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Chapter 1 Motivated newcomer self-concept changes

In times of accelerated change, mobility and flé&ibare required in the adaptation
to an ever-changing world. As a consequence, pedf#a choose or find themselves forced
to enter new groups. In Germany, 19% of the pebple a migration background, around
385 500 students started a major at universitydBA Statistisches Bundesamt, 2006), and 15
% of the working population in Germany above 18enakanged working place within 2005
to 2006 (Sozio-6konomisches Panel, 2006), for negaMigration means being a newcomer
in a society and culture, change of working placé&&coming a freshman makes people be
newcomers in teams or colleges. These examplestrdte that people recurrently in life
become members in new groups that are centraktolibing.

Entering a new group challenges the newcomer teptataa new situation. The
entrance into a new group might question behavianatines and results in the adaptation to
the new group’s behavioral patterns (Berry, 1997ré&fand & Levine, 1982). Besides
behavioral changes, | argue that the self-conctyatt is the way newcomers perceive
themselvesjs affected by the new group membership. Tradailgn the self-concept is
conceptualized as the individual's view of relalyvstable characteristic in oneself (e.qg.,
Snygg & Combs, 1949). Since group memberships totestan important part of the self-
concept (Tajfel & Turner, 1986), new group membgsishouldchangethe self-concept as
groups become included into the self-concept. Hawneresearch has not demonstrated the
inclusion of a new group into the self-concept, Jidterefore, the present dissertation seeks to
demonstrate that the self-concept adapts to thegneuwp by including the group into the self-
concept. Thus, instead of investigating effecta édng-term social identity in a static state,
the current research investigates the dynamic atlaptof social identities to the social
environment.

A large body of literature theorizes that the isahin of groups into the self-concept
protects the individual from risks for long-termypkological functioning (e.g., Brewer,
1991; Hogg & Abrams, 1993), affects personal armligfbased behavior (e.g., Deaux, 1996;
Smith, Seger, & Mackie, 2007; Tajfel & Turner, 198&nd increases psychological and
socio-cultural adaptation (e.g., in the contextrofration, Berry, Phinney, Sam, & Vedder,
2006; Phinney, Horenczyk, Liebkind, & Vedder, 2Q0HEence, it is important to identify
circumstances that facilitate or detain the sud¢akslusion of a group into the self-concept
of newcomers. The current research is the firsipgply a self-regulation perspective on the

inclusion of a new group into the self-concept byeistigating the impact of approach and
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avoidance strategies on self-concept changes.ihgdm, the newcomer is seen as an active
protagonist in his or her self-concept adaptatothé new group.

The purpose of the current research is thus tostigegte self-concept changes induced
by new group memberships, and the active role ibatcomers have in this process by the
adoption of regulatory strategies.

The present chapter includes two main parts. Infiteepart,being a newcomer — a
summary of researc¢lan overview of research on newcomers and thesih of groups into
the self-concept is given. In the second padtivated newcomers — the deficits in current
research it is argued that a self-regulatory perspectimetibutes to the knowledge about the

process of the inclusion of the new group intogek-concept.

Being a newcomer — a summary of research

As newcomer and group start to interact, therevidemce that newcomers induce
changes in groups. Newcomers bring new knowledgggurces, and perspectives into the
group. Hence, newcomers have the means to cordrtouthe group’s diversity. On the one
hand, this might stimulate the group’s divergeiking and thus improve group innovation
and performance (Ancona & Caldwell, 1992; De Dreu\&st, 2001; Nemeth, 1986), and
decrease risk of group think (Janis, 1971; Ess#98)L On the other hand, there is evidence
that these potentials are often not realized (vamppenberg, De Dreu, & Homan, 2004;
Williams & O’Reilly, 1998). The proneness to newaaminfluence depends on the prior
situation of the group, as it increases when growpines were both forced and unsuccessful
(Choi & Levine, 2004) or with increasing need obgp members (Cini, Moreland, & Levine,
1993). Moreover, the potential benefits of newcamaight come at the cost of disturbance
of familiarity and the sense of a common identitythe group. Gruenfeld, Mannix, Williams,
and Neale (1996) argue that newcomers induce lossesterpersonal knowledge and
interpersonal attraction in familiar groups. Thegntbnstrated that familiarity in groups
improves conflict resolution, which is necessaryperformances that require transfer of
unshared knowledge. Kane, Argote, and Levine (2@@sonstrated that transfer of useful
knowledge between newcomer and group is successiiyl if there is a superordinate
identity. Hence, the potential for increased pemiance was not realized when newcomers
were not perceived part of the common group. Howexmewcomers do not necessarily
jeopardize the feeling of a common identity: whepemmness to change and criticism is

normative in the group (Postmes, Spears, & Ciha2@d1), and newcomers’ differences are



Motivated newcomer self-concept changes 10

clearly evident and congruent with the expectatithgn newcomer induced diversity is
beneficial for the group’s performance (Rink & HEfers, in press).

In sum, the newcomer has the potential to inducefi@al and disturbing changes in
groups: the benefits of diversity come at the adstiosing familiarity and the feeling of a
common social identity. The group’s perception tiha newcomer is a normative part of the
group is particularly important in order to realitee potential benefits of the newcomer
induced diversity.

The model of socialization (Moreland & Levine, 198argues that not only
newcomers induce changes in groups, but group ewdamer induce changes in each other
in different phases of time. The phase between aomec entry and acceptance as a full
member is when the newcomer changes the group rfemodation), but also the group
changes the newcomer (assimilation). Newcomerstddmwledge, skills, and motivation to
behave prototypically, in order to become more lsintd the group and fulfill their role in the
group adequately (Moreland & Levine, 1982). Besittesse behavioral changes, familiarity
with the group changes the newcomers’ perceptiorthef group, as at first, perceived
homogeneity increases (Oakes, Haslam, Morrison &&r1995), but then the perception of
the group becomes more differentiated by the titnaville, Fischer & Salovey, 1989;
Moreland, 1985). Thus, newcomer behavior and péepof the group change as a
consequence of membership. However, research hiagetoinvestigated how the way
newcomers perceivihemselvess influenced by their new group membership. Umnlikese
studies that focused on newcomer changes in behawid perception of the group, the
current research focuses on self-concept changesewcomers induced by new group
memberships. | suggest that newcomers begin teperthemselves as member of the group
when they enter it. Perceiving oneself as part gfcaup is, according to social identity theory
(Tajfel & Turner, 1986), an important part of trefsconcept.

The group as a part of the self-concept

The self-concept is one’s theory about oneself\{Br,al998), that contains a personal
identity, a relational identity, and a social idgntSocial identities are defined as “the part of
the individual's self-concept which derives frons lknowledge of his membership of a social
group (or groups) together with the value and eomadi significance attached to that
membership” (Tajfel, 1981, p.255). One of the aearonceptualizations of the nature of

social identities was put forward in the conneasbmodel of Smith (2002). In this model,
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both the representation of the self and the reptaen of the group are seen as networks of
knowledge that can be interlinked. The inclusion afgroup in the self-concept is
conceptualized as a strong association between thesmental representations, also called a
mental overlappbetween self and group. If there is such an aaBonj the representations of
self and group activate each other automatically.

Social identification is the most common indicadbthe strength of the inclusion of a
group into the self-concept. When members are iiikshtwith a group, they act, feel, and
self-categorize on behalf of the group membershggfél & Turner, 1986). A less studied
dimension of the inclusion of a group into the wehcept is disidentification. Note that
disidentification is not the opposite of social ndécation, which would be non-
identification, when the group is irrelevant to gedf-concept. When members disidentify, the
group remains relevant to the self-concept, but be¥mact, feel, and self-categoregainst
the group (Elsbach & Bhattacharya, 2001; KreineAghforth, 2004; Verkuyten & Yildiz,
2007).

So far, the development of social identificatiors maceived little attention in social
psychological research (for an exception see Eemeap2004). Social identities have thus
been treated as a static, rather than a flexildedgnamic aspect of the self-concept. The self-
expansion model (for a summary, see Aron et alD420however, argues that individuals
seek to expand, thus change their self-conceptdardo increase their access to resources,
perspectives, and identities. Therefore, close retlae included into the self-concept.
Consequences for the relational identity have lksmonstrated: Aron and colleagues found
that individual persons, such as marital partnars, a part of self-concept (Aron, Aron,
Tudor, & Nelsen, 1991). For the social identity,hias likewise been demonstrated that
ingroups are a part of the self-concept (Smith &iye1996). Thus, the inclusion of thew
group into the self-concept should not only be possiblg, newcomers should be motivated
to include the new group into their self-conceptided, there is evidence that individuals are
prone to act on behalf of new social categoriegnei¥ these categories are without prior
history, and allocation to these categories is hereincidental (Tajfel, Billig, Bundy, &
Flament, 1971).

