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One of the major drivers of societal conflict are the intergroup relations which rely mainly on social identity
and which are rarely analyzed for immigrant groups. This article changes this point of view by investigating the
extent to which national, ethnic, and religious identities relate to outgroup hostilities towards the majority of
the German population, towards other immigrant groups, and towards Syrian refugees among immigrant-origin
citizens. We employ a theoretical framework based on the social identity approach and use new representative
survey data from 2017 for Germans of Turkish descent (N = 480) and Russian Germans (N = 471). Based on
multivariate linear regression analysis, we show that ethnic identity has the strongest positive relation with
outgroup hostilities, with the exception of the Russian-Germans’ evaluation of the German majority population.
National identity among Germans of Turkish descent lessens their hostility towards other immigrants. Our
results show the importance of analyzing immigrant groups with different migration trajectories separately
before making generalized claims. Not only are the identity relations different between an ingroup identification
and various outgroup targets, but they are also different between the immigrant groups for the same ingroup
identification and outgroup target.
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Intergroup relations are one of the major drivers of societal conflict that can transfer deep into
the political arena. Politicians’ use of group-based conflicts to promote specific groups might lead
to a deeply divided society (Curtis, 2014; Huddy & Khatib, 2007; Kranendonk, Vermeulen, &
van Heelsum, 2018; Simon & Klandermans, 2001). There is a wide range of group memberships
useable for this purpose, since individuals have many different ingroup identifications that affect how
they relate to their social world (Roccas & Brewer, 2002). Of all the different group memberships,
some are more important for attitudes and behavior than others. Previous studies show that the im-
portance of national, ethnic, and religious identity matters, especially for people of immigrant origin,
because their minority status increases the salience of those sometimes contradictory group mem-
berships (Kranendonk et al., 2018; Nandi & Platt, 2020; Reimer et al., 2017). These identities differ
in their degree of inclusiveness, with ethnic identity being the most exclusive. National and religious
identities are more inclusive, superordinate identities that may combine different subgroups under a
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Figure 1. Model of analyzed outgroup attitudes of Germans with migrant backgrounds.

common ingroup (e.g., Espinosa et al., 2018; Van Dommelen, Schmid, Hewstone, Gonsalkorale, &
Brewer, 2015).

Even though individuals identify with several ingroups, studies on outgroup hostility1 often
focus only on one specific identity without taking the others into account and/or with no control for
other variables that are theoretically important (e.g., Hindriks, Verkuyten, & Coenders, 2014). This
does not allow us to see how much a specific identity actually adds to the explanation and might lead
to unreliable results due to omitted variable bias or suppressor effects (e.g., Paulhus, Robins,
Trzesniewski, & Tracy, 2004). Furthermore, focusing only on the majority of immigrants, or on oth-
ers as an aggregated group (e.g., de Vroome, Martinovic, & Verkuyten, 2014), does not allow us to
see how the same ingroup identification relates to different outgroup targets. In addition, most of
these previous studies analyzed only adolescents or young adults (e.g., Birtel, Reimer, Wolfer, &
Hewstone, 2020; Kosic & Caudek, 2005; Lauglo, 2017; Lee, 2019; Shelton & Richeson, 2006) or
had to rely on data from convenient, nonrepresentative samples (e.g., Baysu, Coskan, & Duman,
2018; Espinosa et al., 2018; Golec de Zavala, Cichocka, & Iskra-Golec, 2013) which do not allow
generalizations to be made for the general population.

Our article analyzes how national, ethnic, and religious identities relate to outgroup hostilities
between two groups of immigrant-origin citizens: Germans from Turkey and Germans from the
former Soviet Union. We focus on three different outgroup targets: (1) the majority population in
Germany and two groups of immigrants that came to Germany at different times; (2) the respective
other immigrant group—the “oldcomers”; and (3) Syrian refugees—the “newcomers” (see Figure 1).
To derive our hypotheses, we rely on a theoretical framework that draws mainly on the social identity
approach by Tajfel and Turner (1979) and Turner, Hogg, Oakes, Reicher, and Wetherell (1987) and
its developments such as the common ingroup-identity model (Gaertner & Dovidio, 2000; Gaertner,
Dovidio, Guerra, Hehman, & Saguy, 2016). For a more complete picture, besides sociodemograph-
ics, we also control for social integration and generational status—the two most central determinants
of immigrants’ identities—as well as religiosity and religious practices as additional aspects of re-
ligious identity (Hindriks et al., 2014; Lee, 2019; Martinovic, van Tubergen, & Maas, 2009; Tillie,
2004). We focus on Germany as it is a stable political system with a low level of ideological polariza-
tion. It is also a unique case, with the biggest immigrant groups having widely different trajectories:

'Previous research uses many different terms to refer to negative evaluations of outgroups. We will henceforth use the term
“outgroup hostility” and will refer to “outgroup evaluations” for both positive and negative evaluations.
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former guest workers (e.g., of Turkish descent) on the one hand and ethnic Germans (e.g., Russian
Germans) on the other hand (von Alemann, Erbentraut, & Walther, 2018).

Our contribution thus is threefold: (1) We provide evidence of how outgroup hostilities are
generally distributed among two groups of immigrant-origin citizens in German society; (2) By
analyzing national, ethnic, and religious identity simultaneously, we are able to (a) observe the rel-
ative importance of each identity for its relation with the respective outgroup target and (b) explore
whether identities have the same relation with different outgroup targets; (3) We determine whether
those patterns are universal among the groups or vary between immigrant groups of different ori-
gins and status. After a short introduction to the German case in the next section, we continue by
discussing our theoretical framework and the deduction of hypotheses for the empirical discussion.
Afterwards, we present our data and the operationalization of the dependent and independent vari-
ables and display the results from our bivariate and multivariate analyzes. Last, we discuss our results
and their implications for the integration of immigrants into the majority population.

