participants
read about the “results” of the study. These
“results” varied across the different conditions.

In the high-maintenance (HM) condition, it
was stated that Turkish immigrants in Belgium
have a general tendency to maintain their heritage
culture. Then, this maintenance tendency was
specified for five different domains (i.c., values
and norms, celebrations and customs, language,
social contacts, and religion). The vignette ended
by stating that Turkish immigrants in Belgium
find it more important to maintain their heritage
culture than Turkish immigrants in other Western
European countries. To this end, fictitious mean
scores for heritage culture maintenance of Turkish
participants in all participating countries (i.e.,
3.5/7) and of Turkish immigrants in Belgium (i.e.,
4.9/7) were presented. In the low-maintenance
(LM) condition, the content of these “results”
was changed so that Turkish immigrants in
Belgium were described as not strongly inclined
to maintain their heritage culture. Moreover, her-
itage culture maintenance was presented as lower
among Turkish immigrants in Belgium (ie,
3.5/7) than among Turkish immigrants in other
Western European countries (i.e., 4.9/7). Note
that in the HM and LM conditions nothing was
said about host culture adoption.
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In the high-adoption (HA) condition, it was
stated that Turkish immigrants in Belgium are
very motivated to adopt the host culture. This
adoption tendency was then elaborated for the
same domains as those mentioned in the HM and
LM condition. The vignette ended by stating that
Turkish immigrants in Belgium find it more
important to adopt the host culture than Turkish
immigrants in other European countries. To this
end, fictitious mean scores for host culture adop-
tion of Turkish immigrants in all participating
countties (i.e., 3.5/7) and of Turkish immigrants
in Belgium (i.e., 4.9/7) were presented. In the
low-adoption (LA) condition, the content of
these “results” was changed so that Turkish
immigrants in Belgium were described as not very
motivated to adopt the host culture. Moreover,
host culture adoption was presented as lower
among Turkish immigrants in Belgium (i.e.,
3.5/7) than among Turkish immigrants in other
Western European countries (i.e., 4.9/7). Note
that in the HA and LA conditions nothing was
said about heritage culture maintenance.

For participants in the neutral condition (N'T)
nothing was said about an ostensibly previously
conducted study.

Measures

Reproduction of the vignette To assess the
effectiveness of our manipulation participants
were asked to react to the question “What did
previous research reveal?” by indicating how
strongly they agreed with each of the following
items: “Turkish-Belgians tend to maintain their
culture,” “Turkish-Belgians tend to maintain
Turkish customs,” and “Turkish-Belgians tend to
keep speaking in Turkish” concerning heritage
culture maintenance; and ““Turkish-Belgians tend
to adopt the Belgian culture,” “Turkish-Belgians
tend to engage in regular contact with native Bel-
gians,” and “Turkish-Belgians tend (to learn) to
speak in Dutch” concerning host culture adop-
tion. All items were rated on 7-point scales rang-
ing from 1 (wtally disagree) to 7 (totally agree).
Participants in the neutral condition did not
answer these questions since they did not receive

a vignette. Participants in the other four condi-
tions answered all six items although each vignette
only contained information on either culture
maintenance or host-culture adoption. None of
the participants indicated that they had not
received information on a second dimension.

Subjecting the six items to a principal compo-
nent analysis (PCA) resulted in a two-component
solution (criterion eigenvalue > 1) with one
component representing heritage culture mainte-
nance (eigenvalue = 2.98) and the other host-
culture adoption (eigenvalue = 1.49). The solution
explained 74.59% of the variance. The items con-
cerning heritage culture maintenance described in
the vignette (o« = .87, M = 4.48, SE = 1.45) and the
items concerning host-culture adoption described
in the vignette (« = .75, M = 3.69, SE = 1.21)
formed internally consistent scales.

Acculturation perceptions Then, all partici-
pants were asked to indicate their own impres-
sions of Turkish-Belgians’ acculturation behavior.
For perceived heritage culture maintenance the
items were “I have the impression that they
maintain their traditional culture,” “I have the
impression that they maintain their values and
customs,” and “I have the impression that they
have regular contacts with fellow Turks.” For per-
ceived host culture adoption the items were “I
have the impression that they adopt the Belgian
culture,” “I have the impression that they adopt
the Belgian values and customs,” and “I have the
impression that they have regular contacts with
native Belgians.”