As newcomers enter a new group, the membershigda®a new social category to
base the self-definition upon. However, it has yeitbeen demonstrated tteasocial identity

develops for a new group. Research has demonstifaednsequencef the inclusion, but
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there is no direct evidence that the self-conceptetgoeschangeswhen a group gains
ingroup-status.

New groups are nothing else but outgroups (as &ngembership is not established)
that become ingroups because of the change in mehpestatus. For outgroups, it has been
demonstrated that friendship to an outgroup mertdzats to the inclusion of the outgroup-
friend into the self-concept (McLaughlin-Volpe, 20Ccited in Aron et al.,, 2004), which
indirectly includes the friend’s group into thefsebncept (Wright, Aron, McLaughlin-Volpe,

& Ropp, 1997). Thus, these findings imply that ewemgroups can become part of the self-
concept, but the inclusion of an outgroup into #ef-concept is still directly to be
demonstrated. Therefore, the first aim of the amirresearch is to demonstrate that outgroups
can be included into the self-concept and thus aqirate or gain the status of an ingroup
when newcomers enter the group. This issue willaddressed in the first part of this
dissertation, entitledhe impact of exchange programs on the inclusiath@hostgroup into
the self-concept

In what follows, an overview about the processha inclusion of a group into the

self-concept and its influencing factors will been.

The process of inclusion

As outlined above, in the connectionist model (8mR002) social identities are
conceptualized as strong associations between émainrepresentations of self and group.
Moreover, theprocessof the inclusion of a group into the self-concéptspecified. The
association of the mental representations of setf group is the result of a repeated
simultaneous activation of these representatiorenckl, when the self and a group are
activated together in memory, the association betwtbe mental representations strengthens
and the long-term inclusion of a group into thd-sehcept establishes.

| argue that new group memberships boost the sametius activation of the mental
representations of the self and the group and teeefore likely to induce the association
between self and group in memory that represemsirtblusion of a group into the self-
concept. In the following, factors that influente tsimultaneous activation of self and group
will be discussed. Afterwards, factors that cordail the association, once a simultaneous

activation takes place, are introduced.
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Factors influencing the inclusion

Factors influencing the frequency of simultaneous a ctivation
Self-prototypicality

Self-prototypicality is defined as perceived simtla to ingroup norms and
characteristics, and perceived dissimilarity to akiégroup (Turner, Hogg, Oakes, Reicher, &
Wetherell, 1987). Self-prototypicality has, besidesng a part (Turner et al., 1987) and
consequence (Spears, Doosje, & Ellemers, 1997)@élsidentification, also been suggested
to be a predictor of social identification (Kashinkashima, & Hardie, 2000; Spears, 2001).
Indeed, Eisenbeiss (2004) demonstrated that selbfypicality facilitates social
identification in novel groups, but the effect deages and disappears with the time of group
membership. Taken together, this implies that ebefore group membership, a certain
amount of overlap between self and group pre-ex@&f-prototypicality prepares the long-
term inclusion of the group into the self-conceptl dosters the decision to enter the group
(Amiot, Sablonniére, Terry, & Smith, 2007).

Simultaneous salience
When individuals become members in a group, thentijyaof contact between

newcomer and group is likely to increase. Duringoemters with the group, the self and the
group are salient simultaneously, which strengthteesassociation between the self and the
group. Moreover, even apart from encounters wighgitoup, group membership increases the
time that the group and the self are salient atsdme time. When individuals become
members of a group, they are concerned with the@ptation to the new group (Kramer,
1998; Moreland, 1985). This uncertainty of the aiton renders the group strongly activated
in memory (i.e., newcomers might increasingly thorktalk about the new group). At the
same time, being a newcomer increases self-corswss (Kramer, 1998). As both self and
group are heightened in salience in the first phaSegroup membership, both mental
representations are activated frequently, whicheiases the likelihood that they are activated
simultaneously. Thus, the simultaneous saliencenguand outside the encounters with the

group is a process through which the group is ohetuinto the self-concept.

Factors contributing to a consolidation during cont act
There is research that has shown that a new gomae, the newcomer has entered and
gotten in contact with it, can be included into gedf-concept. Mere categorization into a
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social group, that is, mere entrance even befontacb takes place, induces behavior on the
basis of the social category (Tajfel et al., 19 HQwever, it is unlikely that these categories
become self-defining over a longer period of timéhaut repeated salience of the
categorization. Research that addresses the lomgiteclusion of the group into the self-
concept assumes that there has to be some kinohtdat between newcomer and group for
the development of a social identification and stigates factors that facilitate and detain the
inclusion of the group into the self-concept durergounters with the group. In other words,
once the self and the group are activated simudtasig during and through contact, there are
catalysts of the establishing association betwbkenrtental representations of self and group.
High quality contact, behavioral contact strategmmtextual, and structural factors during
the contact experiences have been suggested ta tiféeinclusion of the group into the self-

concept.

High quality contact

As newcomers enter the group, high quality contactonsidered to foster social
identification. In small groups, interpersonal @ttion between members is important in the
early formation of groups (Tuckman, 1965). Likewiggon and colleagues (Aron et al.,
2004) argue that closeness to others is the kegrfat the inclusion of others into the self-
concept. Thus, the relational self is most stroragfected by others with whom individuals
have high quality contact. But there is evidenc #ven the social self is affected by high
quality contact (Ashforth & Mael, 1989), thougheantersonal contact and attraction are not a
necessary prerequisite of social identification gglo& Turner, 1985; Tajfel et al., 1971;
Tajfel & Turner, 1986). In the formation of novetogps, interpersonal attraction at the
beginning of group existence predicts long-termiaddentification with the group, though
the impact disappears with longer duration of ttaug (Eisenbeiss, 2004). In standing group
members, interpersonal attraction is related tddrigcollective self-esteem (Bettencourt,
Charlton, Eubanks, Kernahan, & Fuller, 1999; SheldoBettencourt, 2002), whereas the
presence of negative interpersonal relations impesteial identification with the group
(Reade, 2001).

Acculturation strategies
In the context of migration, migrants are newconierhe receiving societies (i.e., the

new group). Acculturation theory (Berry, 1997) amss that migrants can form a social
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identification with the receiving society. As migta experience that their behavioral
repertoire is not appropriate in the new conteheytundergo psychological changes to adapt
to the receiving culture. The psychological chandepend on certain strategies that are
worked out in daily contact experiences with thevrgroup. These strategies are based on
two dimensions: (a) cultural maintenance and (Imtact and participation with the receiving
culture. Resulting from these dimensions, four Hocation strategies can be derived:
Integrationis defined as high cultural maintenance combinghl strong interaction with the
receiving societyassimilationis defined as low interest in cultural maintenabcg high
contact with the receiving societyeparationis strong cultural maintenance without contact
to the receiving society, whereagrginalizationis neither interest in cultural maintenance,
nor contact to the receiving society. As socialnidfieation is considered a part of
acculturation, the acculturation strategies affeetself-concept. Social identification with the
primary culture and the receiving culture can vamy strength, thus, along with the
acculturation strategies, four identity clusterscuwc integrated (bicultural) identity,
assimilated identity, separated identity, and mmaigzed identity (Phinney et al., 2001). An
integrated or assimilated identity comprises theusion of the new group into the self-
concept.

Several factors have been proposed to moderatehtiiee of acculturation strategies
and, as a consequence, affect the inclusion ofrtwgp into the self-concept. Of demographic
factors, younger age (Berry, 1997; Phinney, 1980Y being female (Itzigsohn & Giorguli-
Saucedo, 2005) have been suggested to foster fidetidin with the receiving society.
Moreover, personal factors have been suggestefileitt atrategy adoption: extraversion was
positively related to the contact and participatidimension (Ward & Kennedy, 1992),
cultural pride and self-prototypicality predictedpsaration and were negatively related to
assimilation (Piontkowski, Florack, Hoelker, & Ohélkek, 2000). As contextual factors,
cultural distance between home and receiving celltvas demonstrated to be positively
related to the primary culture maintenance dimeansidhereas length of residence predicted
the contact and participation dimension (Ward & HKedy, 1992). Low perceived
permeability of the receiving culture predicted feeding on self-prototypicality) either
separation or marginalization in migrants (Piontkkinet al., 2000). Likewise, the interactive
acculturation model (Bourhis, Moise, Perreault, &8cal, 1997) suggests that the choice of
acculturation strategy depends on the social afitigab norms of the receiving society, as

they provide or restrict possibilities to exert tawt and participation.
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Taken together, acculturation research demonstréibes newcomers’ contact
strategies to old and new groups impact the inctusif the group into the self-concept. The

choice of strategy is affected by demographic, geakty, and contextual factors.