The Case of Immigrant-Origin Citizens in Germany

In our study, we focus on the two biggest immigrant groups in Germany: individuals of Turkish
descent and individuals who migrated from the Soviet Union and its successor states. Both groups
have very different trajectories: The immigration of Turkish people dates back to the labor migration
of the early 1950s and the 1960s. Most members of this group are (Sunni) Muslims. Today, this group
comprises more than three million persons (Geiling, Gardemin, Meise, & Konig, 2011). In contrast,
people coming from the Soviet Union and its successor states are largely ethnic Germans, most of
whom are Protestant Christians and whose ancestors migrated to Russia in the 18th century.2 Today,
more than 2.8 million Russian Germans live in Germany (DESTATIS, 2017).

Both groups—Germans of Turkish descent and Russian Germans—not only have different mi-
gration histories, but they also differ vastly in how they were treated by the German government.
Until 2000, the citizenship regime was restrictive towards all non-Germans, even if they were born in
Germany, and expansive towards ethnic Germans from the East (Joppke, 2005). Ethnic Germans re-
ceived full citizenship almost upon their arrival, whereas many second- and third-generation Turkish
immigrants who were born in Germany remained as foreigners (Ersanilli & Koopmans, 2011). This
set Russian Germans apart from other migrant groups as they had a privileged group status with
respect to other immigrant groups (e.g., Baubdck & Perchinig, 2010). This difference was not only
mirrored by their higher level of economic and social integration compared with other immigrant
groups (Worbs, Bund, Kohls, & Babka von Gostomski, 2013) but also by public perception. For
example: Russian Germans are evaluated more positively by the German public than are people of
Turkish origin (Wagner, van Dick, & Zick, 2001).

Due to the long-term restrictive stance of the German government towards the naturalization of
Germans of Turkish descent, only one third of Turkish immigrants in Germany, about 1.3 million of
the 3.2 million people of Turkish descent, hold German citizenship (Ersanilli & Koopmans, 2011). The
group of Germans from the former Soviet Union who hold German citizenship is twice that size and has
alarger share: 2.6 million of the 2.8 million people from the former Soviet Union and its successor states
(DESTATIS, 2017). Analyzing these two very different immigrant groups allows us to identify whether,
and to what extent, immigrant status or specific ethnicity are systematic correlates of outgroup hostilities.

The Relation Between Social Identity and Outgroup Evaluations

The relation between social identity and intergroup relations has become one of the most re-
searched topics in the field of political psychology in the last 20 years (e.g., for an overview, see

Henceforth, we will call this group “Russian Germans.”
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Reimer, Schmid, Hewstone, & Al Ramiah, 2020). Most works rely on the social identity approach
that draws on social identity theory (Tajfel & Turner, 1979) and self-categorization theory (Turner
et al., 1987), which offer explanations of how and why individuals react to members of their own
(ingroup) and other groups (outgroups). Based on the social identity approach, outgroup evaluations
can be explained as a consequence of group membership: All individuals are known to use social
categories as cognitive instruments to order their social environment systematically into ingroups
and outgroups. People identify with many different ingroups that strongly affects their attitudes, cog-
nitions, and behaviors (e.g., Roccas & Brewer, 2002). When a specific identity is salient, individuals
strive for a positive self-concept by comparing their own group with outgroups and making their
ingroup more distinct from others in the process. In the case of unfavorable results, as well as group
memberships that cannot be changed easily (as is the case for ethnic identity, and to a lesser degree,
for national and religious identity), this might lead to ingroup favoritism, and to a lesser extent to
outgroup hostilities (Tajfel & Turner, 1979, pp. 40-45).

Previous research on social identity focuses mainly on three aspects: measurement and dimen-
sionality, the complexity and representation of identity, as well as consequences and correlates of
identity (Hogg, 2016). Studies on the first aspect, especially, have focused on the question of whether
ingroup identification consists of separate facets or whether it is mainly the variability of a single
factor. The first view was dominant in the 2000s, when complex multidimensional structures were
proposed (e.g., Cameron, 2004; Leach et al., 2008). Later, however, Postmes, Haslam, and Jans
(2013) showed that single items are adequate for measuring social identity when the specific dimen-
sions of identity are not of interest. Research on the aspect of an identity’s meaning and complexity
offers insights into the individual cognitive representations of different identities. Previous studies
showed that the same identities can be more or less exclusive, depending on their meaning (e.g.,
Politi, Roblain, Gale, Licata, & Staerklé, 2020). In the case of multiple identities, several frame-
works exist that provide explanations for how those identities coexist, dominate, merge, or inter-
sect. Such frameworks include the social identity complexity model (Roccas & Brewer, 2002), the
common ingroup-identity model (Gaertner & Dovidio, 2000; Gaertner et al., 2016), and the social
identity inclusiveness model (Doucerain, Amiot, Thomas, & Louis, 2018; Van Dommelen et al.,
2015). Concerning the correlates of social identity, research is vast and covers a wide range of topics
from well-being to collective action. For our research on outgroup hostility, what matters most is
that ingroup identification does not lead to outgroup hostility per se (e.g., Brewer & Brown, 1998),
although previous research has shown rather high correlations between the strength of ingroup iden-
tification and the negative evaluations of outgroups (e.g., Huddy & Khatib, 2007; Kosic & Caudek,
2005; Mummendey, Klink, & Brown, 2001).

Our research focuses on the correlates of three major identities—national, ethnic, and
religious—whose relations with three outgroup targets are explored for two different groups. The
three identities differ by their average degree of inclusiveness. Whereas ethnic identity refers to a per-
son’s ethnic group, defined by some exclusive criteria, national and religious identities can be con-
ceptualized as more inclusive, superordinate identities (e.g., Baysu et al., 2018; Espinosa et al., 2018;
Van Dommelen et al., 2015). In the following section, we present the theoretical background to the
relations of three identities for outgroup hostilities among our groups of immigrant-origin citizens.

The Role of Exclusive Categories for Outgroup Hostility—Ethnic Identity

We start with the role of the most exclusive category: ethnic identity. It is a sense of belong-
ing to a country of origin or to an ethnic group defined by language, origin, and/or race (for an
overview, see Verkuyten, 2018). To a lesser degree, ethnic identity and its correlates are also stud-
ied in the majority population, especially in the United States for the White group (Negy, Shreve,
Jensen, & Uddin, 2003). However, in nonsettler countries such as Germany, where one group clearly
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Identity and Outgroup Hostility Among Immigrants 315

represents a majority, no separate perception of ethnic identity exists among the majority population.
In these countries, the majority population’s national identity replaces the ethnic identity (Rodriguez,
Schwartz, & Krauss Whitbourne, 2010).

