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The streams of international migration after theddel World War led to the establishment of
numerous new immigrant groups in Western Europeauntcies. Thus, intergroup boundaries
between “newcomers” and “natives” historically deped. Institutionalization (citizenship, religion,
language, etc.) is a key issue in terms of intengriooundaries between immigrants and host country
community, since it, particularly citizenship, gowe access to fundamental and political righten t
immigrant-receiving society (e.g. Alba, 2005). @atnship regime of the host country affects theesens
of memberships and the willingness to make claimgray immigrants, as well (e.g. Alba, 2005;

Koopmans and Statham, 2001).

Citizenship regime of Germany

In Germany, until recently (1990), ttiReichs- und Staatangehorigkeitsgegétationality Act of the
German Empire and State) of 1913 was the only lbgals for naturalization. The legislation was
found to work very slow compared to other Europeaumntries (e.g. Soysal, 1994; Kostaryona, 2000).
After the change in the Nationality Act in 199he&w item was adopted in German citizenship law in
2000 which symbolically stopped the naturalizationthe basis of blood kinship (jus sanguinis). The
precondition for a German citizenship is an eigrdryresidency of one of the parents or the holding
an unlimited residence permit since at least tlyesrs. Under the new law, children who fulfil the
precondition acquire citizenship at birth (jus sobut at the age 23, the youngster is expected to
decide for one of their two nationalities. Thusg thew citizenship law permits the descendants of
immigrants to acquire dual citizenship for at leastertain period of time which Kaya and Kentel

(2005) call it as a limited ‘hyphenated’ citizershi

The citizenship policies as well as other socia palitical rights which have been gradually giten
immigrants show that holding the status of a “fgneir” or “immigrant” does not enhance and
facilitate their economic, social and political dss (for immigration and its aftermath see for e.g.
Portes, 1994) or well-beings (e.g. Branscombe, &thand Harvey, 1999). When the economic
programs first began, immigrants were conceivedeiddemporary, and their stay was defined by the
constraints of economic cycles (Schonwalder, 2088 guest workers were denied many of the basic
civil rights such as family unification and freedahassembly. The German Foreigner Law of 1965,
for example, declared that foreigners enjoy allibaghts, except for the basic rights of freedofn o
assembly, freedom of association, freedom of mowtraed free choice of occupation, place of work

and place of education, and protection from exti@diabroad (Soysal, 1994; for the historical
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development of the legislation for foreigners inn@any see Weizsacker, 2005). But the same law

guaranteed the same labour market rights for E@mas (Martin, 1998).

The extension of rights and the removal of theustay obstacles for foreign workers to obtain an
equal status have developed gradually. The fightsi granted, early on, were trade-union and
collective bargaining rights, and some social béngfAbadan-Unat, 2002; Schonwaélder, 2006;
Soysal, 1994). Other economic and social rightlwed, soon after guest workers had established
themselves in the host countries. Still, foreigrexgerience exclusion as non-Germans. For example,
apart from the foreigners’ coundjlsvhich has an advising character on the locall|doesigners in
Germany today have no institutionalized channelaaafess to the political process (Koopmans and
Statham, 2001).

Padlitical participation

Political participatiohis one of the most studied concepts in socialpiitical sciences. Mainly, two
approaches have dominated the literature. The dijpgtroach is sociological and has concentrated
traditionally on structural-objective variablesita attempts to explain the determinants of pdalitic
participation (e.g. Milbrath and Goel, 1982; Veraad Nie, 1972). The second approach is the
psychological one which has recently focused oridpie regarding personal attitudinal variableg.(e.
political efficacy, locus of control). Ulbig and Rki (1999) argue that in past research, social
psychological factors have been largely ignored madthly individual differences in political intettes
and beliefs of political efficacy have been studieldwever, recently, social psychological theories
focusing on the intergroup attitudes, emotions arefaviours in relation with different forms of

political participation have been proposed (e.@ndermans, 1997; Kelly and Breinlinger, 1996).

In sociological literature, political participatidras been conceptualized primarily as intent aoefbf
influencing governmental actions since Verba argdclileagues’ first proposal (e.g. Verba and Nie,
1972). According to Brady’'s (1999) review, poliicetions have been differentiated as indirect.(e.g
discussing politics and recruitment), electorag.(voting, campaign activity, party membership or
member of a political club), and non-electoraldtiis. The last one involved both conventionad)(e.
informal community, contacting, organizational memrghips, attending meetings or serving on
boards) and unconventional actions (e.g. petitgpnilawful demonstration, boycotts, joining in

wildcat strikes, refusing to pay rent or taxes, upgdng buildings, blocking traffic, destroying

property).