Contextual and structural factors

Besides choice of strategy in acculturation, canigxand structural factors have been
suggested to impact directly on the inclusion afraup into the self-concept. Amiot and
colleagues (2007) argue that feelings of persdwaht or threat to prior identities, as well as
status and power asymmetries in superordinate @agsgnhibit the inclusion of a new group
into the self-concept. Coping and adaptation, bdefgned as behavioral and cognitive efforts
to meet situational demands, facilitate the incdnsf the group (Amiot, Terry, Jimmieson, &
Callan, 2006; Amiot, Blanchard, & Gaudreau, 20Q7ewise, social support by significant
others (e.g., family members) can, besides inangaping resources, help resolving identity
conflicts and thus strengthen social identificatiith a new group (Umana-Taylor & Fine,
2004).

Summary

In sum, before newcomers get into contact with ¢gneup, perceived similarity
prepares the inclusion of a group into the selfeeph. Upon entrance, the simultaneous
salience of self and group leads to the inclusibhe group into the self-concept. Once
newcomers are in contact with the new group, thalityuof the contact to the group,
acculturation (i.e., behavioral) strategies, peafion factors (as predictors of acculturation
strategies), and structural as well as context@bfs affect the inclusion of a group into the
self-concept.

Taken together, research that has considered th@ndg characteristics of the self-
concept has investigated factors that lie eitheiside the newcomer, or are stable and
inflexible characteristics in newcomers. Thus, tieevcomer has been treated like a passive
object, whose self-concept is, on the basis ofonhiber disposition, exposed to the outside
world. So far, research on the self-concept devety that new groups bear the potential to
induce, has not taken motivation into accoumn the current research, the newcomer is

considered to be a motivated, self-regulated portet) of the situation.

! The self-expansion model (Aron et al., 2004) ig&eeption for the relational self, as it discussesmotives
to include others into the self-concept.
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Motivated newcomers — deficits in current research

Need-based models of social identification

Research that has taken motivation in the develapwoiesocial identities into account
has been concerned witleedsandmotivesthat drive individuals to form social identitids.
other words, the contents of motivation have béenfocus of this reasoning. As outcome
criteria, both social identification and prejudagainst outgroups have been investigated.

According to social identity theory (Tajfel & Tumel986), individuals have a
fundamental desire to achieve and maintain a pesgbcial identity. Individuals identify
with a group and discriminate against outgroupsrater to derive positive self-esteem from
the membership in intergroup comparisons. Howeegearpirical support for this so-called
self-esteem hypothesgis its original form was weak. Rubin and Hewst¢h898) argue that
the ambivalent support is due to different operatizations of self-esteem and propose that
a measurement of specific, social and state formself-esteem would provide stronger
support for the self-esteem hypothesis.

Optimal distinctiveness theory (Brewer, 1991) swggethat individuals seek
identification with groups in order to fulfill th@eeds for inclusion and differentiation
simultaneously. The strength of identification dege on the extent to which a certain group
satisfies both needs at the same time. In empiguadies, the salience of the need for
inclusion and differentiation were usually manipgathand the evaluation of a social category
was measured. Results confirmed that individualeha stronger preference, value and
accessibility of inclusive groups (e.g., majorifiegge groups), when their need for inclusion
is salient, whereas individuals show a relativahprsger preference, value and accessibility
for distinctive groups (e.g., minorities, low statgroups), when their need for differentiation
is salient (Brewer, Manzi, & Shaw, 1993; Brewer &cket, 1999; Picket, Bonner, &
Coleman, 2002).

Hogg and Abrams (1993) argue that a fundamentad rtee reduce subjective
uncertainty motivates people to seek agreement twike considered to belong to the same
social category. As uncertainty reduction can obéy realized by group belongingness,
individuals seek social identification with socaategories. Empirical research in which self-
uncertainty, task, or situational uncertainty wasnipulated demonstrated that high
uncertainty made individuals identify stronger witoups high in entitivity, homogeneity, or

extremity (Hogg, Sherman, Dierselhuis, Maitner, &ffitt, 2007; Jetten, Hogg, & Mullin,



Motivated newcomer self-concept changes 18

2000; Mullin & Hogg, 2000; Hogg, 2007). Thus, urtearty indeed motivated individuals to
identify with social categories.

Besides these so-called “hot” reasons for sociahtification, cognitive economy
motives were put forward as “cold” sources for thevelopment of social identification
(Stangor & Thompson, 2002). Cognitive economy m®dmiopose that groups provide a
categorization that helps to simplify social realitndividuals with heightened cognitive
economy motives are prone to use simplified andrattsnotions of the world. Therefore,
they particularly value their groups and identifithathem. It was indeed demonstrated that
stronger need for structure leads to a strongerofisgereotypes in ambiguous situations
(Neuberg & Newsome, 1993). Similarly, increaseddniee closure leads to stronger in-group
favoritism and outgroup-derogation, stronger likingd perceived similarity to ingroup-
members and less liking of outgroup members (Skahglanski, & Thompson, 1998;
Webster, Kruglanski, & Pattison, 1997). Stangor @ahdmpson (2002) comprised a measure
of the need for cognitive economy out of severtdldshed measures (e.g., need for closure,
need for structure, and need for cognition). Neeabgnitive economy was indeed predictive
for ingroup favoritism and outgroup categorization.

All these models have in common that social ideraifon protects the individual
from undesirable states (e.g., threatened selesste uncertainty). Indeed, there is evidence
that social identification with minorities contrites to well-being (Branscombe, Schmitt, &
Harvey, 1999; Haslam, Jetten, Postmes, & Haslar@9;20etten, Branscombe, Schmitt, &
Spears, 2001; Schmitt, Spears, & Branscombe, 2@33)t increases the perceived coping
options (Outten, Schmitt, Garcia, & Branscombe, 900

Representatives of the functional perspective ofedadentification (e.g. Deaux, Reid,
Mizrahi & Cotting, 1999; Ahapour & Brown, 2002; Rita, 2008) point out that it is unlikely
that social identification serves one function oriyfferent functions for different sorts of
groups (e.g. self-understanding, cohesion or natemd emotional interdependence) are
suggested.

Taken together, individuals are motivated by vasioeeds to become members in
social groups. However, the need-based models lcavi@in shortcomings. Firstly, as
outlined above, they partly received inconsistempieical support. Secondly, some of the
empirical research has focused on short-term shiftsocial identification, thus reflecting
salience of the social identity rather than of khegn inclusion of groups into the self-

concept. Thirdly, the models fail to specify corahis that cause individuals to try to fulfill
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their needs in specific ways and with a specifigrde of persistence. In other words, they
cannotpredict the specific occurrence of social identificatiamdasocial discrimination. To
give an example, the different needs may eliciiadatiscrimination, but need-based models
cannot explain why and under which circumstancegabdiscrimination takes the form of a
stronger allocation of positive resources to thgronp, or a stronger allocation of negative
resources to the outgroup (the so-capeditive-negative asymmetrgassenberg, Kessler, &
Mummendey, 2003). In other words, need-based appesa can explain that group
membership affects behavior, but not its spectitn. Likewise, need-based approaches can
explain why individuals identify with social groupkisenbeiss (2004) adopted the need-
based approach in the dynamic self-concept devedtapiaind demonstrated that uncertainty
predicted social identification of newcomers witheit groups. However, need-based
approaches cannot predict in which forms the ndemtsmake people seek the inclusion of a
group into their self-concept are fulfilled. Thdfsmncept can include positive and negative
relations to different groups in form of social mdiéication or disidentification (e.g., ingroup
identification vs. outgroup disidentification). Aqaliction of these differences requires more
process-oriented approaches of motivation that igpercumstances leading to specific
outcomes in the inclusion of a group into the selficept.

Therefore, the current research applies a selflaémy perspective on the inclusion of
a new group into the self-concept. Self-regulatapproaches assume that individuals differ
in their ways to pursue desired end-states (icalsy and standards. As a consequence, goal-
related events elicit specific emotional and bebtwaliresponses. Thus, self-regulation deals
with the processes, rather than the contents oifvatain. Independently from the reasons for
identification, individuals differ in their strategg to achieve full group membership status
and, as a consequence, include the group intodlfieancept. | propose that these different
strategies contribute to variance in the dynamianges in self-concepts induced by new
group memberships. More specifically, | argue tlegulatory strategies affect the form and

strength of the inclusion of a group into the salficept.

