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Abstract

There are several studies suggesting that disadvantaged groups display positive attitudes towards
advantaged groups. System Justification Theorists have conceptualised that attitudes as out-group
favouritism, whereas Social Identity Theorists have described it as the attitude of members identifying with
the advantaged group, reflecting in-group favouritism. As the level of participants’ identification with both
groups is not measured in those studies, it is not clear enough which theory they support. This study,
conducted with 145 people living in Turkey and define themselves as Kurdish, aims to examine the attitudes
of the participants towards the disadvantaged Kurdish in-group and the advantaged Turkish out-group in
terms of the participant’s level of identification with both groups and the identity management strategies
(individual mobility, social competition, superordinate re-categorisation) followed by the participants. For
this purpose, the participants dividing into three clusters depending on their level of identification with both
groups were compared in terms of their intergroup attitudes and the strategies they followed. The results
indicated that the participants who identified with the Turkish group on a higher level had favouritism
towards Turks and followed the individual mobility and superordinate re-categorisation strategies. On the
other hand, the participants who identified with the Kurdish group on a higher level had favouritism towards
Kurds and followed the social competition strategy. These results support Social Identity Theory, suggesting
that disadvantaged group members’ positive attitudes towards advantaged groups reflect in-group
favouritism, not out-group favouritism. This is because they identify themselves through advantaged groups
as a result of certain strategies.

Keywords: Identification, Identity management strategies, In-group/out-group favouritism, Social identity
theory, System legitimization theory

1. Introduction
In psychology, several studies have shown that people are motivated to have positive self-perception

and tend to protect and increase their self-esteem (Blaine & Crocker, 1993). This tendency, which
results in self-serving bias, emerges especially when there is a threat to the self (Campbell & Sedikies,
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1999). According to Social Identity Theory (SIT), which emphasises the collective self (social identity)
in explaining intergroup behaviours, the motivation for self-esteem turns into a motivation for in-
group favouritism - as a result of identification - in contexts where the intergroup boundary is
salient. As group memberships constitute an important part of self-perception, in-group favouritism
automatically leads to self-esteem. Therefore, individuals who are self-serving in their interpersonal
relations are more likely to favour the in-group (i.e., an extension of the self) depending on their level
of identification with the in-group in the context of intergroup relations (Tajfel & Turner, 1979, p. 40).
However, according to System Justification Theory (SJT), which was originally introduced to support
and strengthen SIT but later turned into an alternative approach, besides the self and in-group
favouritism in humans, there is a third autonomous motivation called “system justification”. SJT
emphasises that the tendency of members of disadvantaged groups to justify the existing social order
(i.e., status quo) against themselves is against their tendency to justify the ego and the in-group (Jost
& Banaji, 1994, p. 10; Jost & Hunyady, 2002, p. 120). According to SJT, one of the important indications
that members of disadvantaged groups tend to justify the system, which contradicts self/group
favouritism in certain situations, is out-group favouritism, which refers to one’s tendency to
positively perceive/evaluate advantaged groups to which they are not affiliated (Jost, Banaji, & Nosek,
2004). SJT also assumes that out-group favouritism represents justification of the system (Jost &
Banaji, 1994). This is because the display of such tendencies by members of disadvantaged groups
serves to sustain social inequality (Caricati & Owuamalam, 2020).

There is a recent debate between SJT and SIT regarding whether there is an autonomous system
justification motivation that does not serve personal/group interests (Jost, 2019, Owuamalam et al.,
2019). SJT emphasises results suggesting that one of the signs of the presence of motivation to justify
the system is the favouritism of disadvantaged groups towards advantaged groups (Jost & Banaji,
1994). According to researchers, one of the important situations showing that disadvantaged groups
have a motivation against themselves is their tendency to evaluate the out-group more positively
than the in-group (Jost et al.,, 2004). One of the main objections of SIT is that members of
disadvantaged groups may define themselves through the advantaged group as a result of various
strategies and perceive the advantaged group as an in-group, and those who evaluate the out-group
more positively may define themselves through that group (Tajfel & Turner, 1986; Rubin & Hewstone,
2004).