But, who takes these political actions? Social pslagical analysis of social change implies thas it
more likely for disadvantaged and low-status grovgmbers to take part in political actions in order

to eradicate the disadvantages in favour of thein groups than advantaged or high-status group
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members (Tajfel and Turner, 1986). Accordingstial identity theory(SIT) by Tajfel and Turner,
identification with disadvantaged or low-status ugs is the crucial factor in responding to status
differences and disadvantages. Tajfel (1978) stitass people who define themselves and are also
often defined by others as a group solve a prolfteat they feel they have in common) collectively

(see also Simoat al, 1998).

SIT (Tajfel and Turner, 1986) postulates that irdlials define themselves to a large extent in terms
of their social group memberships and tend to seglositive social identity. This social identity
consists of those aspects of an individual's saHge that derive from the social categories to whic
the individual perceives him- or herself to bel@mgl to the value and emotional significance asdribe
to that membership. Thus, social identity is a-definition in terms of group membership. Because
people strive to maintain or enhance their posised-concept, they are motivated to view their
ingroup more favourably than outgroups. When thsitpe distinctiveness of one’s own group is not
salient or is not reflected in the existing badicamparison, members who maintain identification
with their group may seek alternative dimensions domparison that favour the ingroup or may

attempt to regain feelings of positive distinctiees by more active means.

Since different social groups possess social valliggoportionately in Germany, it is plausible to
expect immigrant group members to take part intipali actions in order to improve their situation.
Put another way, deprivation of equality may leadrtobilize immigrants’ own groups as well as
general public (e.g. Simon and Klandermans, 200 provide better conditions to immigrant groups.
However, because of the systemic obstacles sucpobiscal context, economic situation (e.qg.
unemployment rate), demographic issues (e.g. degopulation level), immigration policy, and
attitudes towards immigration (e.g. prejudice), iigmants may encounter many problems in acting to
protect their own group interests. Diehl and Blof2001) indicate that institutional setting as was|
limited socio-political resources in Germany act demobilize political participation among

immigrants rather than promote it.

Political opportunity structurgPOS) researchers (e.g. Koopmans and Statham) 20@de that the
opportunities and constraints set by national eitship regimes and integration models influence the
type of immigrants’ claim-making regarding theirttusition in the country of settlement. One
fundamental factor in terms of claims-making is thlee immigrants have the right to vote (which
largely depends on citizenship status). Other facas the existence of equal opportunity and anti-
discrimination legislation, state subvention anchstdtation of immigrant organizations, or the
availability of cultural group rights in domainscéuas education and the media play crucial roles as

well.



One of the mobilization opportunities for immigraris the ethnic organizations and networks by
immigrants which play an important role in the egegice and survival of new ethnic minorities in
immigrant-receiving countries (Diehl and Blohm, 20&empet al, 2000; Sanders, 2002). Through
facilitating the maintenance of social boundaried athnic identities they can provoke interestegith
in homeland or in host country politics. AccordittgKempet al. (2000), the literature underscores
three main functions of ethnic associations: thgisithent of immigrants into the host society; the
reaffirmation or the transformation of immigrantsthnicity in the new environment; and the

mediation between immigrants and the home commumittye sending countries.

Besides, the heterogeneity of immigrants not onlierms of populatidhbut rather in terms of living
conditions and socio-political rights can undermtheir united political participation. As non-EU
citizens, Turks have experienced several limitaualbgigration, stay and working conditions, whereas
Italians and Greeks (since the Greece's entrandeUnin 1981) have not much faced with such
difficulties as EU country citizens (Hinrichs, 2Q0®ifferential inequalities between immigrants who
migrated from Turkey and who migrated from EU coigst reflect on other dimensions, as well. If
one compares different nationalities in terms oéraployment rate, for example, it is the highest
among Turkish labourers—about 21% in 2001 wheréds about 15% for Italians and Greeks
(Hinrichs, 2003). Moreover, the cultural distancenosfit of Turkish immigrants compared to others
who come from EU territory has been attenuated. (8\Mpite, 1997). And, segregation and
disintegration of Turks has been one of the magirates as well as the main focus of the scientific
research (e.g. Abadan-Unat, 2002; Auernheimer, ;19885nwaélder, 2006).