Based on social identity theory, we would generally expect that the more committed individuals
feel to their ingroup, the more they try to differentiate between the ingroups and the relevant out-
groups (Tajfel & Turner, 1979). The stronger the ethnic identity is, the more committed individuals
feel to their own ethnic ingroup, the closer they feel to its ingroup members, and the more pro-
nounced group boundaries appear between the own group and other groups (Hindriks et al., 2014).
In particular, high ethnic identity, further elevated by a low status of the own group, makes it likely
that group members will evaluate other groups negatively (Hogg, 2016).

However, a contradicting theoretical explanation is proposed by multicultural theory. Contrary
to social identity theory, a higher level of ethnic identity might be positively related to a greater ac-
ceptance of others (Fowers & Richardson, 1996). The more strongly ethnic minorities identify with
their group, the more secure and stable they should feel about themselves, and the more likely they
should be to evaluate other groups positively (Phinney, Jacoby, & Silva, 2007). However, previous
studies found that ethnic identity is mostly related to outgroup hostility (e.g., Hindriks et al., 2014;
Negy et al., 2003), even though a positive relation between ethnic identity and the evaluation of other
(minority) outgroups is reported in several studies (e.g., Lauglo, 2017; Phinney et al., 2007).

We see no reason why the ethnic identity of immigrant-origin citizens should show different cor-
relates from other ingroup identifications and thus do not expect it to act according to multicultural
theory. Instead, we argue that, at least for our groups of immigrant-origin citizens, we can expect a
positive relation between ethnic identity and outgroup hostility as it is proposed by social identity
theory:

Hla: The stronger the ethnic identity of an individual, the more negative will be their evaluation
of the other groups.

However, because the definition and characteristics of Russian-German ethnic identity are
closely related to the German identity—they see themselves mostly as ethnic Germans from the East
(Joppke, 2005)—we propose:

H1b: There is a negative relation for the Russian-German identity and their hostile evaluation of
the German majority population.

The Role of Superordinate Categories for Hostile Attitudes Towards Outgroups—
National and Religious Identity

Individuals belong to many social categories. These ingroup identifications can be conceptually
ordered in several ways. How they interact depends on how they overlap concerning group members
and identity content and whether they are hierarchically ordered or nested (Roccas & Brewer, 2002).
Some theoretical frameworks, such as the common ingroup-identity model (Gaertner & Dovidio,
2000; Gaertner et al., 2016), concentrate on hierarchical social categories, where subordinate, more
exclusive categories (for example, ethnic identity) are nested in superordinate, more inclusive cate-
gories (such as national identity). Even though the inclusiveness of the same social identities is not
fixed, and the exact setup of the common ingroup varies between individuals (e.g., Van Dommelen
et al., 2015), previous studies found national and religious identity to be more inclusive than ethnic
identity (e.g., Baysu et al., 2018; Espinosa et al., 2018). Individuals might either solemnly adopt
the superordinate identity or maintain both identities as a dual identity (e.g., Gaertner et al., 2016;

:sdny) suonIpuo) pue sULd L ay) 338 “[770¢/01/8T] U0 A1eiqr] SuljuQ ASJIA TENSIOAUN-YOLIPALLI-oNO £q 00LT1"sdod/| 11 1°01/10p/wod KapmAxeiqujautjuoy/:sdiy woiy papeojumod ‘T ‘120T ‘12T6L9V1

" KofIm

9SUSOI'T SUOWWO)) dA1Ea1) d[qear[dde oy Aq pauIdA0S a1k SIOIIE V() AsN JO I[N 10J AIeIqIT dUI[UQ AS[IA\ UO (SuonK
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Simon, Reichert, Schaefer, Bachmann, & Renger, 2015; Verkuyten & Martinovic, 2016). In either
case, bias towards other groups is supposed to lessen when those groups share a superordinate cat-
egory that leads to a greater perceived similarity between the groups (e.g., Gaertner et al., 2016;
Reimer et al., 2020). Previous research, however, provides divergent results on whether all outgroups
are evaluated more positively, or only those that are now part of the superordinate category (e.g.,
Curtis, 2014; Noor, Brown, & Prentice, 2008).

First, we look at national identity. Being a social identity, from the view point of social identity
theory, national identity is about establishing boundaries between insiders and outsiders and is an
instrument for social closure that is mainly constructed through citizenship status (Joppke, 2005).
Among the majority population, national identity in general is related to more negative evaluations
of other groups (e.g., Curtis, 2014; Mummendey et al., 2001). However, we can expect national
identity to function differently for immigrant citizens and would expect their identification with the
host nation to act as a superordinate identity. Former outgroup members, such as other Germans who
do not share the same ethnicity, become ingroup members. The psychological processes that lead to
ingroup favoritism would now be applied to those former outgroup members, and thus the evaluation
of those groups would become more positive (Gaertner & Dovidio, 2000). Hindriks et al. (2014) and
Munniksma, Verkuyten, Flache, Stark, and Veenstra (2015) show that this holds true for immigrants
in the Netherlands. However, we need to account for the fact that the association of identities with
the same outgroup target (e.g., national identity and the majority population) may depend on the
characteristics of the immigrant groups themselves (i.e., being ethnic Germans or not).

For the Turkish group,

H2a: We assume that national identity—as was found in previous studies—is associated with
less hostility towards both the majority population and the Russian Germans but with more
hostility towards the non-German minorities as they are not part of the newly formed ingroup.

In the case of Russian Germans, ethnic group and national identity should be largely congru-
ent, as the ethnic group encompasses those who are ethnic Germans from the East, a subgroup of
all Germans. This would make national identity not as inclusive as for the Turkish group but more
exclusively focused on the ethnic German part (Goerres, Mayer, & Spies, 2020).

H2b: We thus expect national identity among Russian Germans to be associated with less hos-
tility towards the majority population and associated with more hostility towards the two immi-
grant outgroups.