A self-regulatory perspective on social identification

Recently, research has begun adopting self-regulapproaches to the social self.
Self-regulation “comprise the volitional and cogret processes individuals apply to reach a
(subjectively) positive state” (Sassenberg & WoI2008, p. 127). Instead of focusing on the

contents of motivation, self-regulation address$esprocessindividuals use to pursue their
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goals, including the formation of goals, the bebaw pursue these goals, and the monitoring
of progress in goal pursuit (Forster & Denzler, @00The application of self-regulatory
theories shed light onto the positive-negative asgtny of social discrimination, for
instance. Sassenberg and colleagues (2003) demteasthat when the social self is in a
promotion focus, discrimination occurs during thstribution of positive resources, whereas
in a prevention focus, discrimination occurs durthg distribution of negative resources.
Since self-regulation approaches have been apgidgte social self, it has been demonstrated
that the individual self is regulated in relatiom gocial groups (e.g., Forster, Higgins, &
Strack, 2000; Keller & Bless, 2008; Sassenberg, Kdastz, Jacoby, & Hansen, 2007), the
social self regulates similarly to the individualfs(e.g., Bizman, Yinon, & Krotman, 2001;
Sassenberg & Hansen, 2007; Sassenberg et al.,,22@8)that group appraisals influence
individual self-regulation processes (e.g., Faddedicheepers, & Ellemers, 2008; Levine,
Higgins, & Choi, 2000; Oyserman, Uskul, Yoder, Nes& Williams, 2007; Seibt & Forster,
2004; Trawalter & Richardson, 2006).

In the current dissertation, | apply a self-regolatapproach to the achievement of a
social identification. In doing so, | turn to tpeocessof the development of a social identity
that newcomers pursue when they enter new groupss, The present research examines the
interface between individual self-regulation and ttynamic perspective on social identities:
it investigates how newcomers uséividual self-regulation strategies in the development of
their social self.

There are several theoretical suggestions forreglitatory strategies that can be
adopted in goal-pursuit. In the context of achiegatymasteryandperformance goalfave
been distinguished (Dweck, 1986), as well aggproach and avoidance strategiegElliot,
1999). Higgins’ (1987) self-discrepancy theory cluderizes the specific effects of
discrepancies between tlaetual selfand theideal selfor theought self regulatory focus
theory (Higgins, 1997) introducepromotion and prevention focusas different regulatory
strategies, and Kruglanski and colleagues (2008)indiuished betweetocomotion and
assessmenin goal-pursuit. In empirical research about ratuly strategies in the social
context, regulatory focus theory, followed by sdiderepancy theory has dominated the field.

To the best of my knowledge, none of the other eptechas been applied to the social
domain, let alone to the social self. Only recenthe distinction between approach and

avoidance has been applied to the domain of inteopal relations. It was demonstrated that
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approach and avoidance strategigsthe pursuit of interpersonal relationships etffng-
term relationships (Elliot, Gable, & Mapes, 200G@b&, 2006; Gable & Strachman, 2008).
Relationships to others are included into the seffeept (Aron et al., 2004), thus approach
and avoidance strategies affect changes imdlaional identity. As reasoned above, | argue
that new groups are included into the self-concé&perefore, | propose that approach and
avoidance strategies likewise affect changes irstiogal identity. | suggest that newcomers
adopt approach and avoidance strategies in theuipwt new group memberships. Like
interpersonal strategies affect interpersonal ielahips, | propose that approach and
avoidance strategies affect the relation to the gewp that is reflected in the self-concept.
Thus, approach and avoidance strategies are segdesinfluence the inclusion of the group
into the self-concept.

The following section gives an overview of reseasohapproach and avoidance in the
interpersonal domain, and aims for the currentanesewill be derived.

Approach and avoidance in the social domain

The distinction between approach and avoidanceldras been established in the
achievement domain. “Approach motivation may bardef as the energization of behavior
by, or the direction of behavior toward, positivemsli (objects, events, possibilities),
whereas avoidance motivation may be defined asette¥gization of behavior by, or the
direction of behavior away from, negative stimubbjects, events, possibilities)” (Elliot,
2006, p. 112). Thus, approach and avoidance apewsfon events that differ in valence:
approach motivation directs behavior towards pesigvents, whereas avoidance motivation
directs behavior away from negative events (EII899). The adoption of approach and
avoidance motivation in achievement has been detmaded to affect achievement outcomes
(e.g., Elliot & Church, 1997; Elliot & Harackiewic2996; van Yperen, 2003, 2006).

Recently, the distinction between approach anddamme has been applied to the
social domain. Gable and Strachman (2008) arguefifraoach and avoidance motivation are
fundamental, functionally independent dimensionghm social domain that affect cognition,
emotion and behavior in social and relational cxtsteln their hierarchical model, Gable and
Strachman propose that approach and avoidance esopvedict the application of the

respective strategies. Individuals with interpeedoapproach strategies try to enhance

2 Though Gable and her colleagues name the consiuizl approach and avoidargals, their instruments
rather measure on the level of getxhtegiesapplied to reach a goal (i.e., have a good relakigm). | therefore
refer to approach and avoidance strategies.
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bonding and intimacy in their relationships, andttr share fun and meaningful experiences,
for instance. Individuals with avoidance strategiem the other hand, try to avoid
disagreement and conflict within relationships, amake sure nothing bad happens to their
close relationships, for instance (Elliot et aDP8). Approach and avoidance strategies affect
specific relationship outcomes: Approach strategiesrelated to outcomes that are defined
by the presence or absence of rewarding social holdoidance strategies are related to
outcomes defined by the presence or absence oflpngi social bonds. The impact of
approach and avoidance motives and strategieslatioreship outcomes is suggested to be
mediated by specific processes. The resultingioglsiiip outcomes, in turn, affect long-term
relationship quality and well-being.

Empirical findings support the model. Gable (2006hducted three studies, two of
them longitudinal, in order to test the effect ppeoach and avoidance motives and strategies
on the quality of social bonds. Participants werngversity students whose interpersonal
approach and avoidance motives and strategies meesured. Six to eight weeks later,
students filled in measures about their interpeakoalationships. The influence of social
motives on strategy adoption was only supportedafijoroach motivation: approach motives
predicted approach strategies, but avoidance nwftie@ not predict avoidance strategies.
However, the impact of interpersonal strategiesspacific outcomes was demonstrated:
Approach strategies were predictive for higher treteship satisfaction, more positive
relationship attitudes and less loneliness a fewkweafter. Avoidance strategies predicted
more loneliness, stronger negative social attituded stronger relationship insecurity. These
effects were also found when the effects of apgr@a avoidance motives were controlled
for.

Elliot and colleagues (2006) tested the model ia dontext of friendships and
investigated the long-term effects of approach amdidance motivation on friendship
outcomes and well-being. In two studies (crossiseal and longitudinal), they asked student
samples to indicate their friendship approach amldance strategies and their friendship
outcomes and well-being (in the longitudinal stutlyee months later). In these studies,
results supported the model in that approach netedicted the adoption of approach
strategies, and avoidance motives predicted theptemho of avoidance strategies.
Furthermore, the results replicated the effectamdroach and avoidance strategies on the
specific relationship outcomes. More importantife tfindings demonstrated that the

strategies directly affected well-being: approatategies led to higher levels of subjective
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well-being, whereas avoidance strategies predictece physical symptoms in students three
month later.

Taken together, approach and avoidance strategieshe pursuit to establish
interpersonal relations affect relationship outcenmand long-term well-being. As both
interpersonal relationships and social groups becpart of the self-concept, the present
research applies approach and avoidance strategiee domain of new group memberships.
| argue that approach and avoidance strategiesibkeaffect the inclusion of a group into the
self-concept and long-term well-being. As outlin@dove, well-being is also affected by
social identification (e.g., Branscombe et al., 299%nd social identification and well-being
are both affected by behavioral contact strated@esry, 1997). The second aim of the current
research is the integration of the different firgdinconcerning strategy and membership
effects on well-being into a larger model. Reseandhe second empirical part of the current
research is entitled and investigafBse supporting and impeding effects of membership

approach and avoidance strategies on newcomerghmggical adaptation.