To the best of our knowledge, studies on out-group favouritism have not measured the level of
“identification with the out-group”. In fact, most of them have also not measured the level of
identification with the in-group. This may lead to a misinterpretation of the results obtained from
participants who have severed their ties with the in-group and feel belonging to the psychologically
advantaged group, even if they seem to be in the disadvantaged group. Therefore, studies on
disadvantaged groups emphasise a significant benefit of measuring the -possible- level of their
members’ identification with the advantaged group. One of the main objectives of this study is to
examine the effects of identification with advantaged as well as disadvantaged groups on attitudes
towards the two groups and on the identity management strategies (individual mobility, social
competition and superordinate re-categorisation) that are followed. Another aim of the study is to
examine the relationship between the strategy followed by the participants and the attitude of the
participants towards these groups.

2. Social Identity Theory

SIT, which is based on the assumption that social groups hierarchically structured within the society
have relationships of power and status with each other, emphasises that adopting a positive social
identity may be achieved by ensuring the superiority of the in-group to other relevant out-groups in
the society (Tajfel & Turner, 1979). However, studies on SJT have reported various results indicating
that members of disadvantaged groups value the advantaged out-group above the in-group (e.g.,
negative attitude towards the in-group and positive attitude towards the advantaged group) in case of
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differences in power and status (Jost & Hunyady, 2002). There are various results pointing out this
tendency, which is conceptualised as “out-group favouritism” by SJT followers. For example, there are
results suggesting that members of disadvantaged groups both attribute positive features, such as
being intelligent, to the advantaged out-group rather than their own groups and evaluate the
advantaged group more positively than the in-group (Cichocka et al., 2015; Hoffarth & Jost, 2017).
Moreover, there are also results indicating that they oppose policies to improve their disadvantaged
position (Jost et al., 2004) and are reluctant to participate in collective actions to change the status of
inequality against themselves (Osborne et al., 2019).

Recently, some researchers representing SIT have rejected the claims that disadvantaged groups
tend to justify the social system that undermines and works against them, and they have proposed a
model to explain this tendency on an identity basis (Owuamalam, Rubin, & Spears, 2016; 2018). This
model, called the Social Identity Model of System Attitudes, suggests that justifying the system,
which is considered to work against self/identity, may be interpreted as an adaptive psychological
mechanism serving the self and social identity (Owuamalam et al., 2018). The results obtained from
studies conducted in the context of this model provide evidence that justifying the system may be an
attempt of members of disadvantaged groups to defend, protect and support their social identity
(Caricati & Owuamalam, 2020; Owuamalam & Spears, 2020). These studies show that justification of
the system is performed with the concern of ensuring in-group dignity and positive image, that is, it
may be the same thing as social identity motivation (Owuamalam et al., 2016; Owuamalam & Spears,
2020).

SIT followers reject the view about the presence of both an autonomous system justification
motivation and out-group favouritism tendency, which is considered an indicator of this motivation
and emerged as a result of this motivation. It is possible to draw an alternative explanation from SIT
about the positive attitude of disadvantaged groups towards advantaged groups named as “out-group
favouritism”. The members of disadvantaged groups who have positive attitudes towards the
advantaged group may be those who engage in the individual mobility strategy (those who isolate
themselves from the disadvantaged group and identify with the advantageous group) or
superordinate re-categorisation strategy (merging with the out-group under a common superordinate
identity). As a part of the individual mobility or superordinate re-categorisation strategy, the positive
attitude of individuals who define themselves with the superordinate (out) group toward this group
reflects in-group favouritism, not out-group favouritism (Tajfel and Turner, 1986). This is because
they perceive this group as the in-group and define themselves through this group.

2.1 Identification, Individual mobility Strategy and Out-group Favouritism

According to a claim of SIT, as long as group membership is a meaningful source to reinforce positive
beliefs about the self and improve self-esteem, people embrace it, favouring against the out-group
(Dasgupta, 2004). Loss of the value of group membership for individuals in this sense causes the
members of low-status groups to isolate themselves from the group and engage in the individual
mobility strategy. Studies have reported that especially members of disadvantaged groups with low
identification have a strong demand for individual mobility to get rid of the negativity of their poor
social positions and obtain a more positive identity (Kelly, 1990; Ellemers, Spears, & Doosje, 1997).
When members of the disadvantaged group believe that they can be involved in the advantaged
(out) group and are motivated in this direction, their identification with the in-group decreases, and
they prefer the out-group over the in-group. For example, Kaiser and Spalding (2015) conducted two
studies on the attitudes of women, who had advanced in their career in male-dominant occupations
and positions such as corporate management, towards other women and men. They found that these
women had a significantly lower level of identification with the female gender identity and evaluated
men more positively than women. Another study with African-Americans found a negative
correlation between the level of identification with the in-group and implicit out-group favouritism
(Ashburn-Nardo, 2004). Similarly, one study conducted with Kurds in Turkey obtained results
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suggesting that individuals exhibiting out-group favouritism have a low level of identification with
the in-group, and they engage in the individual mobility strategy (Alparslan, 2017). These results
indicate that members of disadvantaged groups evaluate the advantaged group more positively than
their groups because they might have lost their identification with the disadvantaged group and
identified with the advantaged group.