Second, we focus on religious identity, which is one of the most important identities because it is
directly related to moral positions and worldviews (e.g., Verkuyten & Martinovic, 2012). Indeed, pre-
vious studies show religious identity to be related to outgroup attitudes (Bilali, Igbal, & Celik, 2018;
Hindriks et al., 2014). According to the common ingroup-identity model, identifying with a religious
group can bridge differences between groups (Baysu et al., 2018; Gaertner & Dovidio, 2000), there-
fore religious identifiers should have a more positive attitude towards former outgroup members of
the same faith. Previous studies have also argued for the need to distinguish between religious “social
belonging,” religious “belief,” and religious “practice” to be able to differentiate between the conse-
quences of these concepts (Bilali et al., 2018; Hindriks et al., 2014; Kranendonk et al., 2018). Ben-
Nun Bloom, Arikan, and Courtemanche (2015) argue that the social identity aspect—identifying
with a religious group—is related to an increase in the social distance from other groups; religious
belief, however, is traditionally related to being kind towards others. These concepts could lead in the
same direction. For instance, when self-identifying, believing/practicing German Muslims are asked
about their attitude towards Bosnian Muslims, their social identity and belief/practice would relate to
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Table 1. Overview of Hypotheses for Both Groups

Germans of Turkish Descent Russian Germans

Hostile Evaluation of Hostile Evaluation of

Majority Russian Germans Refugees Majority Turkish Refugees
Ethnic identity + + + - + +
National identity - - 0 - + +
Religious identity - - + + - _

Note. +: Identity is related to higher levels of hostility towards an outgroup target; —: identity is related to lower levels of hostil-
ity towards an outgroup target; 0: no relationship expected. Reading example: For ethnic identity, we expect that the stronger
the ethnic identity of an individual, the more negative the evaluation of other groups.

a more positive evaluation. However, in the case of German Muslims evaluating (Christian) Russian

Germans, we propose that the Muslim social identity would be associated with outgroup hostility,

whereas religious belief and practice would be associated with a more positive outgroup evaluation.
For the Turkish group,

H3a: We propose that Muslim identification is associated with lower levels of hostility towards
the Syrian refugee group and to higher levels of hostility towards the majority population and
Russian Germans.

For the Russian Germans,

H3b: We expect that those who identify as Christians would evaluate the majority population
more positively and would evaluate Turkish Germans and Syrian refugees more negatively.

We present an overview of all the proposed associations between the three types of identity and
the three outgroup targets by immigrant group in Table 1.

Data and Methods
Data Set Description

For our analyzes of the two immigrant groups—Germans of Turkish descent and Russian
Germans—the data we use were drawn from the Immigrant German Election Study (IMGES), a
post-election survey of the German federal election on the September 24, 2017 (Goerres, Spies, &
Mayer, 2018). This study was carried out from October 4 to December 3, 2017. IMGES targeted the
Germans from Turkey and Germans from the former Soviet Union and its successor states. It imi-
tated the design of the German Longitudinal Election Study (GLES; Rofteutscher et al., 2018) for
the sampling framework (all Germans aged 16 and above) as well as for the survey mode and the
field time. It also included many similar items to allow comparisons to be made. As its purpose was
to survey eligible voters, only immigrants with German citizenship were included (for the most im-
portant sample characteristics, see Table S1.1 in the online supporting information).*

3We must point out that when analyzing the relation between Muslim identification and attitudes towards Syrian refugees—
out of lack of official statistics and in line with the religious affiliation of the majority population in Syria (CIA, 2020)—we
expect the group of Syrian refugees to be perceived as a Muslim group.

“The data are available from the GESIS Data Archive, ZA7495, doi:10.4232/1.13544. We provide the Stata Do-file for the
variable codings and analyses at osf.io (https://osf.io/kztmj/?view_only=1b6f57725eda4635a8c451156b26at75).
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A two-step sampling procedure was employed. First, 150 sampling points from all municipal-
ities in Germany were drawn with a probability proportional to their size. Next, addresses of 1400
people aged 16 and above were randomly selected from local registers. Onomastic classification
procedures were employed on the first and last names of the selected people to determine if they were
likely to be of Turkish descent or from the former Soviet-Union or its successor states. Persons with a
high likelihood of belonging to one of the two immigrant groups were then contacted by interviewers
for computer-assisted personal interviews carried out in German.

In total, 1020 interviews were carried out. For our analyses, we only used all cases with a complete
set of values for the dependent and independent variables, resulting in 480 cases in the Turkish group
and 471 cases in the Russian-German group. Among the remaining cases, the mean age for the Turkish
group was 38.3 (SD = 14.9) years, and 47.6% of participants were female. For the Russian-German
group, the mean age was 44.2 years (SD = 15.5), and 53.1% of participants were female. We weighted
the IMGES data with a poststratification weight that took into account the differences in selection prob-
ability due to the sample design and due to nonresponse (for more details, see Goerres et al., 2018). The
weight is the product of three design weights that correct for the varying probabilities of being selected
into an interview depending on the size of the community, the varying likelihoods of being a correct
positive (being a member of the target universe) based on the onomastic classification by first-name-
surname-combination and the differing likelihoods of unit nonresponse in the interview.’

Operationalization of Variables
Operationalization of the Dependent Variables

We rely on a measure for social distance towards an outgroup to operationalize outgroup hostil-
ity as it has been done by other researchers (e.g., Hewstone, Rubin, & Willis, 2002; Hindriks et al.,
2014; Livingstone & Haslam, 2008). Previous studies, mostly from psychology, have used multi-
item measures across different domains, for example, asking whether individuals would object to
having a member of an outgroup as a neighbor, colleague, boss at work, son/daughter-in-law, and so
on. (Hindriks et al., 2014). These measures are positively correlated and capture different degrees of
ethnic distance (Livingstone & Haslam, 2008).