Sensitivity towards certain events

In her earlier papers, Gable (2006) suggests fhatach and avoidance motive and
strategy effects are mediated by different prosesapproach effects were proposed to be
mediated by a stronger exposure to positive everitsreas avoidance effects were proposed
to be mediated by a stronger reactivity towardsatieg events. In empirical studies (Gable,
2006), support for the predicted mediating processas ambivalent. Approach motives and
strategies indeed led to stronger exposure to ipesévents, and avoidance motives and
strategies to stronger impact of negative eventsvever, direct mediation tests were not
conducted (Elliot et al., 2006) or only confirmedr fapproach motives, but neither for
avoidance motives nor for approach or avoidancatesires (Gable, 2006). In their later
model, Gable and Strachman (2008) propose thabapprstrategies lead to sensitivity for
positive events, and avoidance strategies to s@hsiio negative events. More specifically,
they suggest that approach and avoidance affeentmih and memory of events of the
respective valence, interpretation of ambiguousiesyeéhe experience of specific emotions as
a consequence of goal pursuit, and judgment ofirtifortance of positive and negative
relationship events. In support of these assumgtiStrachman and Gable (2006) found that
avoidance strategies facilitated memory of negaéivents, a more negative evaluation of

others and a negatively biased interpretation diiguous social events.
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In sum, there is evidence in the interpersonal dortieat approach and avoidance lead
to a specific sensitivity towards positive and rniagaevents, but only approach strategies
contribute to the exposure to these events. Apglyhis to the context of newcomers, |
propose that approach and avoidance strategidgipursuit of membership in a new group
affect the sensitivity to positive and negativerggan goal pursuit (i.e., positive and negative
feedback concerning membership status). The thind af the current research is the
investigation of the impact of this specific sengly to positive and negative events on the
inclusion of the group into the self-concept. Tais will be addressed in the empirical parts
entitled Approach strategies and internal motivation faeti@ the inclusion of a new group
into the self-concepaind Does rejection lead to disidentification? The rad¢ internal

motivation and avoidance strategies.

The present research

Chapter 2, entitled The impact of exchange programs on the inclusion tfe
hostgroup into the self-concepeeks to demonstrate that new group membershipgend
changes in the newcomer’s self-concept, as newpgrbeaar the potential to expand the social
self. More specifically, this empirical part aimsdemonstrating that a former outgroup can
be included into the self-concept as newcomersr @éhte group. Two studies address this
issue in the intercultural context of exchange ge®articipants with exchange experience,
with interest in exchanges and without exchangeeeepce are compared in quasi-
experimental designs. By comparing these subsample®ffects of the actual contact to the
new group and interest in contact can be specifiedboth studies the subsamples are
compared on affective, behavioral and cognitive suess of the inclusion of a group into the
self-concept. This empirical chapter demonstratest the self-concept is dynamic and
flexible in its adaptation to new groups. Figurel 1displays the prediction tested in

chapter 2.

Inclusion of the
Contact to the group into the

new group self-concept

Figure 1.1: Proposed model tested in chapter 2.
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Chapter 3, entitled The supporting and impeding effects of membershippeoach
and avoidance strategies on newcomers’ psycholdgadaptation,adopts a self-regulation
perspective to the changes of the self-concept.alineof this empirical part is to investigate
the long-term impact of approach and avoidanceegfi@s in newcomers on the inclusion of
the new group into the self-concept and well-beinghis part of the dissertation, approach
and avoidance strategies, behavioral contact giemtend the inclusion of the group into the
self-concept are related to each other in a langzatel. Moreover, their effects on well-being
and achievement effort are investigated. In ordeaeach this aim, a longitudinal study with
Germans that came to study at a university in teéhé&rlands was conducted. Prior to the
start of the term, before group entrance, Germadgated their approach and avoidance
strategies. Three months later, acculturationegras, the inclusion of the group into the self-
concept, well-being and achievement effort were suesl. This empirical chapter
demonstrates the long-term effects of approachaanddance strategies and the importance
of self-concept changes for psychological functigniFigure 1.2 demonstrates the proposed

model in this empirical chapter.

Inclusion of the
group into the
self-concept

Regulatory Contact
strategies strategies

Psychological
functioning

Figure 1.2 Proposed model tested in chapter 3.

The following empirical parts aim at the investigation of sensitivity to certawvents
in newcomers, that approach and avoidance stratégiee been demonstrated to induce in
other contexts. More specifically, | address th@aot of approach and avoidance strategies
on the reaction to positive and negative groupldaell according membership status on the
inclusion of the group into the self-concept. Thtie findings from the former empirical
chapters are extended by taking thality of contact experiences with the new group into
account. Moreover, unlike the first empirical chapt in which newcomers were examined
who sought and chose to enter the group on their loghalf, the majority of the studies in
this part investigate newcomers in a more contiladletting that forced the choice of a group

upon newcomers. Therefore, it cannot be taken fantgd that newcomers are internally
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motivated to enter the group. In respect to thisrd is evidence that internal motivation in
goal-pursuit affects the reaction to negative fee#b(Brunstein & Gollwitzer, 1986; Fehr &
Sassenberg, in press). Hence the question arisethevhthe internal motivation to enter the
group affects the effects of approach and avoidat@tegies on the inclusion of the group
into the self-concept as a response to the grotgeslback. Therefore, in the last two
empirical chapters, besides contact quality,itbernal motivationto enter the group is added
to the investigation of self-concept changes. g3 displays the model tested in these

chapters.

Inclusion of the
» group into the
self-concept

Quiality of
contact

Regulatory Internal
strategies motivation

Figure 1.3: Proposed model tested in chapter 4 and chapter 5.

Two studies inchapter 4, entitled Approach strategies and internal motivation
facilitate the inclusion of a new group into the Ke&oncept focus on the development of
social identification, being a positive outcometemion of the inclusion of a group into the
self-concept. More specifically, the impact of gooieedback, depending on approach and
avoidance strategies, and internal motivation, len development of social identification is
investigated. In a scenario study, using existirgugs, and an experiment, using simulated
groups without prior history, the group’s feedbaisk manipulated and approach and
avoidance strategies as well as internal motivaiameasured. These studies demonstrate
the effects of strategy-induced sensitivity to @grievents on social identification.

Chapter 5, entitled Does rejection lead to disidentification? The rotd internal
motivation and avoidance strategieaddresses the negative potentials of contact thigh
new group. It investigates the impact of negatind positive group feedback, depending on
approach and avoidance strategies and internalvatioin on disidentification, being a

negative outcome criterion of the inclusion of greup into the self-concept. In two studies,
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one scenario study and one retrospective fieldystuith international exchange students the
group’s feedback was manipulated or measured, pptach and avoidance strategies as
well as internal motivation were measured. Likecirapter 4, the studies demonstrate the
sensitivity to specific contact experiences thgbtrapch and avoidance strategies induce in
newcomers. More generally, both chapter 4 and @ndptshow that by the adoption of
approach and avoidance strategies, newcomers logtetrio the way they are affected by
certain contact experiences with the new group.

Figure 1.4 summarizes the full proposed model wipasts are addressed in the four

empirical parts of this dissertation.

) Inclusion of the .
Quality of group into the Psychploglcal
contact self-concept functioning
Contact
strategies Internal
- motivation
Regulatory
strategies

Figure 1.4: Proposed model whose parts are tested in the ecapchapters.

Finally, in chapter six, the General Discussignthe empirical evidence from the
present research is summarized and strengths emthtions are discussed. Furthermore,
conclusions are drawn with respect to research @mcomers, social identity, and self-
regulation and practical implications are derived.

It should be noted that the empirical chaptersaaitten in a way that they can be read
independently of each other. Moreover, the studieie partly conducted simultaneously. As
a result, there is a certain overlap between tlraptens, and earlier chapters refer to later

chapters in their use of instruments.



Chapter 2 The impact of exchange programs on the

inclusion of the hostgroup into the self-concept

International exchange programs receive extensiygpa@t from governments and
non-profit organizations. To give an example, thedpean Union has supported 1.7 million
students’ stay abroad within the ERASMUS programartsty in 1987
(http://ec.europa.eu/education/programmes/Ilip/eussstatisti/tablel.pdf). The joint aim of
these programs is to increase mutual understantdetgieen the peoples of different
countries. Thereby, they should (a) reduce prequdamd (b) contribute to students’
personality and identity development (Deutscher dastag, 2006; Oesterheld & Pabhl,
2001/2006).

Research on intergroup contact suggests that egehprograms will most likely
fulfill the first goal, because intergroup contaetluces prejudice under almost any conditions
(Pettigrew & Tropp, 2006). The impact of exchangegpams on personality and identity is
much harder to predict, because there is hardly rasgarch addressing the impact of
extensive but temporary intergroup contact on petty. One of the few examples is the
work by Schmitt and colleagues (2003). They denrated that international students are
more likely to form a new social identity as an lexiege student the more they feel rejected
from the host society. Hence, exchange programsadéimpn the self-concept of their
participants, more precisely on their social idgnti

A social category that might be a more obvious watd for an impact on the self-
concept — if the stay abroad is less aversive thashostgroup (i.e., inhabitants of the host-
country). This has also been demonstrated by resear temporally unlimited contact (i.e.,
acculturation). Therefore, the current chapterstediether the hostgroup becomes part of the
self-concept during an exchange year.

