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Laboratory experiments (Ellemers & Rijswijk,
1997; Ellemers et al., 1988) and real group research
(Baysu, 2007; Bobowik et al., 2014a; Mummendey,
Kessler et al., 1999) following the classification of the
responses to negative social identity by Tajfel and Turner
(1979) revealed that disadvantaged group members adopted various strategies ranging from individual mobility to competition. In addition to the goal of reaching
a comprehensive list of identity management strategies,
researchers studying this subject also tried to understand
the factors behind the strategy choices of individuals.
This quest, which started in the 1980s with Social Identity Theory (SIT; Tajfel & Turner, 1979), continues today with the inclusion of some other approaches such as
System Justification Theory (SJT; Jost & Banaji, 1994)
and Social Dominance Theory (SDT; Sidanius & Pratto,
1999).
Current literature in intergroup relations shows that
theories differ in terms of ingroup favoritism and outgroup favoritism in explaining group behaviors. While
SIT seems to focus on ingroup favoritism, SDT and especially SJT base their explanations on the determinative
importance of outgroup favoritism. According to SIT,
ingroup favoritism serves the ingroup to achieve a higher status or maintain the current high status. The most
critical factor that enables group members to be motivated for ingroup favoritism is the identification of the
person with their group (Ashburn-Nardo et al., 2003; De
Cremer, 2001; Liebkind et al., 2006).
SJT argues that people tend to view existing social
systems as legitimate and support them to continue (Jost
et al., 2004). In particular, it states that the most disadvantaged group members, who suffer from the system
the most, legitimize that system and exhibit outgroup favoritism. Similar to SJT, SDT argues that advantageous

group members within a certain social structure help to
maintain the existing hierarchical structure by exhibiting ingroup favoritism and disadvantaged group members by showing outgroup favoritism (Sidanius & Pratto, 1999). It suggests that, of the disadvantaged group
members, those who have social dominance orientation
(SDO) can exhibit outgroup favoritism for advantaged
groups (Sidanius et al., 2004).
Studies dealing with identity management strategies are generally carried out within the framework of
SIT. However, the relationships between strategies and
outgroup favoritism are rarely explored (Mummendey,
Klink, et al., 1999; Niens & Cairns, 2002; Verkuyten &
Reijerse, 2008). Furthermore, researchers working on
identity management strategies state that the predictive
variables are limited and insufficient (Kessler & Mummendey, 2002; Niens & Cairns, 2003; Taylor & McKirnan, 1984). When the social psychology literature was
examined, no studies investigating identity management
strategies or outgroup favoritism by handling these three
theories together were found. Given this shortcoming, simultaneous use of the main variables of the three major
theories will help researchers understand the reactions to
negative identity.
As well as being one of the few conditions that create a disadvantage for a social group, it is known that
having a different identity than the national one has the
potential to produce different responses of disadvantaged
group members with regard to dealing with their negative identity. Kurdish identity in Turkey may be considered an example of negative identity. It is reported that
various dimensions of national identity differ for Turkish
and Kurdish ethnic group members. While Kurds who
identify with national identity have considerations similar to Turks, those who identify with their ethnic identity
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have different concerns (Bilali, 2014; Çelebi et al. 2014;
Çoymak, 2018). As a result of the social and political
processes, Kurds living in Turkey became a group ranging from those who try to get their identity rights by engaging in ethnic politics to those who have preferences
and evaluations similar to Turks (Ergil, 2009; Uluğ et al.,
2017). In short, from competition to mobility, the Kurdish identity in Turkey has the characteristics of a rare
example for an elaborate social psychological analysis of
a disadvantaged group’s identity management strategies.
The aim of this study is to examine how disadvantaged group members deal with a negative social identity
and how they react within the scope of identity management strategies and outgroup favoritism. In the study, we
aimed to determine the main predictors of the actions
and goals of the participants related to identity by using
the main variables of SIT, SDT, and SJT (ethnic identification, social dominance orientation and system justification, respectively), as well as identity management
strategies and explicit and implicit outgroup favoritism.
Method
Participants and Procedure
The sample for this study consisted of 125 male
university students who identified themselves as Kurdish
and we reached the participants by using the snowball
sampling technique. The ages of the participants ranged
from 18 to 28 (M = 22.66; SD = 2.09). After signing the
consent form, the participants filled out the questionnaire
with all scales and then completed the Implicit Association Test (IAT).
Measures
Except for the measurements of SDO and implicit
outgroup favoritism, all scale items used in this study
were measured with 5-point Likert scales (1 = Completely disagree; 5 = Completely agree).
System Justification Tendency. As the 10-item
scale, developed by Mummendey, Klink, et al. (1999) to
measure socio-structural variables and adapted to Turkish by Baysu (2007), provides a chance to examine how
the borders between groups are perceived, it was used
to evaluate the tendency to legitimize the system related
to ethnic groups. Since all scale items aim to assess the
status difference between groups, in this study, based on
the average of all, a single variable (system justification
tendency) was included in the analyses.
Ethnic Identification. The 10-item Identification
Scale developed by Roccas (2003) and adapted to Turkish by Ceylan and Özbal (2008) was used to measure the
extent to which participants identified with their ethnic
groups.