Some researchers suggest that out-group favouritism and the individual mobility strategy might
be the same things, by offering several results to support this view. For example, in their studies with
real-life groups, Guimond, Dif and Aupy (2002) obtained results indicating that out-group
favouritism reflects the individual mobility strategy. Researchers have considered out-group
favouritism as a part of the quest to move to the advantaged group. Dumont et al. discussed out-
group favouritism as an individual mobility strategy in their study on low-status black college
students with an opportunity to move to a higher status group through their education and
profession in South Africa. According to the researchers, the results supported the view that out-
group favouritism might be a form of the individual mobility strategy (Dumont & Lill, 2009, p. 445).
As a result, members can emotionally leave the negative identity caused by low status by engaging in
various strategies. The bond of such members with the in-group weakens; they consider themselves
less similar to those in the in-group and feel belonging to the advantaged out-group that provides
them with a more positive identity (Jackson et al., 1996).

2.2 Superordinate Re-Categorisation Strategy and Out-group Favouritism

Members of the disadvantageous group can acquire a positive social identity by reclassifying
themselves under a common superordinate identity with the members of the advantageous group to
create a common in-group perception rather than an out-group distinction (Blanz et al., 1998). Some
studies have reported a close relationship between out-group favouritism and the superordinate re-
categorisation strategy. For example, the results obtained in Turkey on Kurds suggested that
individuals who exhibit out-group favouritism also adopt the superordinate re-categorisation strategy
(Alparslan, 2017).

According to the Social Identity Model of System Attitudes, an important reason for
disadvantaged groups to justify the system is that they identify with the system by perceiving it as a
common identity (Owuamalam et al., 2018; Caricati & Owuamalam, 2020). Studies have suggested
that one of the conditions in which disadvantaged groups tend to support the system at most is when
they consider the system as a common superordinate identity (Caricati & Sollami, 2017). Studies have
demonstrated that members of religious minority groups who consider the national identity as a
common superordinate identity and identify themselves with this identity are more likely to justify
the system (Jasko & Kassowska, 2013). According to Rubin and Hewstone (2004), it is appropriate and
correct to interpret the system justification effect as common in-group favouritism. This is because,
supporting the system serves the motivation to favour the in-group when the system is perceived as a
common superordinate group identity (Owuamalam et al., 2018).

When members perceive both the in-group and the out-group within a common identity, this
positively reflects on the self, as they perceive the out-group as an in-group, or in other words, they
do not discriminate between the in- and out-groups (Akdogan, 2015). It is useful to determine how
members define the in-group (on what level do they classify the self) to reveal more accurately
whether the results reflect out-group favouritism.

3. The Turkish Identity as an Advantageous Out-Group Identity and/or Superordinate
Identity

According to self-categorisation theory, people can categorise themselves on different levels (Turner,

1999). “National identity and ethnic identity are examples of group identities that can be held
concurrently or alternately, with differing levels of salience over time and across situations” (Liu et
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al., 2002, p. 4). According to research done in the context of the Common In-group Identity Model,
inclusive nationhood causes positive attitudes toward other ethnic groups (Verkuyten & Khan, 2012).
That is because shared identity means that ethnic out-group members (i.e. ‘them’) become fellow
national in-group members (i.e. ‘us’).

One of the important policies of nation states is to dissolve ethnic minority identities within the
national identity, fusing them with the majority ethnic group (Coakley, 1992, p. 349). For this
purpose, the state adopts only one official language and tries to dissolve the local cultural
characteristics within the national pot and have citizens adopt this national identity through
institutions such as education and the press. As a result of these efforts of the state, some ethnic
minority members adopt this common identity, defining themselves through it, whereas some of
them are reluctant to participate in the national identity by resisting these policies and try to protect
their own ethnic identity (Kurubas, 2008) and see themselves as different and separate from the
dominant national group (Huang, Liu, & Chang, 2004).