We used a single measure for social distance that asked about having a member of a certain
group as a family member-in-law which was the only measure available in the data set. Asking about
a family member is more likely to reveal deep-seated, hidden feelings of social distance compared
with asking about a neighbor, which is likely to capture the most obvious hostility. In addition,
the wording of our question also took into account social class, as it was explicitly specified that
the fictive person was to be of the same socioeconomic background: “Somebody from your family
marries an <outgroup member> from the same social class as you. What do you think about that?”
The interviewer asked each respondent about each of several social groups: “German without a mi-
gration background”; “Person of Turkish descent”; and “Russian German.” Furthermore, “Person of
Syrian descent” was asked for the group of refugees because after the refugee influx in 2015 in the
public discourse, Syrians have become strongly associated with people holding a refugee status as
there were not many Syrians living in Germany before 2015. The question was asked on a 5-point
rating scale, ranging from -2 (fotally oppose) to +2 (totally approve). We reversed this scale for the
analyses so that it ranged from O (fotally approve) to 4 (totally oppose); the higher the value the
greater the social distance, that is, the more hostile the evaluation. Hence, for our analyses we had

SWe come to the conclusion that these weights must be employed in the main analysis to correct for sampling design decisions.
Nevertheless, we provide the main regression models with unweighted estimates in Table S2.1 in the online supporting
information.
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Table 2. Descriptive Statistics of the Dependent Variables for the Three Outgroup Targets by Group

Germans of Turkish

Descent Russian Germans
Hostile Evaluation of Mean SD Mean SD Diff (Turk-Russian-German)
Majority 1.26 98 1.00 .96 25%
Other minority group 1.49 1.03 2.36 1.14 —.87F**
Syrian refugees 1.64 1.17 2.45 1.13 —.8FFE
N 480 471

Note. Hostile evaluations scale ranging from 0 (no hostility) to 4 (very opposed). Differences: t-test for mean differences.
*p <.05; #*¥¥p < .001.

three outcome variables: attitude towards the majority population, attitude towards the other migrant
group (Russian Germans for the Turkish group and vice versa), and attitude towards Syrian refugees.

Mean values and standard deviations for the dependent variables are displayed in Table 2. In
both groups, the majority population is evaluated as the most positive. This shows that intermarriage
is generally not seen as taboo, which would have made the adequacy of our measurement a topic of
discussion. On average, the group of Syrian refugees is evaluated by both immigrant groups as the
least favorable. We also see that the average evaluation varies significantly between the immigrant
groups for each outgroup target; among Russian-Germans, the evaluation is less hostile towards the
majority and more hostile towards the other immigrant groups. These group differences for the dif-
ferent outgroup targets are significant at least on the 5%-level.

Correlations between the variables are displayed in Table 3, with values for the Turkish group
displayed below the diagonal and values for the Russian-German group above the diagonal. Whereas
for the Turkish group all attitudes are highly correlated, this is not the case for the Russian-German
group. Only their attitudes towards the other migrant group and the refugees have a high correlation,
meaning that there is a difference in the evaluations of Russian Germans, with a majority sentiment
on the one side and an immigrant sentiment on the other side.

Operationalization of the Independent Variables

Regarding the operationalization of our independent variables (see for the correlations Table 3,
and for distribution Table S1.1 in the online supporting information), we measured all ingroup iden-
tifications with a single item® by asking interviewees how strongly they identified/felt as a member
of a certain group on a 5-point scale (-2 = does not apply at all to +2 = totally applies).7 For ethnic
identity, we asked Germans of Turkish descent how strongly they felt Turkish or Kurdish (we took
the highest value of the evaluations of both groups), and we asked Russian Germans how strongly
they felt Russian-German. For national identity, we asked both groups how strongly they felt German.
Ethnic and national identities were both very weakly and nonsignificantly correlated: weakly posi-
tive for Russian Germans and weakly negative for Turkish Germans.

Analogously, people who indicated their religious affiliation as Christian or Muslim were asked
how strongly they felt as a Christian or a Muslim respectively to measure religious identity. We only

®This is commonly done as such—due to time restrictions—in international large-n surveys such as the European Social
Survey or the International Social Survey Programme as well as in large studies among the immigrant population (EURISLAM).
Using multi-item measures for latent constructs such as ingroup identifications allows us to account for different facets as well
as measurement error. However, the benefit of being able to use data from large-n surveys that allow generalizations for the
population justifies our measure.

"This measure is most similar to measures asking about the centrality of identity in the sense of Cameron (2004), for example,
but it does not touch on ingroup ties or ingroup affect. However, centrality is supposed to be most predictive to discrimination/
outgroup attitudes, thus it seems appropriate for our analyses.
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Identity and Outgroup Hostility Among Immigrants 321

included Christian identification for the analysis of the Russian-German group and included Muslim
identification for the Turkish group due to low case numbers for the other religions. All other par-
ticipants were coded as —2 (does not apply at all). Drawing on Hindriks et al. (2014), we accounted
for two aspects of religious identity: a sense of belonging and religiosity/religious practice. We mea-
sured general religiosity by asking whether individuals considered themselves as religious on a scale
ranging from 1 (not religious at all) to 4 (very religious), and we measured religious practice by
asking about the frequency of worship attendance on a scale ranging from 0 (never) to 5 (daily). All
three variables were moderately correlated.

Furthermore, we controlled for social integration and generational status/time spent8 in the
host country, which are central determinants of immigrants’ identity (e.g., Tillie, 2004). For social
integration, we used three dummy variables: having a German partner, having more than half of
one’s friends being German, and having more than half of one’s colleagues being German. In addi-
tion, we included a variable for the proportion of lifetime spent in Germany, taking the time elapsed
(in years) since the respondent had migrated to Germany and dividing it by their age. A similar
procedure was used by Bergh and Bjgrklund (2011). The resulting proportions ranged from 0.02 to 1.
By using this measure, we could account for second-generation migrants and different age groups
at the same time.

We also controlled for age (in years), gender (reference category female), and education for
unobserved socialization effects. Education had four categories: on-going education, low-level
education (less than 10 years), medium-level, and high-level education (university entrance exam/
Abitur). All respondents still going to school were coded as missing (n = 41). As 39% of participants
went to school in a foreign country, we asked for the number of years they had attended school and
recoded this measure accordingly to reflect the German equivalent. Thus, respondents with less than
10 years of schooling were coded as 1, between 10 and 11 years of schooling (with no university
studies) were coded as 2, and more than 11 years were coded as 3. Correlations between all variables
are displayed in Table 3.

For the analyses, we normalized all independent, continuous variables to the range O to 1 so that
we could use nonstandardized coefficients to compare across models as well as within models. We
estimated multivariate ordinary least squares (OLS) regression models with robust standard errors
to correct for heteroskedasticity. We estimated two models for each immigrant group and outgroup
target: one baseline model without any controls and a full model with the aforementioned controls.