Social Dominance Orientation. The social dominance orientation of the participants was measured by
the Social Dominance Orientation Scale (SDO6) developed by Pratto et al. (1994) and adapted to Turkish by
Karaçanta (2002). The scale consists of one dimension
and is evaluated on a 7-point Likert scale (1 = Strongly
disagree; 7 = Strongly agree).
Explicit Outgroup Favoritism. The 8-item Intergroup Bias Scale developed by Güler (2013) was used to
measure explicit outgroup favoritism of Kurdish participants towards the Turkish group.
Implicit Outgroup Favoritism. The implicit outgroup favoritism of the participants for the Turkish group
was measured using the IAT developed by Greenwald et
al. (1998). The test evaluates the relationship between
two target groups (Kurdish-Turkish) and the qualifying
words (positive-negative). A total of 16 names, 8 Turkish
and 8 Kurdish, determined in the pilot study, were used
as a stimulus in this test created by using the computer
software called “Inquisit 4 Lab.”
Identity Management Strategies. Twelve strategies determined by Blanz et al. (1998) were used in this
study to examine the participants’ responses to their disadvantaged identities. The scale was adapted to Turkish
by the researchers within the scope of this research. As a
result of the Confirmatory Factor Analysis (CFA) applied
according to the 5-factor structure in the original study,
the strategies of re-evaluation of comparison dimension,
new comparison dimension, and new comparison group
were determined to receive very low factor loads (.17,
.34, and .15, respectively). As a result of the repeated
CFA with these strategies removed, 9 strategies were
grouped under 4 factors. These factors were labeled as
competition, mobility, categorization, and comparison.
Identity-related Actions. The 7-item scale was developed by the authors within the scope of this study to
examine to what extent Kurdish university students displayed certain behaviors, such as speaking their mother tongue and listening to music in that mother tongue,
which can be considered to reflect their ethnic identity.
Identity-related Goals. This 6-item scale was created by the authors to examine the goals of the participants related to their ethnic identity, such as participating
in social projects defending the rights of the ethnic group
and teaching their mother tongue to their children for the
future.
Results
For the purposes of the research, three models were
tested with path analysis. The first one was created to
reveal whether the strategies determined the identity-related actions and goals. According to the results of the
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first model (see Figure 1), adopting competition strategies predicted having identity-related actions and goals
positively (β = .27, p = .002; β = .32, p < .001, respectively), and adopting categorization strategies predicted
having identity-related actions and goals negatively (β =
-.34, p <. 001; β = -.29, p < .001, respectively). Adopting
mobility strategies only predicted having identity-related
actions negatively (β = -.15, p = .048).
Competition
strategies
.27***

Identity-related
actions

.32***

Mobility
strategies

-.15*

Identity-related
goals

-.34***

Categorization
strategies

-.29***

In the third model, in which all variables were included, the predictors of explicit and implicit outgroup
favoritism, as well as the variables that predicted actions
and goals the strongest, were examined. Path analysis
results indicated that higher ethnic identity identification
negatively predicted both explicit (β = -.32, p < .001)
and implicit (β = -.23, p = .008) outgroup favoritism,
while system justification predicted both explicit (β =
.31, p < .001) and implicit (β = .23, p = .010) outgroup
favoritism positively. However, SDO predicted neither
explicit (β = -.01, p = .859) nor implicit (β = .04, p =
.649) outgroup favouritism. The results also showed that
explicit outgroup favoritism predicted mobility (β = .29,
p = .002) and categorization (β = .25, p = .002) strategies
positively and competition strategies (β = -.21, p = .012)
negatively. The variables that predicted actions and goals
related to ethnic identity the strongest were found to be
ethnic identification and explicit and implicit outgroup
favoritism, respectively (see Figure 3).