Although the statistics on ethnic structure of Turkey are limited, some researchers have shown
that Turkey has a society with many ethnic groups. For example, Andrews (1992) identified 47
different ethnic groups of varying sizes in Turkey. One recent study using representative sampling
techniques showed that Turks constitute the most populous ethnic group in Turkey, followed by
Kurds (KONDA, 2006). However, the superordinate identity officially accepted and aimed to have
citizens adopt through official and state institutions in Turkey is the “Turkish” identity. According to
the Article 66 of the Constitution of the Republic of Turkey, “everyone bound to the Turkish state
through the bond of citizenship is a Turk”. The “Turkish” identity, which also refers to the majority
ethnic group in Turkey, is configured to locate at the heart of its national identity.

Recent public opinion surveys conducted in Turkey have reported that some of the citizens
belonging to the Kurdish ethnic group consider the Turkish identity as a common superordinate
identity and perceive themselves similar to Turks. However, some of them consider Turkish identity
as the identity of an external ethnic group that does not identify them, and they report that they
constitute a different and separate ethnic group apart from Turks. For example, sociologists Dogu
Ergil et al. (2008) conducted an extensive survey with a total of 14,243 Kurdish citizens in Turkey and
showed that Kurds are divided into two groups. One of them consists of a group oriented towards the
pro-Kurdish political party, an ethnicity-based political party that has radical ideas about the way of
obtaining identity rights, who adopts the party policies and ethnic-based struggle strategies as a
reference method in this regard. The second group resembles the Turkish majority living in the
western provinces in terms of preferences and evaluations, although they act with the awareness of
being Kurds. The researchers stated that the motivation of the second group is not to act on the basis
of an ethnic identity, rather to establish a legal and political partnership with the majority of Turkey
(Ergil, 2009, pp. 325-2). Ergil previously obtained similar results in his two other studies in 1995 and
2005. Although Ergil et al. did not directly examine it, based on the results obtained, it would not be
wrong to make the conclusion that the first group follows the social competition strategy, whereas
the second follows the individual mobility or superordinate re-categorisation strategies, suggesting
that the latter tends to adopt the Turkish identity as a common superordinate identity.

Social psychological studies on Kurds report that those identifying with the national identity
have preferences and evaluations similar to those of Turks, but those identifying with their own
ethnic identity have ethnic identity-based preferences and evaluations (Bilali, 2014; Celebi et al.,
2014). Additionally, studies have shown that Kurds are inclined to engage in identity management
strategies ranging from competition to individual mobility (Alparslan, 2017; Bayad & Kusdil, 2011).
Therefore, the Kurdish ethnic group, which has the characteristics of a disadvantaged group, provides
an important opportunity to conduct a detailed social psychological analysis for the purpose of this
study.
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4. Present Study

Not measuring the identification levels in studies of out-group favouritism makes it difficult to
distinguish whether the results obtained reflect “out-group favouritism” claimed by SJT or “in-group
favouritism” that occurs as a result of the individual mobility/superordinate re-categorisation
strategies just as claimed by SIT. The level of participants’ identification with both groups should be
measured to clarify through which group they define themselves. Then, to verify the claims of SJT on
the existence of out-group favouritism, the participants should evaluate the advantaged group more
positively when they identify highly with the disadvantaged group but lowly with the advantaged
group (i.e., the group they perceive as the out-group). On the other hand, to verify the claims of SIT,
it is necessary to show that those who evaluate the advantaged group more positively have a high
level of identification with the advantaged group (Tajfel & Turner, 1986; Rubin & Hewstone, 2004).

The main purpose of this study is to examine whether positivity assessment for two groups and
identity management strategies are affected by the level of identification with the groups via
clustering the participants according to their identification with both the in-group (i.e., Kurdish
identity) and the out-group (i.e., Turkish identity). To this end, the participants were divided into
three clusters depending on the level of their identification (low/high) with the in- and out-groups.
The participants’ more positive evaluation of Turks than Kurds had different meaning for each
clusters, they were corresponding to different concepts (Table 1). For example, the as participants in
the clusters I and III mostly identified with the Turkish identity, their bias towards Turks should be
called in-group favouritism. As the participants in the cluster II identified with the Kurdish identity
rather than the Turkish identity, only their positive bias towards Turks unrelated to their own self
can be called “out-group favouritism”. Because these people favour Turks, the out-group, instead of
Kurds, the in-group with whom they identify.