Intergroup contact and the inclusion of the hostgroup
into the self-concept

At the first glance the idea that the hostgroupictviis actually an outgroup (another
nation), becomes part of the self-concept mightmseeld. During an exchange year the
minority status of the exchange student’s natioghiniraise the awareness of this group
membership (McGuire, McGuire, Child, & Fujioka, B)7This would imply that differences
between the national ingroup and the hostgroup méllperceived in an accentuated way
(Corneille, Klein, Lambert, & Judd, 2002; Tajfel\&ilkes, 1963).



The impact of exchange programs on the inclusicth@hostgroup into the self-concept 29

However, based on the self-expansion model’'s assomfhat people are motivated
to expand their self to increase their resourcesspgectives and identities (for a summary see
Aron et al., 2004), Wright and colleagues (199guarthat people might expand their selves
even to outgroups. Two processes might providewsth for the national identity of the
hostgroup into the self-concept. One is known fr@search on intergroup contact and the
other is based on the adoption of outgroup proto&yoehavior.

Intergroup contact: McLaughlin-Volpe (2004, cited in Aron et al., 2004
demonstrated that intergroup friendship does ndy amprove the attitude towards an
outgroup but leads just as any other friendshiphto inclusion of the friend into the self-
concept. In case of an intergroup friendship tihenti’'s group membership is also integrated
into the self-concept. Hence, higjuality contact to an outgroup member can lead to the
inclusion of the outgroup into the self-conceptcdiese it leads to a feeling of closeness,
which is the most important precondition for thelusion of others (Aron et al., 2004; Smith,
Coats, & Welling, 1999). This might also imply thhigh quantity contact to outgroup
members as given during an exchange year couldledsbto an inclusion of the outgroup
into the self-concept, as the extensive contadiaicdy provides the opportunity for high
guality contact (e.g., to make friends, as physaliatance is indeed a good predictor of
friendship; Back, Schmuckle, & Egloff, 2008).

Prototypical behavior:;The exchange students might get more and mordviesdran
the same activities as their co-students stemmiog fthe host-country (e.g., European
students starting to wear clothes with school symbhad playing American Football in the
US). When they recognize that their behavior becorsinilar to the behavior of the
hostgroup, they might finally categorize themselwves the same group (“If | act like one of
them | must be one of them”). In other words, tlpeyceive a normative fit (in sense of
Turner et al., 1987) between themselves and thigtoog or — to put it more cognitively —
they form an association between themselves anavimtthat is closely associated with the

hostgroup. Hence, the hostgroup becomes assoeiitethe self.

Acculturation and the inclusion of the hostgroup into the self-concept

Another body of literature addressing the inclusaina “hostgroup” (in this case
called majority group or majority) into the selfraxept is research on the acculturation of
migrants. In this research within developmental andal psychology it is taken for granted

that migrants can include the majority culture #meir ethnic identity into their self-concepts
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at the same time as part of an acculturation glyatalled integration (Berry et al., 2006;
Deaux, 2006; Phinney, 1990; Phinney et al., 200tguRuration research suggests that
understanding and accepting one’s own ethnic itle(ite., an achieved ethnic identity in the
sense of Phinney, 1990) would lead to more openfagsthe majority culture and other
groups in general (e.g., Phinney, Jacoby, & SiR@0)7). Moreover, the involvement with
both the ethnic culture and the majority culturade to higher levels of well-being (e.qg.,
Zagefka & Brown, 2002). In other words, it has betmonstrated that picking up the
majority culture is beneficial for migrants. Unfoniately, “compared to ethnic identity, there
has been far less attention paid to conceptualiaimg) studying immigrants’ identification
with the new society” (Phinney et al., 2001, p. ¥97

Acculturation research has assessed the relatiomigfants to the hostgroup or
majority culture with self-report measures suchnamterviews (Phinney & Devich-Navarro,
1997), evaluations of the hostgroup (Phinney et28107) and of elements of the majority
culture (Berry et al., 2006), as well as intenti®asadopt the majority culture (Zagefka &
Brown, 2002). The inclusion of the majority groupta the self-concept was only rarely
assessed in terms of social identification (foeaoeption, see Verkuyten & Yildiz, 2007) and
there is to the best of my knowledge only one stagiessing this construct implicitly: Devos
(2006) demonstrated that Asian and Mexican Amesdaave a link just as strong to their
Ethnicity as to the American culture. Unfortunajddevos used the Implicit Association Test
which has received some criticism concerning itscept validity (Blanton & Jaccard, 2006;
Rothermund & Wentura, 2004). Nonetheless, acculamaresearch provided converging
evidence that migrants integrate the majority geltmto their self-concept. This conclusion
seems justified, even though the applied measumrs wot always ideally suited for this
purpose (which was admittedly also not the pringogl of these studies).

On the one hand, this conclusion suggests thataagehstudents might also integrate
the hostgroup (i.e., the majority group and cultuméo their self-concept as an outcome of an
exchange year. On the other hand, there are stibst@ifferences between migration and an
exchange yeafirst, migration research mostly focuses on low stataesigs within a (high
status) majority culture, whereas exchange studemastly come from countries of equal
status and enjoy such a status also among memb#re bostgroupSecond investigations
about migrants mostly target individuals and grotlad plan to stay in the host country for a
long time if not for the rest of their lives, whaseexchange students’ stay is clearly limited.

Third, exchange students are often even sent off assepiatives of their own country and
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therefore it is not their primary intention to bew® part of the host countryourth,
migration research addresses the migrants whenatteegtill in the host country and at times
even in the language of the host country (whichddga positive evaluations of the hostgroup;
Barreto, Spears, Ellemers, & Shahinper, 2003) oltrast, theoutcomef an exchange year
are evaluated after the year is completed andttlteests returned to their home country to a
situation that no longer requires identity charfgéth, exchange students are not in need to
take part in a program, whereas a substantial ptiopoof migrants need to go to another
country.Finally, the duration of an exchange year is much shdrger the time most studied
migrants spend in the host country. In many caaesulturation research studies second
generation migrants (e.g., Deaux, 2006). All thiastors contribute to the fact that exchange
students are in a different situation than migrawtsich definitely affects their motivation to
integrate the hostgroup into the self-concept. Duethe differences between exchange
students and migrants, an empirical test of thdiptien that exchange students integrate the

hostgroup into their self-concept is required.

Overview

Based on contact research as well as on the aratidiu literature, | predict that
participants of exchange programs integrate théghmsp into their self-concept during their
stay abroad and thereby form a new social idenfibhe most important indicators for the
inclusion of a group into the self-concept are abddentification (Tajfel, 1981), the
willingness to contribute to the group’s state amdcomes (i.e., commitment; Ellemers,
Kortekaas, & Ouwerkerk, 1999), and the associatibthe self with features of the group.
The latter can either be measured by asking howhrayzerson ascribes a group specific trait
to him- / herself (i.e., self-stereotyping; Turreral., 1987). More recently, Smith and Henry
(1996) suggested a measure capturing the assocadtibe self and a group in memory based
on a procedure originally developed in the intespeal relations literature (Aron et al.,
1991): the inclusion of a group into the self-cqrice

The current studies addressed the inclusion ofitis¢égroup into the self-concept as an
outcome of an exchange year. Two studies testedptédiction that exchange students
include the hostgroup into their self-concept ugdiferent measures and including different
groups of participants. Study 2.1 focused on thgaich on social identification, commitment,
and self-stereotyping in relation to the hostgramp compared former and future exchange

students. Study 2.2 replicated Study 2.1 with tWerations: the association of the self with
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features of the group was not assessed via seffesyping but using the inclusion of the
group into the self-concept (Smith & Henry, 1998)d a control group without exchange
experience or plans to take part in an exchangeadgdsd to the design to be able to test not
only the effects of an exchange year but also tifierences between those who will
participate in an exchange program and those wdhoatrinterested in participating.

Study 2.1

Method

Design and Participants

A quasi-experiment with two conditions (after exaha year vs. prior to exchange
year) was conducted. Forty Germans (18 male, 2altenageM = 30 years; range 21-49
years) who had returned from an under-graduateasqgehyear in the US in an average of 27
months ago (range 0-274 monthahd 13 German under-graduates (seven male, tmead,
three participants did not provide demographic dateeM = 23 years; range 20-28 years)
who were going to the US in about seven months &etegh an online-questionnaire
advertised as a study about long-term consequeafi@@shanges. As compensation they took

part in a lottery.