Results
The Relation Between Ethnic Identity and Outgroup Hostility

We start with the relations between the feelings of belonging to one’s own ethnic group and the
hostile attitudes towards the three outgroup targets. We expected a positive relation: the stronger the
ethnic identification, the higher the level of hostility towards relevant outgroups. The only exception
was the relation between Russian-German identification and the evaluation of the majority popula-
tion since Russian Germans perceive themselves mostly as German (e.g., Worbs et al., 2013). The
results of our multivariate analyzes are displayed in Table 4 (baseline models) and Table 5 (full mod-
els). Tables detailing the 95% confidence intervals can be found in Tables S3.1-S3.4 in the online
supporting information.

8Language skills are also an important cognitive determinant that relates to identity (e.g., Phinney et al., 2007). We reran all
analyses including a variable for interviewers’ evaluation of German language skills, but this did not change the results (see
Table S2.7 in the online supporting information).
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Table 4. Linear Regression Models on Outgroup Hostilities, Baseline Models; Unstandardized Coefficients

Germans of Turkish Descent Russian Germans
Hostile Evaluation of Hostile Evaluation of
Majority Russian Germans Syrians Majority Turkish Syrians
b (SE) b (SE) b (SE) b (SE) b (SE) b (SE)
Ethnic ID 48 34 .10 -.07 .06 .05
(.30) (.30) (.47) (.18) (.19) (.20)
German ID —.94% —. 99k -.63 -22 -.02 -.13
(.29) (.30) (.36) (.28) (.30) (.31
Religious ID -24 .00 =21 -24 .30 22
(.20) (.21) (.23) (.17) (.20) (.20)
Constant 1.70%%* 1.95%3:# 2.10%3:% 1.3 %% 2.19%:% 2.4 %%
(.31) (.31) (.44) (.25) (.26) (.27)
N 480 480 480 471 471 471
R .07 07 02 02 01 01
AIC 1320 1366 1508 1300 1465 1469
BIC 1337 1383 1524 1316 1482 1486

Note. Weighted data. All independent variables normalized to a 0 to 1 range.
*#p < .01; #**p < .001.

Indeed, we see a positive relation for the Turkish group that reaches conventional levels of sig-
nificance for two out of three coefficients in the full models. Due to the confounding relation of age,
which itself is related to the level of identification, none of these coefficients passes the 5% level of
significance for the baseline model. We can thus partly confirm Hypothesis 1a for the Turkish group.
In the Russian-German group, the coefficients show the proposed direction (negative for the major-
ity, positive for the other groups) in both the full and baseline models, but they do not reach conven-
tional levels of significance. Hence, we can neither confirm Hypothesis 1a nor Hypothesis 1b for the
Russian-German group. We also compare the respective coefficients for both immigrant groups to
see if we can observe substantial differences between the groups (see Table 6). Compared to Russian
Germans, the positive relation between ethnic identity and hostility towards the majority population
is stronger, passing the 5% level of significance, among Germans of Turkish descent. However, the
group dummy has no significant coefficient; thus, the group differences we saw in Table 2 can actu-
ally be explained by individual differences.

The Relation Between National and Religious Identity and Outgroup Hostility

Next, we turn to the superordinate categories and look first at the relation between national
identity and outgroup evaluations. We proposed for the Turkish group that the stronger their German
identity, the less hostile their evaluations of the majority population and other established German
immigrant groups. Indeed, we find a consistent negative relation between national identity and out-
group hostility. On average, outgroups are evaluated almost 1 scale point less hostile when changing
from the lowest to the highest category of German identity. German identity not only lessens hostility
towards the majority population and the other immigrant group, but it also negatively affects hostile
attitudes towards Syrian refugees in the full model. Thus, we confirm Hypothesis 2a. We find similar
negative relations of German identification for Russian Germans, but those coefficients are not as
strong as the ones of the Turkish group nor do they meet traditional levels of statistical significance.
This pattern does not provide support for Hypothesis 2b, which cannot be confirmed. Comparing
the two groups, we find strong differences for the relation of German identification with hostility
towards the majority and the other immigrant: Identifying as German is more related, passing the 5%
level, to a decrease in outgroup hostility among the Turkish group.
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Table 5. Linear Regression Models on Outgroup Hostilities, Full Models; Unstandardized Coefficients
Germans of Turkish Descent Russian Germans
Hostile Evaluation of Hostile Evaluation of
Majority Russian Germans Syrians Majority Turkish Syrians
Ethnic ID 0%* 59% A7 -.01 21 13
(.26) (.28) (:29) (.16) (.20) (:20)
German ID —.93kkk —.97HHE —.61% -.16 —-.14 -22
(:25) (.26) (.26) (.27) (.27) (.28)
Religious ID —.59% -.38 —.80%* —-.12 .01 -.13
(.28) (.27) (.28) (.15) (.19) (.20)
Religiosity ik .57 1.01%* .08 -.02 -.23
(.30) (.31) (.33) (.27) (.31) (.31
Religious practice -.04 20 21 -42 22 Rl
(.23) (.26) (.28) (.34) (.38) (.36)
Soclnt Partner -.08 -.09 -.28 40% .00 -.08
(.20) (.22) (.22) (.20) (.21) (.22)
SocInt Colleagues -.05 -.03 -.02 -.07 -.30% -.17
(.14) (.15) (.15) (.12) (.13) (.14)
Soclnt Friends .02 -.06 .08 18 .16 .08
(.14) (.15) (.16) (.13) (.14) (.14)
Age 90* 1.15%* 1.98%** —-.66 1.76%** 1.27%*
(.40) (.44) (.46) (42) (.46) (45)
Gender: female -.14 .04 -.07 —.38%* -.02 17
(.13) (.14) (.14) (.13) (.14) (.14)
Education (Ref: high)
Education: ongoing S55%% S50%* .64 H%% -.23 -.33 —-.46
(21 (.18) (.18) (.38) (.49) (47)
Education: low -.05 .08 15 -.12 31 27
(.17) (.19) (.18) (.16) (.19) (.19)
Education: med -.07 .05 .30 -.01 21 15
(.16) (.17) (.20) (.14) (.15) (.15)
Share: Time spent in .29 .38 .39 -.50 21 —-.15
Germany (.39) (.41) (.42) (.55) (.55) (.53)
Constant 92 .90 49 1.86%** 1.42%* 1.95%%*
(.56) (.59) (.58) (.39) (.47) (.45)
N 480 480 480 471 471 471
R 16 16 26 11 17 16
AIC 1296 1339 1398 1274 1402 1412
BIC 1359 1401 1460 1337 1465 1475

Note. Soclnt = social integration. Weighted data. All independent variables normalized to a O—1 range.
*p <.05; #p < .01; ***p < .001.