Table 1. The meaning of results in each of the three clusters in which members of the disadvantaged
Kurdish group consider Turks more positively than Kurds

Level of Identification with Advantaged (Out) Group (TURKS)

High Low
High Cluster I Cluster 11
Level of Identification with Superordinate Re-Categorisation Out-Group Favouritism
. Strategy (probable)
Disadvantaged (In) Group
(KURDS) Cluster III
Individual Mobility

Low Strategy

Based on SIT, we may expect the participants in the cluster II to have a significantly lower level of
positive attitudes towards the Turkish group and a higher level of positive attitudes towards the
Kurdish group than those’ in the other two clusters.

Hypothesis 1: Those in the cluster I and III evaluate the Turkish group more positively than
those in the cluster II.

Hypothesis 2: Those in the cluster II evaluate the Kurdish group more positively than those in
the other clusters.

In this study, only in case that the participants in the cluster II - identify with Kurdish identity
but not Turkish identity - evaluate the advantaged Turkish out-group more positively than the
disadvantaged in-group (i.e., Kurdish group), we can accept that Kurds exhibit “out-group
favouritism” as proposed by SJT.

Again, based on SIT, we expect the cluster I to get the higher score on the individual mobility
strategy scale, the cluster II to get the higher score on the social competition strategy scale and the
cluster III to get the higher score on the common superordinate re-categorisation scale.
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Hypothesis 3: Those in the cluster I score on the individual mobility strategy scale higher than
those in the other two clusters.

Hypothesis 4: Those in the cluster III score on the superordinate re-categorisation strategy scale
higher than those in the other two clusters.

Hypothesis 5: Those in cluster II score on the social competition strategy scale higher than those
in the other two clusters.

Hypothesis 6: Individual mobility and superordinate re-categorisation strategy is positively
correlated with favouritism toward the Turkish Group.

5. Method
5.1  Participants

A total of 145 people who identified themselves as Kurdish participated in the study. Ninety-three of
them (64%) were male, and 52 of them (36%) were female. The age of the participants ranged
between 16 and 75 years (mean = 25.73, SD = 7.44). Two participants had primary school degrees, 35
had high school degrees, 101 had bachelor’s degrees, and 5 had master’s degrees. On the other hand,
two participants did not provide information about their educational status. Additionally, the sample
included individuals from several different professions, ranging from students to teachers, doctors to
lawyers, retirees to housewives.

5.2 Measures

Ethnic Identification. The 10-item Identification Scale developed by Roccas (2003) and adapted to
Turkish by Ceylan and Ozbal (2008) was used to measure the level of participants’ identification with
both the advantaged (Turkish; « = .94) and the disadvantaged (Kurdish; @ = .92) ethnic groups. Items
are presented in a 5-point Likert format, ranging from “do not agree at all” (1) to “fully agree” (5). A
higher score indicates a higher level of ethnic identification.

Identity Management Strategies. The scale developed by Blanz et al. (1998) and adapted to
Turkish by Alparslan (2017) was used to determine the reactions of the disadvantaged group members
to negative social identity due to low status. The items are presented in a 5-point Likert format from
“do not agree at all” (1) to “fully agree” (5). The Social competition, individual mobility and
superordinate re-categorisation strategies were evaluated for the purpose of this study. Social
competition, consists of four items (& = .77), measures to what extent members of the disadvantaged
group act together as a whole to improve their status (e.g., “We Kurds have to work on enjoying a
higher worldwide reputation than Turks.”). Individual mobility, consists of four items (« = .69),
measures how members of the disadvantaged group individually strive to gain advantaged group
membership by leaving their group (e.g., “I make any effort to be considered as a Turk.”).
Superordinate re-categorisation, consists of two items, measures how members of the disadvantaged
group classify themselves together with the advantaged group under a common in-group identity
(e.g., “I consider myself as a citizen of the Republic of Turkey” and “I consider myself as a member of
my ethnic group”).