Evidence on palitical participation of immigrantsin Germany and resear ch questions

In Germany, a significant body of research has lmeenlucted about immigration and immigrants in
all social science fields since 1960s. Yet, theamfigcus of these multi disciplinary attempts haerb
either socio-psychological or political integratiohimmigrants. Socio-psychological integration has
been mainly studied in respect to identities (&gernheimer, 1988; Akgun, 1993; Glatzer, 2004)
and/or acculturation attitudes (e.g. Bierbrauer d@edersen, 1994; Nauck, 2001; Phalet and
Schonpflug, 2001; Piontkowskit al, 2000). Political participation of young immigrantDiehl and
Blohm, 2001; Glatzer, 2004; Weidacher, 2000) hagenbconceptualized as political integration,
however, relatively few studies have been conduatexit the political participation of immigrants in

general.

For example, Glatzer (2004) compared Turkish,dtgliand German youths (N = 1200) in terms of
political participation. The researcher illustraténdit signing a petition is the most frequent actio
(44%) that all respondents (Germans are includadjdipate in, and political demonstration takes th

second place (32%). Forty percent of the resposdéntvever, indicated that they did not participate
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in any actions listed to them. In addition, fifiyd percent of the immigrants identify with both
countries and almost equally with country of origind with Germany which researchers called
ambivalent identificatich Another study investigated the political partatipn of Italian, Greek, and
Turkish young adults (Weidacher, 2000) that of shevey data was re-analyzed in the present paper

with a social psychological perspective.

Consequently, political participation of immigrariias been investigated in sociology and political
science, but yet, to our knowledge, any social pskpgical researcton this topic has been conducted
in relation to ingroup identification and citizengistatus. Thus, the aim of this paper is to exaniire
social psychological underlying factors of politicparticipation by immigrants. Specifically,
following questions guided this research: How ditescitizenship status of immigrants in Germany
affect their political participation? Do immigrantdentify with their country of origin or with

Germans? What is the role of this in-group idecaiion on their participation in political actions?

Study 1

In the first study, three immigrant groups werduded in order to investigate the group differerices
terms of political participation. To do that thensey (Auslandersurvey97y German Youth Institute
(Weidacher, 2000) was re-analyzed. In the surveyhe one hand, respondents were asked to indicate
their residence status including the German cithen(either already have or applied to have) & th
same item. On the other hand, the interest of éspandents in the naturalization to Germans was
asked in another item. Therefore, the hypothesgardeng the data were reformulated. The specific
hypotheses to be tested in the first study wenadtated as the following:

Hypothesis 1 There is a variation among immigrant groups irmie of political participation:
Turkish immigrants participate significantly moreah Greeks and Italians.

Hypothesis 2 The participation level is affected by the citighip status of the immigrants:
Immigrants withGerman citizenship status participate more in jalitactions than limited residence
holders.

Hypothesis 3 And among immigrants who want to have Germanzeiship (interest in
naturalization to Germans), the participation riatdnigher compared to others who do not want to
have it.

Hypothesis 4 Identification with country of origin and intetesn naturalization to Germans
interact on political participation of Turkish imgnants, but this effect is not significant for Gtesnd
Italian immigrants. Put another way, Turkish imnaigts who strongly identify with their country of
origin participate in political actions more whdrey have an interest in naturalization to Germans;

however, such interaction effect is not significeoitGreeks and Italians

Method



Participants

Altogether 2504 interviews with young adults (aganf 18 to 25) were evaluated by German Youth
Institute: 848 ltalians (men = 425; women = 4236 &reeks (men = 429; women = 397), and 830
Turks (men = 422; women = 408). In terms of educei level, all three samples slightly differed. As
regards to primary school education, Turkish sarhplé the highest percentage (48.7%) compared to
Italians (40.7%) and Greeks (37%), but on the eoptithey showed the lowest percentage (18.7%) in
terms of secondary school education compared liari&(25.6%) and Greeks (26.2%). Almost same

amount (60%) of Italians and Greeks were employdreas this figure was 49% for Turks.