Procedure

Participants were recruited via e-mail-lists of lexege organizations. Among other
measures they filled in were scales for social tifieation, commitment, and self-
stereotyping. Participants were thanked, debriedad,informed about the results via e-mail.
Measures

Ten items assessed thecial identificationwith the hostgroup (e.g., “I identify with
the group of US-Americans”). Five items were addgtem the organizational context: items
2, 4, and 6 of the Affective Commitment subscaldg®& Meyer, 1990) and items 6 and 13
of the Organizational Commitment Questionnaire {@o& Smith, 1970; German version
Maier & Woschée, 2002). These items stem from scialeeled ‘commitment’, but they all

capture social identification in the sense of Tigjf®81). Four additional items were adopted

% The time that passed after returning from the arge year did not correlated with the dependensurea (-.2
<allrs <.3; allps > .10).
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from Simon and Massau (1991) and one item was dpedl by myself. All responses were
assessed on a 7-point scale (1den’t agree at all 7 =1 fully agree a = .86).

Commitmentvas measured with eleven items using the sameri-pcale (e.g., “I am
thinking about how to improve things in the USANine items were adapted from the
German version of the Organization Citizenship BeraScale (Items H-07 and H-15 of the
subscalenelpfulnessitems E-12, E-18, E-26, E-39, E-42 and E-47 efgshbscal@nitiative;
Staufenbiel & Hartz, 2000) and the Organizationaimthitment Questionnaire (item 2; Maier
& Woschée, 2002). Two additional items were added (81).

To measure theelf-stereotypingix former US-exchange students that were not part
of the sample of Study 2.1 generated charactesigiat (from their point of view) describe
how US-Americans ideally want to be. They agreed fime characteristics t¢lerant
attractive sociable team-working,open-mindejl that served as group norms. Participants
rated on a 9-point scale to what extent the adjestwere descriptive for themselves (hct
at all, 9 =very muchp = .69).

Social identification and commitment were stronglgrrelated,r =.78, N = 40,

p <.001. Nonetheless, both scales are separatetyeeninto the analyses reported below,
because it has often been shown and discussetdtiacomponents of social identification
have separate causes and implications (e.g., Bieeteal., 1999). Self-stereotyping was
neither correlated with social identification n@nemitment, .15 < boths <.22, bottlps > .10.

For the former exchange students, the time thab&ween the exchange and the study was
unrelated to the dependent measures, -.15rs &l30,ps> .10

Results

| expected all three indicators for the inclusidrithee hostgroup into the self-concept
(social identification, commitment, and self-staygping) to be stronger for former exchange
students than for future exchange students. To ttest prediction 1 computed a mixed
ANOVA with the factors Exchange (former vs. futleechange students; between subjects)
and Self-concept (social identification vs. comnatrnvs. self-stereotyping; within subjects).
The analysis revealed a main effect of Self-conaepresenting the different scale means of
the three measures due to the specific items affiekidg rating scales usedi(2, 50) =
167.29,p < .001,n2=.816. More importantly, the predicted main eff@f Exchange
occurred,F(1, 51) = 6.05,p = .017,n?=.106, but it was unexpectedly qualified by an
Exchange x Self-concept interactidn(2, 50) = 3.69p = .032,12 =.013. To resolve this
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interaction, simple comparisons were computedini@ With my prediction, former exchange
students M = 3.91, SE=.17) showed stronger social identification tHature exchange
students ¥ = 3.25,SE=.29),F(1, 51) = 3.94p = .0522 = .072. Likewise, the commitment
to the hostgroup was stronger among former exchahggents ¥ = 5.26, SE= .14) than
among future exchange students £ 4.35,SE= .25),F(1, 51) = 10.17p = .002,? = .166.
However, the two groups did not differ in self-st@yping,F(1, 51) = .08 (former exchange
studentgV = 6.97,SD= .11, future exchange studeMs= 6.91,SD=.19) .

Discussion

The current study provides first evidence for clemngn the self-concept resulting
from an exchange year. As expected, former exchahgients identified stronger with the
hostgroup and showed a higher level of commitmenttiiat group (compared to future
exchange students). Moreover, both groups showsdhigh levels of self-stereotyping, but
they did not differ, potentially because the apgplmeasure was not optimally suited to assess
the self-perception in terms of the hostgroup. Aghother things, it was not clear whether
the measure captured American norms very well.rtieroto measure the inclusion of the
hostgroup and its characteristics into the selfeephin a more direct way, the reaction time
paradigm of Smith and Henry (1996) was applied dditon to social identification and
commitment in Study 2.2.

Study 2.2

Besides altering the measure of self-stereotypthgs study also added another
outgroup in addition to the hostgroup. This wasel(t) because the Smith and Henry (1996)
paradigm requires the consideration of two groupd @) to test the prediction that the
exchange year affects the inclusion of the hostgimu not the inclusion of any outgroup into
the self-concept. Moreover, besides former andréuéxchange students, a control sample of
about the same age but without the intention oeggpce to spend a substantial amount of
time abroad was included as additional control derd This alteration of the design served
to test whether the lacking difference in self-ateéyping is due to the already elevated
inclusion of the hostgroup into the self-concepbamfuture exchange students.

It was expected that the difference between thusian of the hostgroup and the
outgroup into the self-concept (i.e., social idgcakion, commitment, and the inclusion of the
hostgroup into the self-concept) would be stronigerformer exchange students than for
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future exchange students and the control group.ré&lsion between the latter two groups
was less clear. Even though the main differencaildhoccur between former and future
exchange students (i.e., be an effect of particigan an exchange year), future exchange
students might already differ from those who aré¢ mberested in participating. Future
exchange students might also show a stronger éiféer between hostgroup and outgroup on
all three indicators of inclusion than the contgsbup, because of the self-selection that
certainly takes place: students who are interestatle US and apply for an exchange year
most likely do so because they are attracted byUBe possibly caused by perceived
similarity. Moreover, anticipating the interactiomith outgroup members — such as the
hostgroup in case of exchange students — has beed to have a variety of effects such as
improving attitudes and behavior towards outgroupmiers (Insko et al., 2001; for a
summary of other effects see Vorauer, 2006). Hetlee anticipation of an exchange year
might also initiate the change of the self-concept.

Method

Design and Participants

A quasi-experiment with three conditions (after leage year vs. prior to exchange
year vs. no exchange control condition) was coretudEifty-eight Germans who had spent
an exchange year in a US-high-school completedstbdy; four participants had to be
excluded from the analyses (for details see beldwg data of 54 students (16 male, 37
female, one of unknown gender; aljle= 17 years; range 16-20 years), who had returned
from their exchange year in an average of 7 moagjus(range 0-26 months), were analyzed.
Moreover, 66 future exchange students of Germagirowho were to leave for a year at an
US-high-school within the next month completed theasures. Again, four students were
excluded from the analyses. The remaining 62 futdhange students (39 female, 23 male)
were on average 16 years old (range 15-17 yeaoth Brmer and future exchange students
were recruited through exchange organizations far anline study on “long-term
consequences of an exchange year”. AdditionallyéBnan freshmen of the University of
Jena who were recruited on campus participatediab atudy with identical instructions. Of
these, three participants were excluded from ttadyaas because of plans to spend a longer
time in the US. The remaining 40 students (31 fem@l male, agéM = 19, range 18-20)
served as control sample without exchange expexienspecial interest in the US.
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Procedure

First the inclusion of the hostgroup (US-Americaas)l a control outgroup (Japanese)
were measured. Afterwards, participants filled aales assessing social identification and
commitment for both the hostgroup and outgroupti@pants were debriefed, thanked and
informed about the results via e-mail. As compeaosathe online participants (i.e., the
former and the future exchange students) took ipaat lottery of book coupons and offline
participants received 3 Euros.

Measures

The measurement of theclusionfollowed the match-mismatch paradigm employed
by Smith and Henry (1996). The participants ratexldescriptiveness of 91 traits on a 7-point
scale (1=xtremely unlike7=extremely likg for their hostgroup, for themselves and for the
outgroup. Afterwards, the same traits were presemtdividually on the screen in random
order. Participants were asked to decide as quiakty as correctly as possible whether the
presented adjective describes them or pesy¥s. no). In each trial a fixation cross appeared
for 500 ms in the center of the screen followedhsy trait presented in 24 pt. fonts until the
participants responded. Before the next trial sthrthe screen was blank for 750 ms. After 10
practice trials, the 91 target trials started.

Responses on the scale-midpoint as well as respaigen faster than 300 ms and
slower than 5000 ms were excluded from the anal{egggsying the criteria used by Smith &
Henry, 1996). Furthermore, two former exchange esttel and one future exchange student
whose average reaction times were extremely sloargnthan 2000 ms) as well as two
former exchange students and three future exchabgaents with less than 10 valid
responses were excluded. Two inclusion indices weneputed from the response times. For
this purpose the ratings for the hostgroup- and theagroup-descriptiveness were
dichotomized, 1-3 = no, 5-7 = yes. To compute hbstgroup-inclusion indescore mean
response times to hostgroup-matching traits (samsver for hostgroup-descriptiveness
rating and self judgment in the response time tagke subtracted from mean response times
to hostgroup-mismatching traits (different answar liostgroup and self). A corresponding
index was computed for the outgroup.