Out-Group Evaluation. The Generalized Group Evaluation Scale (Duckitt, Callaghan, &
Wagpner, 2005) that was translated into Turkish by Biikiin and Cing6z-Ulu (2017) was used to measure
the attitudes of the Kurdish participants towards the in- and out-groups («=.89). The scale includes
eight evaluative trait adjectives to describe both Kurds and Turks with four positive (i.e., good, kind,
honest and trustworthy) and four negative (i.e., bad mannered, unpleasant, dishonest and bad)
words. The scale traits are listed in a 5-point Likert format, ranging from “does not describe at all” (1)
to “completely describes” (5). Scores obtained on items describing Kurds were subtracted from those
obtained on items describing Turks to receive a score for each evaluative trait adjective. Then, the
attitudes towards the in-group and out-group were measured by calculating the mean of these eight
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different scores obtained at the end of this procedure. Scores approaching -4 reflect positive attitudes
towards the in-group, whereas those approaching +4 reflect positive attitudes towards the out-group.

5.3 Procedure

The data were collected in Hakkari, a province located in the Southeastern Anatolia Region of
Turkey, where Kurdish citizens live prominently. The implementation was carried out through face-
to-face interviews when the participants were available in various living spaces. Application of the
survey took place after the consent of the participants was obtained. All questions were presented in
Turkish. The implementation of the scales lasted around 20 minutes.

6. Results
6.1 Preliminary Results

Firstly, a series of independent-samples t-test analyses were conducted to determine whether there
was a difference between the participants’ identity management strategies and out-group evaluations
by gender. Accordingly, there was no significant difference between the gender groups.

The relationships between the main variables were analysed for the purpose of the study (see
Table 2). Accordingly, individual mobility was positively associated with superordinate re-
categorisation (r = .44, p < .01) and negatively associated with social competition (r = -18, p < .05).
Additionally, there was a negative correlation between superordinate re-categorisation and social
competition (r = -.32, p < .o1). Out-group positive evaluation was positively associated with individual
mobility (r = .32, p < .01) and superordinate re-categorisation (r = .44, p < .01). Moreover, there was a
negative correlation between out-group positive evaluation and social competition (r = -.31, p < .01).
According to these results, a person with a positive out-group evaluation is more likely to adopt the
individual mobility and/or superordinate re-categorisation strategy.

Table 2. Relationships between variables in the study

1 2 3 4 5 6
1 Kurdish ethnic identification 1
2 Turkish ethnic identification -317 1
3 Out-group evaluation -28" 34" 1
4 Individual mobility -45" 55 32" 1
5 Superordinate re-categorisation -38" 527 44" 44" 1
6 Social competition 28" -267 -3 -18 -287 1

Note. *p < .05, **p < .01

Identification with the Kurdish ethnic identity was negatively associated with individual mobility (r =
-.45, p < .01), superordinate re-categorisation (r = -.38, p < .01) and out-group positive evaluation (r = -
.28, p < .o1). In contrast, identification with the Turkish ethnic identity was positively associated with
individual mobility (r = .55, p < .01), superordinate re-categorisation (r = .52, p < .o1) and out-group
positive evaluation (r = .34, p < .01). Additionally, while identification with the Kurdish ethnic identity
was positively associated with social competition (r = .28, p < .01), identification with the Turkish
ethnic identity was negatively associated with social competition (r = -.26, p < .o1).

6.2 Main Results

One of the main objectives of this study was to examine the effects of social identification on the
individual mobility, social competition and superordinate re-categorisation strategies. According to
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SIT, while people following the individual mobility strategy identify with the “out-group” (new in-
group), those following the social competition strategy identify with the in-group, and those
following the superordinate re-categorisation strategy might identify with both the superordinate
group and the original in-group. Based on SIT and in line with the purpose of our research, we
divided the sample into three clusters depending the participants’ identification levels with both the
Turkish identity and the Kurdish identity. K-means Cluster Analysis was used to find the proposed
three clusters. The K-means Cluster Analysis method searches for the “best” three groups from the
Kurdish ethnic identification and the Turkish ethnic identification scales (see Umaiia-Taylor,
Yazedjian, & Bamaca-Gomez, 2004, for a sample research). The results of the analysis showed that the
participants’ scores were classified in three categories. Thus, each participant was clustered into the
category of either high or low identification with the Kurdish (F = 178.921, p < .001) and the Turkish (F
= 107.079, p < .001) ethnic identities. The first cluster group was composed of those who had high
identification with both Kurds and Turks (Cluster I; n = 38), the second consisted of those who had
high identification with Kurds and low identification with Turks (Cluster II; n = 63), and the third
included those who had low identification with Kurds and high identification with Turks (Cluster III;
n = 44). Table 3 presents the mean and standard deviation values of these clusters for the variables
used in the study.