Less than the half of each immigrant sample (4108%alians, 40% of Greeks, and 38.1% of Turks)
never lived in their country of origin. Only veritle portion of each national group (7%) have tive
until the age of 26 before their migration. Lesanththe half of the respondents had unlimited
residence permission (41.4% of ltalians, 40.1% me®s, and 45.7% of Turks), whereas some held
the status of residence right (33.8% of Italiang¥3of Greeks, 26.7% of Turks). And, almost ten
percent of the respondents applied for Germanecisiaip (8.5% of Italians, 9.1% of Greeks, and
10.2% of Turks). Limited residence holders acrdss groups slightly differed as well (8.7% of
Italians, 9.8% of Greeks, and 14.7% of Turks).

Measures

The identical questionnaires for three immigrardugps (Italians, Greeks, and Turks) were applied.
The questionnairdsfor each group were sex specific formulated andewsubmitted to the

respondents both in German and in the respectittenad language. Since any validity and reliability
tests for the scales were reportedAnslandersurvey9{Mittag and Weidacher, 2000) these were

tested.

Political participationwas assessed with 15 items via dichotomous scpdednp type). ltems were
listed as writing a letter to a politician, partation in a public discussion, working in a po#tic
office or in a committee, writing a letter to thesdma, entrance in a party, participation in a eitiz
initiative, working in a political group, donatimgoney to a group, signing a petition, participaiioa
legal or in an illegal demonstration, participatiara trade union strike or other strike, and batcg.
Explanatory factor analysis (EFA) showed a multitéeial structure (Eigenvalues: 3.24, 1.52, 1.27,
1.11, 1.01, .88, etc.), however, the first factqplains 21.60% of the total variance, but othetdex

do not contribute much to the explained total var&(10.17%, 8.50%, 7.43, 6.72, etc.). Therefore,

one-factorial model was adopted. Cronbach’s Alpha W3 for fifteen items.



Two items ofAuslandersurvey9were re-operationalized as identification with oy of origin on

the basis of findings which show theeling at homés a component of identity construal (Hopkins,
Reicher and Harrison, 2006; Reicher, Hopkins andistan, 2006), and that immigrants are rather
perceived as Germans or everGasmaneror asGerman-likeby the home country people (e.g. Kaya
and Kentel, 2005; White, 1997reeling at homewvas assessed via the item: When people live in
Germany for a long time and then visit to ... [coyntf origin], some can experience a difference.
How is it like with you? Do you feel at home immatily, quiet fast, after some days, or after a long
time? Or do you feel always foreign? The scale ednigom 1 (I feel immediately at home) to 6 (I
don't travel to...). The second item was used tosssséether the respondents perceive that they are
perceived as Germans by the home country peoplenWhu stay in ... [country of origin] for some
time, for example on vacation, the people therelsv@ery often, often, sometimes, rarely, or never

consider you as German? The scale ranged fronvern® 6 (I don't travel to...).

Results

The differences between immigrant groups were desteterms of political participation (first
hypothesis). The result evidenced significant difeee among groups: Turkish immigrants’ political
participation illustrated the lowest mean vallé £ 2.09,sd = 1.72, n = 825). The mean value for
political participation of Italian immigrants wasgher (M = 2.15, sd = 1.67, n = 845) than Turks,
although the difference between these groups wetesignificant. The highest mean value was
obtained for Greek immigrant®(= 2.48,sd= 1.93, n = 822); and the differences between Karaad
Turks, as well as between Greeks and Italians gigreficant. Table 1 shows the means and standard

deviations.

Table 1. Mean comparisons in terms of politicatipgration.

N Mean Star_lde_lrd
Deviation

Nationality®
Italians 845 2.1538 1.6722
Greeks 822 2.4805 1.9360
Turks 825 2.0921 1.7247
Residence type
Limited residence holders 276 2.2283 1.8864
German citizens/applicants 232 3.0216 2.4485
Interest in naturalization to Germans
Never want to have 235 2.2468 2.0061
Probably not 625 2.1056 1.6118
Probably 905 2.0751 1.5794
Always want to have 494 2.3522 1.7861
German citizens/applicants 233 3.0086 2.4477

Note Table shows the results of one-way analysis daunae (ANOVA).
® The difference is significant according to F valE€2, 2491) = 11.34p = .000).
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® F value is significant(1, 507) = 16.98p = .000.
¢ The difference is significanE(4, 2491) = 14.36p = .000).