Subjecting the six items to a PCA resulted
again in a clear two-component solution (criterion
eigenvalue > 1) with one component representing
heritage culture maintenance (eigenvalue = 3.16)
and the other host culture adoption (eigenvalue =
1.20). The solution explained 72.58% of the vari-
ance. Perceived heritage culture maintenance (a =
.80, M = 5.60, SE = .98) and perceived host cul-
ture adoption (x = .79, M = 3.38, SE = 1.12)
formed internally consistent scales.

We thus measured Flemish majority members’
petceptions of Turkish minority members’ herit-
age culture maintenance and host culture adoption
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in two ways: (a) by asking to reproduce ostensible
study results, and (b) by asking to give their per-
sonal impressions of Turkish’ immigrants’ accul-
turation behavior.

Results

Reproduced maintenance and

reproduced adoption

We start by discussing the effect of the different
vignettes on respondents’ reproduction of main-
tenance and adoption reported in the vignette. To
enable direct comparison of the means for repro-
duced maintenance and reproduced adoption, we
performed a repeated measures ANOVA with
acculturation dimension (maintenance/adoption)
as within-subjects factor and condition as (HM/
LM/HA/LA) as between-subjects factor. Our
hypothesis that manipulating one acculturation
dimension, either maintenance or adoption,
affects reproductions of both maintenance and
adoption but in opposite directions, implies the
prediction of an interaction between accultura-
tion dimension and condition. This interaction
was indeed significant, F(3, 323) = 37.17, p <
001, 1 = .26. Moreover, the analysis revealed
also a main effect of acculturation dimension,
F(Q1, 323) = 121.71, p < .001, v = .27. The mean
score for reproduced maintenance was signifi-
cantly higher than the mean score for reproduced
adoption. However, simple contrasts revealed
that this effect was only significant for the HM,
#81) = 10.63, p < .001, and the LLA conditions,
#79) = 10.81, p < .001. In the LM, #86) = 1.42,
p = .16, and HA conditions, A77) = .82, p = .41,
there was no significant mean difference between
maintenance and adoption (see Table 1). In order

to further explore the obtained interaction, we
will now discuss the effects of the different
vignettes separately for reproduced maintenance
and reproduced adoption.

Reproduction of maintenance “reported” in
vignette We start by discussing the effects of
the different vignettes on reproduced mainte-
nance. First, a successful manipulation implies
that respondents in the HM condition score
higher than those in the LM condition on herit-
age culture maintenance reported in the vignette.
Second, we expected that manipulating Turkish
immigrants’ host culture adoption would also
affect respondents’ reproduction of maintenance
“reported” in the vignette. Thus, we predicted
that participants in the LA condition would score
higher on reproduction of “reported” mainte-
nance than participant in the HA condition.

Simple contrasts revealed that respondents in
the HM condition (M = 5.50, §D = 1.035) scored
indeed higher than respondents in the LM condi-
tion (M = 4.23, §D = 1.506), #(167) = 6.28, p <
.001. Additionally, we expected and found that
respondents in the LA condition (M = 5.38, D
= 1.13) indicated that the vignette “reported”
more maintenance than respondents in the HA
condition (M = 4.25, §D = 1.47), #156) = —5.39,
p <.001 (see Table 1).

Moreover, comparing the maintenance with
the adoption conditions revealed that the HM
condition did not differ from the LA condition,
#160) = .58, p = .56, and the HA did not differ
from the LM condition, A163) = —.11, p = .91, in
terms of maintenance reproduced from the
vignette. The HM did differ from the HA, #158)
=5.99, p <.001, and the LM from the LA, #(165)
= 5.65, p < .001. Thus, manipulating heritage

Table 1. Means (and SDs) for reproduced maintenance and reproduced adoption by the different conditions

HM (2 = 82) LM (n = 87) HA (1= 78) LA (n = 80)
Reproduced maintenance  5.50 (1.035),,, 423 (1.56),, 425 (1.47),, 538 (1.13),,
Reproduced adoption 329 (97), 3.94 (1.21),, 443 (1.036),, 311 (1.14),,

Note: Means in the same row that do not share the same letter as subscript differ significantly from each other. Means in the
same column that do not share the same number as subscript differ significantly from each other.
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culture maintenance as well as manipulating host
culture adoption affected respondents’ reproduc-
tion of maintenance reported in the vignette to a
comparable degree.