Last, we analyzed the role of religious identity as a superordinate category. Based on a previous
study by Ben-Nun Bloom et al. (2015), we expected that religious social identity would lead towards
more pronounced group boundaries with people of other faiths, whereas people of the same faith
would be evaluated more positively. However, for the Turkish group, we find the opposite effect:

Religious identity actually lessens outgroup hostility among all outgroups regardless of their common

religious affiliation; two out of three coefficients reach conventional levels of statistical significance.
In line with our hypothesis, the relation is the strongest towards the group of Syrian refugees but fol-

lowed by a slightly weaker positive attitude towards the majority population. This means that those

who identify strongly as Muslim become more favorable towards outgroups. Furthermore, religious
belief is positively associated with all outgroup hostile evaluations. We thus reject Hypothesis 3a.
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Table 6. Linear Regression Models on Outgroup Hostilities, Baseline and Full Models with Interactions for Migrant Group;

Unstandardized Coefficients

Baseline Model

Full Models

Hostile Evaluation of

Hostile Evaluation of

Majority Other Group Syrians Majority Other Group Syrians
Main effects
Ethnic ID A48 34 .10 0% 59% 47
(.30) (.30) (47) (.26) (.28) (29
German ID —.94k% —.9Qkkk -.63 —.93kk —. 97k -.61%
(:29) (.30) (.36) (.25) (.26) (.26)
Religious ID -.24 .00 -21 —.59% -.38 —.80%*
(.20) (.21) (.23) (.28) (.27) (.28)
Religiosity ik .57 1.01%*
(.30) (31 (.33)
Religious practice -.04 .20 21
(.23) (.26) (.28)
Soclnt Partner -.08 -.09 -.28
(.20) (.22) (22)
Soclnt Colleagues -.05 -.03 -.02
(.14) (.15) (.15)
Soclnt Friends .02 -.06 .08
(.14) (.15) (.16)
Age 90* 1.15%* 1.98%#**
(.40) (.44) (.46)
Gender: female -.14 .04 -.07
(.13) (.14) (.14)
Education (Ref: high)
Education: ongoing S55%% S50%* .64
(21 (.18) (.18)
Education: low -.05 .08 15
(.17) (.19) (.18)
Education: med -.07 .05 .30
(.16) (17) (:20)
Share: Time spent in .29 38 .39
Germany (.39) (41) (.42)
Group (Ref. Turkish) -39 24 31 .94 .52 1.47*
(.40) (41) (51 (.68) (.76) (.73)
Product terms
Ethnic ID * Group -.55 -.28 -.05 —-.70% -.38 -.34
(.35) (.36) (51) (.31) (.34) (.35)
German ID * Group 72 97* 49 T .83* .39
(.40) (.42) (.48) (.36) (.37) (.39)
Religious ID * Group .00 .30 43 47 .39 .67
(.26) (:29) (.30) (.32) (.33) (.34)
Religiosity * Group —-.63 -.59 —1.24%*
(41 (.44) (.46)
Religious practice * Group -.38 .02 .76
(.42) (.46) (45)
Soclnt Partner * Group 48 .09 21
(.28) (.30) (.31
Soclnt Colleagues * Group -.02 -.28 —-.15
(.19) (.20) (.20)
Soclnt Friends* Group 15 22 .00
(.19) (.20) (.21)
Age * Group —1.56%* .61 =71
(.58) (.64) (.64)
(Continues)
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Table 6. (Continued)

Baseline Model Full Models
Hostile Evaluation of Hostile Evaluation of
Majority Other Group Syrians Majority Other Group Syrians
Gender: female * Group -23 -.06 24
(.18) (.19) (.19)
Education (Ref: high)
Education: ongoing * -.78 -.84 —-1.10%
Group (.44) (.52) (.51)
Education: low * Group -.08 23 12
(.23) (.26) (.26)
Education: mid * Group .06 .16 -.16
(.21) (.23) (.25)
Share: Time spent in =79 =17 -.54
Germany * Group (.67) (.69) (.67)
Constant 1.70%% 1.95%#% 2.10%#** 92 .90 49
(.30 (.30 (.44) (.56) (.59) (.58)
N 951 951 951 951 951 951
R .06 17 12 15 28 29
AIC 2620 2847 2976 2571 2750 2813
BIC 2659 2886 3015 2716 2896 2959

Note. Other group: Russian Germans for Turkish group and vice versa. SocInt = social integration. Weighted data. All inde-
pendent variables normalized to a 0—1 range. Group: Turkish = 0, Russian German = 1.
*p <.05; #*p <.01; **¥p < .001.

In addition, we find no relation between religious identity and belief among Russian Germans, thus
we cannot confirm Hypothesis 3b either. Comparing the relations between the groups, we only find
a stronger relation of religious identity and positive attitudes towards Syrians among Germans of
Turkish descent that passes the 5% level of significance.

Robustness Checks

We conducted a series of robustness checks to see whether the results would hold true for different
statistical methods and different model specifications that are displayed in Section B of the online sup-
porting information. For this purpose, we first calculated ordered logistic regressions specifying the de-
pendent variables as ordinals (Table S2.2). As the results of both models were consistent, this allowed
us to treat the dependent variable as continuous. For the Russian-German group, a linear regression,
including a second ethnic identity as Russian, shows more predictive power for the evaluation of the
majority population although the coefficient itself is not significant (Table S2.3). Furthermore, we cal-
culated three additional models: one without religiosity, another without religious identity and a third
without worship attendance. These additional models (see Tables S2.4-S2.6) influence the predictive
power of the models for Germans of Turkish descent and the size of the effect of social identity of both
groups. Even though the size of the effects has changed marginally, their direction has not.