The second hypothesis assumed a difference betiveiéed residence holders and immigrants who
already have or applied for German citizenshipustaBecause of unequal distribution in terms of
residence type, which could distort the resultdy timee means of two of these groups were compared.
The comparisons revealed that limited residentdrsldn GermanyN = 2.23,sd = 1.88, n = 276)
participate significantly less than German citiZapplicants 1 = 3.02,sd= 2.45, n = 232). The effect

of interest in naturalization to Germans on pdiitiparticipation was tested as well. Immigrants who
always want to have a German citizenship partieipadre 1 = 2.35,sd= 1.79, n = 494) than others,
but the highest rate of political participation wamong German citizens/applicankd € 3.01,sd =

2.45, n = 233). For means and standard deviatiemJ able 1.

Finally, the interaction between nationality, idéocation with country of origin and interest in
naturalization was tested. Identification scale wi#ferentiated as low versus high identification
categories by using mean split. Interest in naizabn variable was recomputed as yes/no type that
immigrants who want to naturalize was coded asdlvam do not want to as 2, and German citizens
were excluded. Thus, three-way interaction coulémh&yzed. According to the results, no three-way
interaction between the variables was significaee(the note under Table 2); therefore, our fourth

hypothesis was not verified.

However, two-way interaction between nationality atentification was found to be significari(2,
2162) = 4.38p = .013). These interactions were qualified with threct effects of nationality~(2,
2162) = 10.25p = .000) and identificationR(2, 2162) = 5.65p = .018). According to the mean
comparisons, ltalianM = 2.07,sd = 1.67, n = 417) and TurkistM(= 1.80,sd = 1.45, n = 383)
immigrants who identify weakly with their countrf origin participate less in political actions in
Germany than who identifies strongly (for ItaliaMs= 2.24,sd= 1.65, n = 332; for Turkd/ = 2.23,
sd = 1.73, n = 325). However, for Greeks low identfion with country of originNl = 2.42,sd =
1.78, n = 393) lessens political participation cangal to high identificationM = 2.35,sd= 1.75, h =

312). The results are presented below, in Table 2.

Table 2. Means of political participation regardidgntification and nationality.

Identification with country of origin Nationality |N Mean gtandgrd
eviation

Italians 417 |2.0695 1.6720

Low Greeks 393 | 2.4249 1.7829

Turks 383 |1.7990 1.4467

Italians 332 | 2.2380 1.6473

High Greeks 312 | 2.3558 1.7547

Turks 325 | 2.2277 1.7277




Note A 3 (nationality: Greeks, Italians, Turks) x Bdntification: low vs. high) x 2 (interest: nevey. v
always) ANOVA was calculated. For three-way intéi@ac F value was not significanE(2, 2162) =
.30,p =.739).

Discussion

The results of the first study verified our firstgothesis about the variation among immigrant gsoup
in terms of political participation, but did notrifg our assumption that Turks participate morentha
other groups; rather the least participation reés smong them. Put straightforward, it was fourad th
Turks participate significantly less than GreeksisTis contrary to the general assumption that
deprivation of equality may lead to mobilize imnagts’ own groups as well as general public (e.g.
Simon and Klandermans, 2001). Similarly, it doe$ canfirm the assumption of SIT (Tajfel and
Turner, 1986) which argues that disadvantaged @nestatus group members are more likely to take
part in political actions in order to eradicate theadvantages in favour of their own group. Thiskl

of confirmation, however, maybe due to the lackexfearch design, that is, the aim of the political
actions is not controlled for. Therefore, it canbet argued that even though these political actions
target the eradication of the disadvantages inudawad immigrant groups, the participation level of

Turks (the most disadvantaged group among otheradsg the non-EU country of origin) is low.

Nevertheless, one possible explanation for the idesel of participation among Turks can be the
difference in social and political rights and ogpaities (e.g. Koopmans and Statham, 2001). That is
being immigrants from non-EU countries might undeentheir political participation compared to
Greeks and lItalians who are immigrants from EU ¢oes In addition, it was found that limited
residence holders participate less in politicaloast than German citizens/applicants in line with t
findings of POS researchers. And among immigrart® want to have German citizenship, the

participation rate is higher.