Reproduction of adoption “reported” in
vignette Now, we discuss the effect of the
vignettes on respondents’ reproduction of adop-
tion reported in the vignette. First, a successful
manipulation implies that respondents in the HA
condition score higher on adoption described in
the vignette than participants in the LA condi-
tion. Second, we expected that manipulating
maintenance would also affect respondents’
reproduction of adoption. Thus, we expected a
difference between the HM and LM condition.

Simple contrasts confirmed that respondents
in the HA condition (M = 4.43, §D = 1.030)
reported more adoption than respondents in the
LA condition (M = 3.11, SD = 1.14), #156) =
7.51, p < .001. Additionally, respondents in the
LM condition (M = 3.94, SD = 1.21) reported
more adoption than respondents in the HM con-
dition (M = 3.29, SD = .97), #(167) = 3.85, p <
.001 (see Table 1).

Moreover, comparing the maintenance and
adoption conditions showed that the HM condi-
tion did not differ from the LA condition, #160)
= 1.05, p = .30, but the HA condition resulted
still in a higher score than the LM condition,
#163) = 2.84, p = .005. Moreover, the HM condi-
tion did differ from the HA condition, #158) =
—0.52, p <.001, and the LM condition from the
LA condition, #165) = 6.52, p < .001. Thus, it is
shown that manipulating host culture adoption as
well as manipulating heritage culture maintenance
affects respondents’ reproduction of adoption in
the vignette.

Percezved maintenance and perceived
adoption in Belgian society

We then proceeded to the effect of the vignettes
on participants’ own impressions of Turkish
minority members’ acculturation behavior. Again
we performed a repeated measures ANOVA
with dimension of perceived acculturation (main-
tenance/adoption) as within-subjects factor and
(HM/LM/HA/LA) as between-
subjects variable. Our hypothesis that manipulating

condition

one acculturation dimension, either maintenance or
adoption, affects perceived maintenance and pet-
ceived adoption but in opposite directions,
implies the prediction of an interaction between
acculturation dimension and condition. This
interaction was indeed significant, F(4, 403) =
5.22, p < .001, n° = .049. Moreover, the analysis
revealed again a main effect of acculturation
dimension, F(1, 403) = 663.09, p < .001, 7" = .62.
The mean score for perceived maintenance was
significantly higher than the mean score for pet-
ceived adoption. This was the case for each of
the five conditions (see Table 2). To explore the
obtained interaction further, we will now discuss
the effects of the different vignettes separately
for perceived maintenance and for perceived
adoption.

Perceived maintenance in Belgian society
We start by discussing the effect of the vignettes
on perceived maintenance in Belgian society.
First, we expected that participants in the HM
condition would perceive more heritage culture
maintenance among Turkish minority members
than participants in the LM condition. Second,
based upon the hypothesized negative interde-
pendence between perceived maintenance and

Table 2. Means (and SDs) for perceived maintenance and perceived adoption by the different conditions

HM (=82 IM@#»=87) NT(x=80) HA@=78 LA (=280
Perccived maintenance 579 (99), 534 (1.08), 574 (94),, 549 (88),, 570 (93),.
Perceived adoption 313(98),  3.69 (1.18),,  3.23(1.098), 3.60 (1.082),, 3.23 (1.16),,

Note: Means in the same row that do not share the same letter as subscript differ significantly from each other. Means in the
same column that do not share the same number as subsctipt differ significantly from each other.
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perceived adoption, we expected that perceived
maintenance would also be affected by the adop-
tion manipulation. More specifically, respondents
in the LA condition were expected to score higher
on perceived maintenance than participants in
the HA condition. And the four conditions with
an experimental vignette were compared with the
NT condition where no vignette was provided.
Participants in the HM condition (M = 5.79,
SD = .99) perceived indeed more maintenance
than participants in the LM condition (M = 5.34,
SD = 1.080), A167) = 2.98, p = .003). The NT
condition (M = 5.74, SD = .94) differed from the
LM condition, #(160) = 2.67, p = .008) but not
from the HM condition, #165) = .28, p = .78).
Contrary to our hypothesis, participants in the
LA condition (M = 5.70, §D = .93) did not score
significantly higher on perceived maintenance
than participants in the HA condition (M = 5.49,
SD = .88), /(156) = 1.37, p = .17, although the
pattern was in the expected direction. Partici-
pants in the HA condition scored slightly lower
than participants in the N'T' condition, #156) =
1.64, p = .10. All means were significantly above
the midpoint of the scale (see Table 2).
Moreover, comparing the adoption and the
maintenance conditions revealed that the HM
condition did not differ from the LA condition,
#160) = .56, p = .58, and the HA condition did
not differ from the LM condition, #163) = .98,
p = .33, in terms of perceived maintenance.
Moteover, the HM did differ from the HA condi-
tion, A158) = 1.93, p = .054, and the LM from the
LA condition, A165) = 2.39, p = .017. Thus,
manipulating perceived maintenance affected
while
manipulating host culture adoption only had a