Note. All paths shown in the figure are statistically significant, *p < .05,
**p < .01, ***p < .001.

Figure 1. Model 1 for relationships between identity
management strategies and identity-related actions and goals.
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Note. All paths shown in the figure are statistically significant, *p < .05,
**p < .01, ***p < .001.

Figure 2. Model 2, in which the variables of system
justification, ethnic identification and social dominance
orientation are added to the analysis.
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In the second model, the main variables of the three
theories were added to the first model, and the determinants of both strategies and identity-related actions and
goals were examined. According to the results of the
path analysis (see Figure 2), higher identification with
the ethnic identity positively predicted the use of competition strategies (β = .51, p < .001), while negatively predicting the use of categorization strategies (β = -.38, p <
.001). However, no significant relationship was observed
between ethnic identity identification and mobility strategies (β = .05, p = .531). System justification positively
predicted the use of mobility and categorization strategies (β = .35, p < .001; β = .29, p < .001, respectively). Increases in SDO only predicted the use of mobility
strategies significantly (β = .24, p = .004).
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Figure 3. Model 3 with all variables.
Discussion
This study was carried out to determine the responses of Kurds living in Turkey to their disadvantaged
social identity and the factors underlying their identity-related behaviors now and opinions in the future.
Within the scope of the research, firstly, we examined
whether strategies would be related to identity-related
actions and goals. The results of correlation and path
analyses showed that competition strategies positively
predicted identity-related actions and goals, and mobility
and categorization strategies were negatively related to
these variables. While the main purpose of competition
strategies is to bring about social change, the purpose
of mobility and categorization strategies is to reduce
conflict between groups and to ensure that they live in
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harmony with advantaged groups (Becker, 2012; Hogg
& Abrams, 1998). The findings are important because
they show that strategies are not only perceptions at an
individual level and these strategies are closely related to
identity-related behaviors and opinions.
The results also showed that the strongest variable
that determined the strategy preference and outgroup
favoritism was the identification with the ethnic group,
belonging to SIT. In the current study, identification
with the ingroup is positively related to competition
strategies, while it is negatively related to categorization
strategies and explicit and implicit outgroup favoritism.
These findings are parallel with previous studies in the
context of collective action and intergroup competition
(Dumont & van Lill, 2009; Moghaddam et al., 1987;
Wright, 2009).
Consistent with SJT’s assumption, a high tendency
to legitimize the system was observed to enable participants to adopt individual mobility and categorization
strategies. In different studies conducted with disadvantaged ethnic groups, the perception of legitimacy was
observed to serve similar mechanisms (Baysu, 2007; Jost
et al., 2005; Mana et al., 2015). Furthermore, the fact that
there was a strong and positive relationship between the
tendency to legitimize the system and outgroup favoritism supports the argument of SJT that individuals who
perceive the system as legitimate will exhibit favoritism
towards the advantaged group (Jost et al., 2004).
In this study, consistent with the argument that disadvantaged group members with high SDO will have a
tendency to protect and support the status quo (Sidanius
& Pratto, 1999), SDO only had a positive relationship
with mobility strategies. On the other hand, there was no
significant relationship between SDO and competition
strategies. Given the findings, it is fair to argue that SDO
is insufficient to explain social change.
In the last model in which all variables were analyzed together, the most effective variable in predicting
identity-related actions and goals was ethnic identification, while the second effective variable was outgroup
favoritism. In addition, explicit and implicit outgroup
favoritism were observed to be closely related and lead
to similar results. However, contrary to the assumption
of SJT, explicit outgroup favoritism was found to be
stronger in predicting the other variables compared to
the implicit measurement. This finding can be regarded
as an indication that, of the groups who have been living
together for many years, the disadvantaged group can
explicitly exhibit outgroup favoritism.
As a result, the current study indicates that the
main variables of the three major theories can contribute to understanding responses to disadvantaged identity
and actions and goals related to ethnic identity. While

SIT was the strong predictor of variables related to social change, SJT and SDT were the strong predictors of
variables related to intergroup cohesion. The fact that
each of the theories discussed in our study stands out in
explaining different strategies points out the importance
of handling these theories together.
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