In terms of identification with country of origint was found that the stronger Italian and Turkish
immigrants identify with their country of originéhmore they participate in political actions. Naynel
identification with country of origin increases figlal participation level of Italian and Turkish
immigrants. On the contrary, when Greeks identifthvtheir country of origin, they participate in
political actions to a lesser extent. Put anothay,wdentification with country of origin decrease
political participation among Greeks. Then, thegtiem of the meanings of identification, which are
not controlled for in the study, comes to the fdreother words, the meaning of identification with
country of origin may vary across immigrant gro@sswell as within a certain immigrant group: it

may have either negative or positive connotation#a contents.



Moreover, the effect of interest in naturalizatiid not provide a significant moderation effectlire
first study. For that reason, instead of measutitgyrespondents’ interest in naturalization thd rea

citizenship status of the respondents’ held attpafitime of the data collection was assessed.

Study 2

In the second study, only Turkish immigrants livimgyGermany were included to extend the first
explorative findings. In this study, only respontdewho have citizenship status either from Germany
or from Turkey were included. Respondents’ idecdifion with country of origin was obtained with
other items than used in the first study. In additiidentification with Germans was measured.
Subsequently, the specific hypotheses of the prasedy were formulated as the following:

Hypothesis 1 Whereas respondents’ identification with countfyorigin significantly predicts
political participation, identification with Germarmoes not.

Hypothesis 2The effect of identification with country of oiffigon the political participation is
moderated by the effect of citizenship status. Tisaimmigrants who identify strongly with their
country of origin participate more in political amts when they have German than Turkish citizenship

status.
Method
Participants

This study used a sample of 193 male (n = 101¥amdle (n = 92) respondents from Turkey living in
Germany with the age range from 18 to 28. Educatidevel of the respondents varied from
secondary school degree (34.2%) to university ae@Be3%). Altogether, 48.3% of the participants
held a high school degree which meant a relativebh education level compared to Turkish
immigrant population living in Germany. Regardinggome, our sample showed the heterogeneity
that represented Turkish immigrant population inrr@ny. Respondents held either German
citizenship (51.3%) or Turkish citizenship (46.1%®wever, five respondents did not indicate their
citizenship status. Furthermore, only 52.8% of tbspondents reported an ethnic origin either as
Turkish or Kurdish, but about a half did not repanty ethnicity. Concerning religion, Sunni (47.7%)
and Alevi (36.3%) peopfas well as Atheists and people who have othegioeis backgrounds were

included.
Measures

Political participation was assessed by askingdispondents whether they took part in listed astion
last two years, on scales ranging from 1 (neve§ {wery often). Items involved, for e.g. spending
time working for a political campaign, attending etiags or workshops, signing a petition,

participation in an illegal or a legal demonstraticontacting media or members of the parliament.
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EFA showed a one-factor model (Eigenvalues: 4.6Q1,1.74, etc.) with 62.49% explained total

variance. The measure was relialle=(88).

The identification was assessed by asking respdsdehether they identify with their country of
origin and with Germans via three identical iterRsr example, whereas item “Belonging to my
country of originis very important to me” was used for identificatiovith country of origin,
“Belonging to Germans is very important to me” wased to assess identification with Germans.
Respondents replied on six-point scales ranging ffo (strongly disagree) to 6 (strongly agree).
Factor loadings of the items on the relevant fast@re quiet satisfactory according to the EFA rssul
.87, .81, and .76 for identification with country arigin; .87, .70, and .45 for identification with
Germans. Both measures were reliable= (.85 for identification with country of originnd a = .70

for identification with Germans). The inter-corrida between two factors was not significant.
Results

Two identification measures were included in thgression analysis to test the first hypothesisaAs
result, political participation was significantlygalicted by identification with country of origif € -
.18,1(190) = -2.48,p = .014), but not by identification with Germais= -.08,t(190) = -1.18p =
.240; F(2, 192) = 3.62p = .029). Contrary to the findings of Study 1, tkes Turkish immigrants

identify with their country of origin the more thegrticipate in political actions.

However, when citizenship status was included & ttho-way ANOVA, it was found that Turkish
immigrants who identify weakly with their country arigin participate in political actions more when
they hold Turkish citizenshigM = 2.41,sd = 1.28, n = 38) than German citizenshiyp £ 1.92,sd =
.79, n = 42) as can be seen from Table 3. Conwer§atkish immigrants who strongly identify with
their country of origin participate in political tans less when they hold Turkish citizenshiyp €
1.78,sd= .86, n = 51) than German citizenship € 2.00,sd=1.11, n = 57).