respondents’  perceived maintenance,

slight effect on perceived maintenance.

Perceived adoption in Belgian society Last,
we discuss whether the different vignettes also
affected majority members’ own impressions of
Turkish minorities’ adoption. First, we expected
that participants in the HA condition would per-
ceive more host culture adoption among Turkish
minority members than patticipants in the LA
condition. Second, based upon the hypothesized

negative interdependence between perceived
maintenance and perceived adoption, we also
expected that participants in the LM condition
would perceive more host culture adoption than
participants in the HM condition. The four con-
ditions with an experimental vignette were also
compared with the NT condition.

As expected, the HA condition (M = 3.60,
SD = 1.082) differed significantly from the LA
condition (M = 3.23, §D = 1.106), A(156) = 2.11,
»=.035. The NT condition (M = 3.23, §D = 1.098)
differed from the HA condition, #156) = 2.091,
p=.037, but not from the LA condition, A158) =
023, p = 98, (see Table 2). Furthermore, and
again as expected, the LM condition (M = 3.69,
SD = 1.18) resulted in more perceived adoption
than the HM (M = 3.13, §D = .98), /(167) = 3.32,
p = .001. The NT condition (M = 3.23, SE =
1.098) differed from the LM condition, A165) =
2.69, p = .007, but not from the HM condition,
#160) = .59, p = .55, (see Table 2). All means were
significantly below the midpoint of the scale.

Finally, comparing the maintenance and adop-
tion conditions revealed that the HM condition
did not differ from the LA condition, #160) =
.57, p = .57, and the HA condition did not differ
from the LM condition, A163) = .58, p > .10, in
terms of perceived adoption. Moreover, the HM
condition did differ from the HA condition,
#158) = 2.70, p = .007, and the LM from the LA
condition, A165) = 2.72, p = .007. Thus, manipu-
lating host culture adoption as well as heritage
culture maintenance affected respondents’ per-
ceived adoption.

Correlation patterns

As an additional test of our hypotheses we calcu-
lated for each condition the correlation between
reproduced maintenance and reproduced adop-
tion, and between perceived maintenance and
perceived adoption. In each of the five condi-
tions correlations between perceived mainte-
nance and perceived adoption were negative and
significant (ranging from —.36 to —.48). The cor-
relation between reproduction of maintenance
and reproduction of adoption was not significant
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in the low-adoption condition (1(80) = .088, p =
44), but this correlation was significantly nega-

tive in the other three conditions (ranging from
—.24 to —.32).

Discussion

The present study shows that manipulating either
heritage culture maintenance or host culture
adoption affected Flemish high school students’
perceptions of both Turkish minorities” heritage
culture maintenance and host culture adoption
but in opposite directions. The more Flemish
high school students are made to perceive that
Turkish immigrants adopt the host culture, the
less they perceive that Turkish immigrants main-
tain their heritage culture and vice versa. This pat-
tern emerged for reproductions of the vignette as
well as for Flemish participants’ own impressions
of Turkish-Belgians’ acculturation behavior, and
the experimental nature of our design allows us
to interpret this pattern in causal terms. Thus, the
present study demonstrates that the participating
Flemish high school students perceive host cul-
ture adoption and heritage culture maintenance
as conflicting orientations.