One-Way Multivariate Analysis of Variance (MANOVA) was performed to determine whether
the participants’ scores on identity management strategies and out-group positive evaluation
variables significantly differed by the clusters (Table 3). Accordingly, the main effect of the clusters
significantly differed for all variables (Wilk’s A = .118; F (3,141) = 43.679; p = .000, partial 1> = .657).

A post-hoc analysis was performed to determine the significant differences between the
clusters. We visualize the post-hoc comparison in Figure 1. Accordingly, the participants in the
clusters [ (p < .0o01) and III (p < .001) obtained significantly higher out-group positive evaluation
scores than those in the cluster II. As assumed in hypothesis 1, those in the clusters I and II evaluated
the Turkish group more positively than those in the cluster II. Additionally, the participants in the
cluster II had significantly higher in-group positive evaluation scores than those in the clusters I (p <
.oo1) and III (p < .0o1). This finding, which supported hypothesis 2, showed that those who had high
identification with the Kurdish identity and low identification with the Turkish identity had higher
levels of in-group positive evaluation. On the other hand, there was no significant difference between
the participants in the clusters I and III in terms of the in/out-group evaluations (p = .841).

Table 3. Multivariate analysis of variance (MANOVA) for the effect of clusters on means, standard
deviations and dependent variables

Total Cluster I Cluster I~ Cluster III
(N =145) (N=38) (N=63) (N =44) F P Partial n*
M (SD) M (SD) M(SD) M (SD)

Kurdish ethnic identification 4.23(0.70)  4.41(039) 4.73(0.31) 3.35(0.44) 178.921 .000 716
Turkish ethnic identification 2.30(0.95) 3.32(0.65) 1.54(0.45) 2.50(0.74) 107.079 .000  .601
Out-group evaluation -0.51(0.95) -0.27(0.58) -0.91(1.08) -0.16 (0.81) 10.852 .000 133
Individual mobility 158 (0.71)  1.91(0.76) 115(0.33) 190 (0.74) 27.897 .0o0  .282
Superordinate re-categorisation -0.94 (1.68) -0.08 (.85) -1.97(1.73) -0.23(1.33) 28.833 .0o0  .289
Social competition 3.50 (1.05) 3.34(0.96) 3.87(111) 3.12(0.86) 7.939 .oo01 .101

Note. Cluster I = Those who have high identification with both Kurds and Turks; Cluster II = Those who have
high identification with Kurds and low identification with Turks; Cluster III = Those who have low
identification with Kurds and high identification with Turks.

The participants in the clusters I (p < .001) and III (p < .001) obtained significantly higher individual
mobility scores than those in the cluster II. There was no significant difference between the clusters I
and III (p = .999). Regarding the superordinate re-categorisation strategy, similarity, the participants
in the clusters I (p < .001) and III (p < .001) had significantly higher scores than those in the cluster II.
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There was no significant difference between the superordinate re-categorisation scores of the
participants in the clusters I and III (p = .886). According to these findings, hypotheses 3 and 4 were
partially supported. The individuals in the clusters I and III tended to adopt individual mobility and
superordinate re-categorisation.

Regarding the social competition strategy, the participants in the cluster II had higher scores in
the social competition strategy than those in the clusters I (p = .030) and III (p < .oo1). This finding,
which supported hypothesis 5, showed that those who had high identification with the Kurdish
identity and low identification with the Turkish identity tended to engage in the social competition
strategy.

As seen in Figure 1, the participants in the clusters I and III had similar individual mobility,
superordinate re-categorisation and out-group positive evaluation scores. In general, the participants
who had low identification with the Kurdish identity and high identification with the Turkish
identity and those who had high identification with both the Kurdish and Turkish identities were
more likely to prefer the individual mobility and superordinate re-categorisation strategies and more
positively evaluate the out-group. On the contrary, the participants who had high identification with
the Kurdish identity and low identification with the Turkish identity tended to prefer the social
competition strategy and evaluate the in-group positively in order to increase the status of their
ethnic group.