In sum, citizenship status of the respondents nateerthe effect of identification with country of
origin: Whereas strong identifiers with country aigin participate more in political actions when
they have German citizenship, they participate ssn they hold Turkish citizenship. It is vice s@r

for weak identifiers: Turkish citizens participat@re in political actions than German citizens.
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Table 3. Interaction between identification withuotry of origin and citizenship status.

e . - . . Standard
Identification with country of origin Citizenshipagus [N Mean Deviation
Low German 42 1.9206 .7945
Turkish 38 2.4143 1.2837
High German 57 2.0042 1.1156
Turkish 51 1.7841 .8621

Note: Table illustrates the results of 2 (idenéfion: low vs. high) x 2 (citizenship status: Gemva.
Turkish) ANOVA. F value is significant for the imgeetion (1, 188) = 5.54p = .020).

Discussion

In the second study, identifications with country asigin and with Germans were assessed for
immigrants from Turkey living in Germany. And assasied, only identification with country of
origin significantly predicted political participah, although the relation was negative. This firgdis

in line with the assumption of SIT (Tajfel and Tarn 1986) which argues that rather than
identification with high-status group (Germans)ntigcation with low-status group predicts social
change attempts. But, contrary to SIT, identifeatwith country of origin did not trigger political

participation in our sample.

However, the result of the second hypothesis indgceaore complex relations between identification
with country of origin and citizenship status. Th&twhen citizenship status is controlled forisit
seen that weak identification with country of onigiesults with lower level of participation among
German citizens whereas it leads to higher levgbanticipation for Turkish citizens. And political
participation is the highest among the latter gréupakly identified Turkish citizend/ = 2.41,sd=
1.28) compared to other three groups. Second higheticipation level is obtained for highly
identified German citizengV = 2.00,sd = 1.11). This finding is interesting since amongriigrants
who are, to some extent, excluded from the maiastrpolitical process of the settlement country (as
Turkish citizens), weak identification rather thetnong identification with country of origin leatts
higher level of political participation. One podsilvteason might be the meaning of this membership

(country of origin).

According to SIT, the value and emotional significa ascribed to the membership is important for
the positive self-concept of the individuals. Timgplies that the meanings attributed to membership
country of origin may vary among Turkish citizetisis reasonable, when the different ethnicities
(Turks, Kurds, etc.) and religious backgrounds (®on Alevi) among immigrants who participated in
the study is considered. It is probable to arga the attitudes toward the country of origin may b
diverse, and even may be negative among some dmimegrants from Turkey living in Germany.
Regarding this point, the reasons that causedemypondents’ to migrate from Turkey may also play

an important role on the identification with coyntf origin: voluntarily or involuntarily migration
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(particularly for Kurds or Alevis or left-wing a#ists due to political pressure). That is, this imige

intervening factor which is not controlled for imetanalysis.

Nevertheless, concurring with POS, it can be argiedl the citizenship of the settlement country
increases immigrants’ political participation whidrey strongly identify with their country of origin
These results also concur, to some extent, withsthdies which show that it is often the more
advantaged members of disadvantaged groups (Gegitizens in the present work) who engage in
collective political actions, but not the most digantaged (Gurin and Epps, 1975; Klandermans and
Simon, 2001; Vanneman and Pettigrew, 1972), sihee advantaged members of disadvantaged
groups are the most likely to make subjective damanparisons with members of more advantaged

groups (Taylor and Moghaddam, 1994).

Conclusions

In this paper, the effects of citizenship statud atentification with country of origin on politita
participation of immigrants were examined. Main ivation behind this conduct was to examine
whether those variables trigger or undermine tHiigad participation of immigrants. In general, rou
results confirm the importance of citizenship steds well as of identification not only with countf
origin. In particular, our first study showed thatmigrants’ participation in political actions vas
among diverse immigrant groups (in the presentarebeTurks participated less than Greeks, and
Italians); and it is more likely for immigrants participate in political actions when they are Ganm
citizens or when they are interested in naturabmato Germans. These findings imply that legal
opportunities such as citizenship status that @viged to the immigrants within the settlement
country trigger the participation level of immigtanBased on POS’ postulates, it can be concluded
that the lower participation level among Turkishmigrants might be due to disparity between the
socio-political rights granted to immigrants frommEU countries and immigrants from EU countries

(Greek and Italian immigrants).