Discussion
Discussion of Findings

Based on the framework of social identity theory and its developments, we analyzed how eth-
nic, national, and religious identities relate to outgroup hostilities. We focused on three outgroup
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326 Hamidou-Schmidt and Mayer

targets: the majority population and two immigrant groups. We found both of the established groups,
Germans of Turkish descent and Russian Germans, to be least hostile on average towards the German
majority and most hostile towards the newly arrived Syrians. However, probably due to the shared
characteristic of being Muslim, Germans of Turkish descent have a more positive attitude towards
Syrian refugees than Russian Germans.

We show evidence that social identities relate to outgroup hostilities. Feeling a sense of belong-
ing to their own ethnic group reinforces group boundaries among the Turkish group and is related
to being more opposed to other groups, regardless of the other groups’ status, whether newcomers,
oldcomers, or the majority population (Hypothesis la partly confirmed for the Turkish group). We
found no significant relation for the Russian-German group, but the direction of the relation was as
we proposed and was also associated with greater hostility except for their evaluation of the major-
ity population (Hypotheses la and 1b rejected for the Russian-German group). Thus, the relation
between ethnic identity and outgroup hostility is largely negative. This indicates that the role of
ethnic identity among immigrants can be explained by social identity theory and by the distinctive
processes triggered by salient ingroup identification (e.g., Hogg, 2016).

The multicultural view that immigrants are very welcoming towards other immigrant groups
has been refuted several times in the past (Archdeacon, 1984; Kivisto & Nefzger, 1993) but still
prevails, and compatible findings are reported (e.g., Hindriks et al., 2014). Our study shows that
indeed, immigrants have hostile attitudes towards other groups, towards the majority population,
and even more towards other immigrant groups, especially those that newly arrived, and that those
hostile attitudes are related to ethnic identity. This relation is important for policymakers to consider
as previous studies showed, for example, that multicultural policies are related to higher levels of
ethnic identity (Verkuyten, 2005). Outgroup hostilities could thus be an unintended consequence of
more immigrant-friendly policies.

For the role of superordinate categories, we found, as proposed by the common ingroup-
identity model (Dovidio & Gaertner, 2010), a positive relation between German identity and the
Turkish-German evaluation of Germans and immigrant groups in Germany (Hypothesis 2a con-
firmed) but not for Russian Germans (Hypothesis 2b rejected). In our study, national identity acts
as a superordinate identity that lessens outgroup hostility only for immigrants who do not have
the same ethnic background as the majority population. For the Turkish group, we found that the
superordinate category of religious social identity does not lead to more negative evaluations of
people of different faiths, but rather lessens outgroup hostility altogether (Hypothesis 3a rejected).
Last, we found no statistically significant effect of religious social identities on outgroup evalu-
ations of Russian Germans (Hypothesis 3b rejected). Analyzing the differences between the two
immigrant groups, we find significant differences for four out of the nine possible relations be-
tween the three identities and the three outgroup targets. These results show that the same ingroup
identification has different relations with various outgroup targets as well as different relations
for different immigrant groups because, according to the common ingroup model (Dovidio &
Gaertner, 2010; Gaertner et al., 2016), the resulting ingroups vary. As a consequence, there is no
single way for how national or religious identity, for example, could relate to outgroup attitudes
among citizens. This relation depends on the identity content within the country and its relation
with the characteristics of the identifier. Thus, for further studies it is important to take into ac-
count that the role of ingroup identifications, and especially their function as superordinate cat-
egories, is not fixed (e.g., see also Bilali et al., 2018). For example, national identity reinforces
group boundaries for the majority population and for specific immigrant groups such as ethnic
Germans, but it has an inclusionary role for most ethnic minorities and immigrants. Thus, to make
the differences clearer, analyses should take the origins of immigrant groups into account rather
than analyzing immigrants together in a single group.
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Limitations

‘We must point out several limitations of our study. First, we used cross-sectional data and thus
could not make any conclusions about causality. Using panel data, if available, could add to the ques-
tion of how stable those relations are. Second, we could not analyze ingroup bias because we had no
data on the evaluation of the “own group” except for the German majority group. Hence, we only
analyzed outgroup hostilities. Third, we only analyzed those immigrants who already had German
citizenship, so we could not draw conclusions about the group of immigrants without citizenship.
As we found ethnic identity to have a positive relation with the rejection of other outgroups, and we
expected levels of ethnic identity to be higher among nonnaturalized immigrants (e.g., Verkuyten,
2005), we expected that for the group of immigrants without citizenship levels of outgroup hostility
would be even higher than for immigrants with citizenship. Last, all surveys are prone to prob-
lems of data collection. The data we used had the same response rate as the German Longitudinal
Election Study (GLES)—about 28%—which is rather low. This might indicate that some groups of
respondents did not participate, especially those who live more traditionally or who are suspicious
of their data being collected by universities and public institutions. Furthermore, we had to rely on
single-item measures. Most of the time when using representative survey data, there is a trade-off
between being able to use data for a heterogeneous group on the one side—and being able to make
generalizations—and measuring constructs with multi-item measures on the other side. Further stud-
ies using multi-item measures could provide a more thorough analysis of the relation of subdimen-
sions of ingroup identifications, for example, while we would also be able to show relations across
a whole population.

Conclusion

When faced with integrating immigrants into society, it is important to understand the under-
lying group boundaries and intergroup hostilities that might bring conflict into the political arena.
We believe that our study is the first to examine outgroup hostilities towards the majority population
and towards other immigrant groups within the two biggest immigrant groups in Germany. Our re-
sults show that some degree of outgroup hostility towards the majority and towards other immigrant
groups can also be observed among immigrant-origin citizens, whose social identities are partly re-
lated. However, the relation between a specific social identity and outgroups is not static, as the same
ingroup identification shows a different relation with various outgroup targets. Furthermore, our
results point out the importance of analyzing immigrant groups with different migration trajectories
separately before making generalized claims. This is because the relation between the same ingroup
identification and an outgroup target also varies by immigrant group.
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