4.5
i
3.5 — . ——
—4— Out-group evaluation

25,

15 .\ _/. —i—Individual mobility
0.5 Superordinate re-

. ; ; categorization
0.5 \/ ——Social competition
-1.5
-2.5
Clusterl Cluster |l Cluster Il
Clusters

Figure 1. Out-group evaluation, individual mobility, superordinate re-categorisation and social
competition levels by clusters

7. Discussion

SJT suggests that members of disadvantaged groups favour advantaged groups that are not related to
their selves in any manner, preferring them to the in-group, a part of their selves. Researchers
studying in the context of this theory argue that this attitude of members of disadvantaged groups is
due to their tendency to “justify the system” (Jost & Banaji, 1994; Jost & Hunyady, 2002). On the other
hand, SIT suggests that the tendency to justify the system is the same as the motivation to favour
(justify) the identity, and the attitude of out-group favouritism is, in fact, this new “in-group”
favouritism in which people, who define themselves through the advantaged identity, have included
their selves by engaging in various strategies (Owuamalam et al., 2016; 2018). One way to test which
theory’s claims are more accurate is to measure the identification with both groups and examine the
impact of the levels of identification with the groups on favouritism towards them.

One of the main purposes of this study was to examine the effect of identification of the Kurdish
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participants with both the Kurdish and Turkish identities on their positive/negative evaluation of
these identities and on the three identity management strategies they followed. For this purpose, the
participants were divided into three clusters depending on their level of identification (low/high),
and the three clusters were compared in terms of their intergroup evaluation and the identity
strategies they tended to follow. According to the results of the analysis of variance, the participants
in the cluster I -who identified with both the Turkish identity and the Kurdish identity on a high
level- and in the cluster IIT -who identified with the Turkish identity on a high level but identified
with the Kurdish identity on a low level- evaluated Turks more positively than those in the cluster II -
who identified with the Kurdish identity on a high level but identified with the Turkish identity on a
low level. On the other hand, the participants in the cluster II evaluated Kurds more positively than
those in the clusters I and III. These findings supported hypotheses 1 and 2. While the clusters I and
III had favouritism toward Turks, the cluster II had favouritism towards Kurds. Thus, those who
identified with the Turkish identity evaluated Turks more positively, and those who identified with
the Kurdish identity evaluated Kurds more positively. These results supported the claims of SIT. SIT
assumes that humans have favouritism towards the group that they identify with (Owuamalam et al.,
2019; Owuamalam & Spears, 2020).

The second aim of this study was to compare the three clusters in terms of their individual
mobility, social competition and superordinate re-categorisation strategy scores. As seen in Figure 1,
the results for the individual mobility and superordinate re-categorisation strategy scores were in a
very similar direction with those regarding the positive attitudes towards the Turkish identity. The
participants in the clusters I and III had higher scores in terms of the individual mobility and
superordinate re-categorisation strategies than those in the cluster II. However, there was no
significant difference between the two clusters in terms of these two strategies. These results implied
that, for the Kurdish participants who identified with the Turkish identity, the individual mobility
and superordinate re-categorisation strategies had the same meaning. This is might have been due to
the feature of the Turkish identity. For Kurds living in Turkey, the Turkish identity is both a high-
status out-group and a common superordinate identity. Thus, engaging in individual mobility or
superordinate re-categorisation leads to the same result: the acquired new identity is the Turkish
identity.

These results for individual mobility and superordinate re-categorisation partially supported
hypotheses 3 and 4, and the findings were in line with the view that “out-group favouritism” may be a
form of identity management strategies (Guimond, Dif, & Aupy, 2002; Dumont & Lill, 2009). The
correlation analysis results also supported this view. The results of the correlation analysis suggested
a positive relationship between favouritism towards Turks, individual mobility and superordinate re-
categorisation. These results indicated that those who had favouritism towards Turks might have
been people who defined themselves through the Turkish identity as a result of the individual
mobility or superordinate re-categorisation strategy, reflecting their motivation to favour this group
(thus their own self), as a part of their selves.

In conclusion, the participants who engaged in individual mobility and superordinate re-
categorisation identified with the Turkish identity (in-group) and favoured Turks against Kurds (out-
group). On the other hand, the participants who engaged in social competition identified with the
Kurdish identity (in-group) and favoured Kurds against Turks (out-group). The results supported the
general claims of Social Identity Theory, suggesting that the positive attitudes of disadvantageous
groups towards advantageous groups reflect “in-group favouritism” that occurs as a result of the
individual mobility strategy or superordinate re-categorisation strategy.
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