Regarding identification with country of origin,&hindings of Study 1 evidenced that for young
Italian and Turkish immigrants strong identificatiteads to higher level of participation. In thenga
way, the findings of second study suggest that gnamts’ (Turks) naturalization to German
citizenship may not heighten the level of partitiga by itself, but when they also identify witheih
country of origin (interaction effect). This is deoery to the political discourses which argue agiain
ethnic background identification as an undermirfexgior for political participation or integratiorf o
immigrants. But this also implies that the oppoities that are provided to immigrants are not
sufficient to enhance the participation in politieations, it is also essential that immigrantaidg

with a social group/category. In the second stitdywas showed that this group/category can be the

country of origin. The reason might be that idecdifion with country of origin makes the group
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membership (for e.g. Turks) sali¥htto the immigrants in the society of settlemenill, St the
enhanced participation among non-German citizensk{3h citizenship) who are weakly identified
with their country of origin is considered, it seerorucial to asses also the meanings of this
membership, which is missing in the present workaAesult, however, it can be concluded that both

the assumptions of POS and SIT are verified inresearch in a complementary way.

Nevertheless, it should be noted here that thdtsesiithe present research are neither comprelensi
for all immigrant groups nor for all generationsheT differences between immigrant groups and
generations are needed to be explored in furtlserareh. Besides, it is not likely for us to makesza

inferences because of our research design (crofiessd). More appropriate research designs

(longitudinal) are required for such causality exltions.

Finally, it is to be noticed that an individual ingrant's decision for migration can only operate
within the constraints of the opportunities like @ayment and housing prospects, transport costs,
international law, immigration policies and the dder documents like passports, visas and work
certificates (Castles, 1985; Cohen, 1987; Sas$¥IQ))2And as it was noted earlier, holding theustat
of “foreigner” or “immigrant” does not enhance afatilitate immigrants’ economic, social and
political lives as well as well-beings. For examplet immigrants have no institutionalized channels

of access to the political process (Koopmans aath&tn, 2001).

Nonetheless, even without formal citizenship staitmsnigrants incorporate in various organizations,
although the organizational life is fragmented oolly by nationality (Greeks, Italians, Turks, Kurds
Yugoslavians, etd) but also by political stances (e.g. left-wingensationalists, religious
fundamentalists), which undermines the united jalit participation. Besides, the high level of
organizational activity among immigrants has nakeatralized and representative character: Most of
the organizations are very locally grounded, theyeven not nationwide, and are not internationally
organized. But since the last decade immigrantggdwave started to focus on their life conditiams i
Europe and the organizations established since riéffeactt this orientation (e.g. Abadan-Unat 2002).
This recent development might lead immigrant grotgpact together to improve the socio-political

conditions for all immigrants living in the host ®pean countries.

Endnotes

' Based on the neliaw ofiImmigration and Integratiofiormer Ausléanderbeirats have been transformed into
Integration Councils sincéanuary 2005.

" Political participation and participation in padl actions are used synonymously in the presapéep

" By far, the largest first-generation immigrant gpe are Turks, followed by Yugoslavians and imnmidga
from the other European countries (ltaly, Greeaafugal, and Spain). For the second generationrériking

changes somewhat, but still Turks are the largestlay, after Turks, Italians constitute the sectardest

immigrant group living in Germany (Hinrichs, 2003).
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v Some other scholars refer to it as dual rathen rabivalent identification by arguing that a persmn
simultaneously identify with both social groups efhcan be a positive attribute (e.g. Simon, 2004).

Y The social psychology of migration has a focustlm intersection of objective (immigration policy the
governments, the laws, unemployment rate in theivew country, etc.) and subjective (prejudicesiabor
discriminatory attitudes of the individuals in theceiving country) processes (see Pettigrew, 19BGat is,
perceptions, attitudes and behaviours of immigiadividuals are assumed to be products of the acten
between macro- and micro-level factors which amstoicted particularly through the daily life irdetions and
experiences.

¥ The questionnaires, the codebook and the filestra are online available at <http://213.133.168/4urveys/
index. php?m=msw,0&sID=7>.

Y These are two big confessions of Islam in Turkey.

Vil For the salience of group memberships or idestite Turner, Hogg, Oakes, Reicher and Wethegsl7.1

X Horizontal hostility and nationalist sentimentscarg immigrant groups have been apparent.
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