Moreover, the vast majority of our respond-
ents seems to be convinced that Turkish immi-
grants in Belgium are inclined to maintain their
heritage culture while not being strongly inclined
to adopt the host culture. Indeed, the neutral con-
dition did never differ from the high-maintenance
and the low-adoption condition and in all condi-
tions perceived heritage culture maintenance was
significantly higher than perceived host culture
adoption. Additionally, in all conditions average
scores were above the midpoint of the scale for
heritage culture maintenance and below the mid-
point for host culture adoption. In contrast, stud-
ies with Turkish-Belgians demonstrated that
Turkish-Belgians score above the midpoint of
the scale on the host culture adoption dimension
as well as on the culture maintenance dimension
(Snauwaert et al., 2003; Vanbeselaere et al., 2007).
Majority members thus perceive less culture
adoption compared to Turkish-Belgians’ prefer-
ence. Similar discordant patterns have been

documented for Turkish minority members in
Germany (Rohman et al, 2000) and in the
Netherlands (van Oudenhoven et al., 1998). Our
data suggest an explanation for this discordant
pattern. Since majority members perceive herit-
age culture maintenance and host culture adop-
tion as conflicting engagements, high heritage
culture maintenance has to go along with low cul-
ture adoption. Since Turkish minority members
do not perceive these orientations as conflicting,
high culture maintenance can go along with high
culture adoption.

The obtained result that host culture adoption
and heritage culture maintenance are perceived as
conflicting orientations also attests that the inter-
group relations between Turkish immigrants and
the Flemish majority are complex and tense. Our
results suggest that majority members may not be
likely to support Turkish minority members’
attempts to combine engagement with the herit-
age and the host culture. At the same time, host
culture adoption is considered crucial (Van Acker
& Vanbeselaere, 2011). This puts serious con-
straints on Turkish minority members’ accultura-
tion alternatives, since it suggests that integration
actually means assimilation for the Belgian major-
ity group. Minority members may be well aware
of majority members’ perceptions, affecting their
feelings of well-being (cf. Roccas et al., 2000) and
eventually causing reactive acculturation. Turkish
minority members who favor integration may
come to embrace their ethnic identity more
strongly in response to the systematic ethnic cat-
egorization and harsh demands by the majority.
This may result in segregation (Barreto &
Ellemers, 2003).

We see several possibilities for explaining why
majority members perceive Turkish minority
members’ host culture adoption and heritage cul-
ture maintenance as conflicting. A first possibility
is that this perceived negative interdependency
reflects strategic concerns. Majority members
could present the engagements with host and
heritage cultures as irreconcilable in order to jus-
tify restrictive integration policies (e.g., assimila-
tion, compulsory host culture learning courses)
(Chryssochoou & Lyons, 2010; Van Acker,
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Mesquita, Vanbeselaere, & Phalet, 2011). The
quote at the beginning of this paper is an exam-
ple of how political parties may construct cultural
incompatibility to justify restrictive integration
policies. Minority members on the other hand
may also be strategically motivated to stress their
engagement with both the heritage and the host
culture because they are aware that majority
members value host culture adoption and at the
same time they do not wish to abandon their her-
itage culture. Thus, they are motivated to demon-
strate that the combination is indeed possible (cf.
Barreto et al., 2003).

Another explanation for the obtained negative
interdependency between Flemish majority mem-
bers’ perceived maintenance and perceived adop-
tion holds that, despite a claimed preference for
integration among many Turkish minority mem-
bers, their actual behavior would be mote indica-
tive of separation, and that it is the latter which
informs majority members’ perceptions (Navas
etal,, 2005). However, as stated in the first part of
this article, majority members’ perceptions are
psychological constructions of reality informed
by (indirect) contact, media, etcetera. For major-
ity members in Belgium, actual interethnic con-
tact is mostly rather limited and perceptions may
be largely based on indirect contact and media
influences. In this specific sample, participants
reported on 7-point scales (ranging from 1 (none
or never) to 7 (very many or very often)) that they
have few Turkish-Belgian friends (M = 2.10, SD
= 1.19) and few (M = 2.64, §D = 1.30) contacts
overall. In this case, information transmitted by
media and peers may have a considerable impact
on the formation and perpetuation of majority
members’ perceptions about minority members
(cf. Boomgaarden & Vliegenthart, 2007, 2009;
Vergeer, Lubbers, & Scheepers, 2000). Currently,
Flemish politicians and media tend to highlight
conflict and tension between Islamic culture and
Western culture (cf. Vlaams Belang quote;
De Ridder, 2010; Van Acker et al., 2011). This
may be conducive to the perception that combin-
ing engagements with both cultures is not possi-
ble. If politicians, media, and other public sources
combine

focused more on how Muslims

affiliations with their heritage and with the
Belgian culture, majority members’ belief in inte-
gration might grow. The possible efficiency of
such a strategy is suggested by the fact that our
data show that even one relatively short vignette
already significantly affected majority members’
perceptions. Therefore, it could be fruitful that
further research would explore the impact of
variables that relate this perceived conflict
between host culture adoption and heritage cul-
ture maintenance either to strategic concerns or
to the representations of minority integration
and of national identity as propagated by media,
by politicians, and by individual citizens.

The present finding that the two dimensions
underlying majority members’ acculturation per-
ceptions are negatively interdependent also has
important repercussions for the conceptualiza-
tion and measurement of majority members’
acculturation perceptions. An important question
is whether it is still valid to present majority mem-
bers’ acculturation perceptions as composite
acculturation categories by combining two
dimensions that are not independent (Zagefka &
Brown, 2002). We think that our data strengthen
Rudmin’s (2003) suggestion that it would be bet-
ter to work with both acculturation dimensions
separately.

There are a number of comments that could
be made about the validity of our findings. First,
one might wonder whether the obtained pattern
of results is not partly caused by the specific
method used. Since participants were only told
cither about heritage culture maintenance or
about host culture adoption they might have
interpreted this message as implying that that one
dimension precluded the other. This interpreta-
tion would also result in a negative relation
between the two dimensions although the
respondents themselves would not have to expe-
rience the dimensions as conflicting, However,
this interpretation is not in line with the fact that
the neutral condition revealed an equally strong
negative correlation between perceived heritage
culture maintenance and perceived host culture
adoption. Thus, even without any message given,
the two dimensions are perceived as conflicting,
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Another possible critique on our methodol-
ogy could be that the pattern for reproduction of
heritage culture maintenance and host culture
adoption resembles the pattern for perceived her-
itage culture adoption and host culture adoption
because these reproductions and perceptions of
acculturation behavior were measured in a very
similar way. However, we want to point out that
especially the LM and the HA conditions reveal
large differences between the mean scores for
reproduced and perceived maintenance and
adoption, indicating that these answers are not
just copied from one another. Moreover, the cor-
relations between reproduced and perceived
maintenance (1(326) = .38, p < .001) and repro-
duced and perceived adoption (1{326) = .54, p <
.001) are not extremely high in our sample.
Finally, a principal component analysis on all 12
items including reproductions and perceptions
points in the direction of a comprehensive 4-factor
solution explaining 75% of the variance. Thus,
we considered it justifiable to present reproduc-
tions of the vignette and own impressions of
Turks’” acculturation behavior as separate sets of
dependent variables.

A further limitation of the present study is
that it was conducted in only one immigration
context and concerning one specific immigrant
group. Future research should explore whether
the negative relationship that we observed
between the dimensions underlying acculturation
perceptions also holds in different societal con-
texts and for different immigrant groups. We
think that the observed pattern is likely to hold
especially for devalued immigrant groups that are
perceived as culturally different from the host
group. Since this is true for Muslim immigrant
groups in several Western European countries
(e.g., Foner & Alba, 2008), the obtained findings
are probably not an exception. Another limitation
is that our sample consisted only of high school
students. We opted for this population because
high school students in Belgium are a relatively
more heterogeneous group in terms of their soci-
occonomic background and their immigration
attitudes than college students and highly edu-
cated workers. But high school students’ attitudes

may differ from those of adults in that they may
be less politicized. However, a recent study con-
ducted in the Netherlands found no major differ-
ences between high school students’ (between
14 and 15 years old) and adults’ perceptions of
minority members’ acculturation behavior and in
their affective reactions to this behavior (Hofstra,
2009).

To conclude, this study suggests that many
adolescents do not believe that Turkish minority
members can combine their heritage culture and
the host culture. This may explain the current
skepticism concerning the integration of Turkish
minorities. To alter these perceptions it is impor-
tant to attend more to Turkish minority mem-
bers’ efforts to adopt the host culture and to
combine heritage culture maintenance and host
culture adoption.
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