The social identification and commitmentscales used the items from Study 2.1 that
were adaptable to the hostgroampd the outgroup. The identification scale for thetgosup
(e =.90) and the outgroup: € .79) had 6 parallel items, the commitment sbale 6 parallel
items for the hostgroupa(=.81) and the outgroupa € .78). Social identification and
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commitment were correlated for the hostgroup.77, p<.001, and the outgroup,=.55,

p <.001. Correlations between these scales andegpective inclusion index were weak to
moderate in size (hostgroup: social identification=.33, p<.001; commitmentr =.24,

p = .002; outgroup: social identificatiarn=.19, p = .017; commitment =.14, p = .083) and
hence comparable to those reported in other stusiesy the inclusion measure (Coats,
Smith, Claypool, & Banner, 2000). Again, for therfeer exchange students, the time between
exchange and study was unrelated to the dependsagures, .03 < alk <.20,ps> .10

Results

| expected to find a larger difference betweenitfodusion of the hostgroup and the
outgroup (on all three measures) for former exchasmdents than for future exchange
students and the control group. Moreover, futurgharge students might also show a larger
difference between the inclusion of the hostgroog the outgroup than the control group.
These predictions were tested with a mixed ANOVAhweroup (hostgroup vs. outgroup)
and Self-concept (social identification vs. comntm vs. inclusiorf) as within subject
factors, and Exchange condition (after, before,trobn as between subject factor. The
analysis revealed a main effect of Self-concég2, 152) = 173.81p < .001,12 =.329 (due
to different measuring units of the rating scales ¢he inclusion measure), the predicted
Group x Exchange interactiors(2, 153) = 3.50,p=.033, 2=.044 and a Self-concept x
Exchange interactior;(4, 306) = 3.34p = .011,n2 = .027. All these effects were qualified by
a Group x Self-concept x Exchange interactib(4, 306) = 4.74p=.001,12 =.039 (see
Figure 2.1). To further explore this interactioeparate ANOVAs for the three inclusion
measures with the factors Group and Exchange vwangpuated. The interaction between both
factors was in all three cases significant. Howgwtewas substantially stronger for social
identification and commitment, boffs (2,153) > 36, botps < .001, botlm2s > .12, than for
the inclusion indicesF(2, 153) = 3.24p=.042,n12 =.041. In what follows, simple main

*| also analyzed the inclusion measure applyingotibeedure used by Smith and Henry (1996), asagsiih the
original study addressing interpersonal relatichr®i et al., 1991): an ANOVA with the participarg mested
factor and single response times as dependenblaribhis procedure led to the analogous effecsttie
analyses based on the inclusion score reportdukitekt: the expected Response (yes vs. no) x Hogidtarget
rated as descriptive vs. not descriptive for thetdnamup) x Exchange group interactiéiil, 8485) = 3.20,

p = .041, indicating that the hostgroup was integgtah the self-concept of former and future excleastgdents,
but not into the self-concept of the control groMjmreover, unexpected Response x Outgroup-descripss
(target rated as descriptive vs. not descriptivaie hostgroup) interaction occurrédyl, 8485) = 46.42,

p < .001, that was not qualified by participantstedtge experience. This effect indicates that alligs also
showed some evidence for the inclusion of the @ufgiinto the self-concept.
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effects and post-hoc tests are reported separfatethe three inclusion measures to further

resolve the interactions (see Table 2.1).
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Figure 2.1:Inclusion (a), Identification (b) and Commitmen} for the Hostgroup (HG) and
Outgroup (OG) as a function of Exchange condit(@tudy 2.2, N = 156).
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Table 2.1 Means (standard deviations) of social identifioat commitment, and inclusion of
the group into the self-concept for the hostgrond the outgroup (Study 2.2, N = 156).

Social Commitment Inclusion
identification
Target: hostgroup
control students 2.26 (.99) 3.37 (.75) 24.38 (89)
future exchange students 4.17 (.95) 4.88 (.82) 114.97 (169)
former exchange students  4.90 (1.14) 5.70 (.79) 136.29 (173)
Target: outgroup
control students 2.21 (.92) 2.90 (.75) 75.71 (126)
future exchange students 2.13 (1.00) 2.93 (1.02) 90.87 (191)
former exchange students  2.19 (1.06) 3.93 (1.08) 80.03 (129)

The inclusion of the hostgroup into the self-concept € 136.29,SD=173.24) was

only for former exchange students stronger thanirtbision of the outgroup into the self-
concept M = 80.03,SD=128.67),F(1, 153) = 4.06p = .046,n12 = .026. No such difference

occurred for future exchange studentg(1, 153)=.86, and

the control

sample

F(1, 153) = 2.50p =.116. Moreover, the inclusion of the hostgrouffeded between the

three exchange conditiong(2, 153) = 6.59p = .002,12 = .079. Former exchange students
and future exchange student$ € 114.97,SD= 169.04) did not differ from each other in the
inclusion of the hostgroup (p = .459), but bothwedd more inclusion of the hostgroup than
the control sampleM = 24.38,SD = 89.08; botlps < .005). No such effect of the Exchange

group on the inclusion of the outgroup occurré®, 153) = .13, but the mean level of

outgroup inclusions was interestingly significaM € 83.23,SD = 154.97),t(155) = 6.71,

p=.001.

Social identificatiorwith the hostgroup was stronger than social ideatiion with the
outgroup for both former (hostgrouM = 4.90,SD= 1.14; outgroupM = 2.19,SD= 1.06,
F(1, 153) = 195.20p < .001,n? = .561) and future exchange students (hostgrdup:4.18,
SD=.95; outgroupM = 2.13,SD=1.00,F(1, 153) = 127.39 < .001,n2 = .454), whereas no
such difference occurred in the control sample tfirosip: M = 2.26, SD=.99; outgroup:
M =2.21,SD=.92),F(1, 153) = .04. Social identification with the hgistup was different
between the exchange conditionk(2, 153) =78.22,p<.001, n?=.506, but social
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identification with the outgroup was noE(2, 153) = .90.Social identification with the
hostgroup was stronger among former exchange dwiddan among future exchange
students and the control sample, bgtk <.001. Future exchange students’ social
identification was stronger than the control sansple< .001.

Commitmento the hostgroup was for former exchange studéatstgroupM = 5.67,
SD=.78, outgroup:M =3.59, SD=1.01, F(1, 153) = 241.73p < .001, n2 =.612), future
exchange students (hostgroupd =4.88, SD=.82, outgroup: M =2.93, SD=1.02,
F(1, 153) = 242.35,p<.001, n2=.613) and the control sample (hostgroug:= 3.37,
SD=.75, outgroupM = 2.90,SD=.75,F(1, 153) = 9.07p = .003,1? = .056) stronger than
the commitment to the outgroup. Moreover, hostgragmmitment, F(2, 153) = 98.22,

p <.001,n2=.562, and outgroup commitmefRi2, 153) = 8.63p <.001,n2 =.101, differed
between the exchange conditions. Former exchangersis’ commitment to the hostgroup
was stronger than future exchange students’ anddhenitment of the control sample, both
ps < .001. In addition, future exchange studentsénadyher level of hostgroup commitment
than the control samplg < .001. Outgroup commitment was stronger for fareechange
students than for future exchange students andathiieol sample, botps < .002, whereas the
outgroup commitment of the latter two did not diffe> .10.

Taken together, the results indicate in line whik predictions that only for former
exchange students the inclusion of the hostgrotp time self-concept is stronger than the
inclusion of the outgroup on all three componeAtseady, future exchange students showed
stronger social identification and commitment fog hostgroup than for the outgroup, but the
inclusion was alike. The participants without exulp@ experience showed only more
commitment to the hostgroup than to the outgrowp,ro differences between both target
groups concerning the other two concepts. UnexgBgtéhe inclusion of the hostgroup into
the self-concept was much stronger among both foram& future exchange students
compared to the control group, whereas the difierdmetween former and future exchange

students was comparatively small.

Discussion

The current study replicated the findings of St@dy and extended them in several
ways. Study 2.1 demonstrated that social identiboawith and commitment to the hostgroup
are stronger after rather than before an exchaege. Ytudy 2.2 also found that after an

exchange the social identification and commitmeet sironger than before and added that
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future exchange students already have higher lefedscial identification and commitment
than individuals without exchange plans. Former fartdre exchange students included the
hostgroup to a similar extent in the self-concgpbyiding evidence for self-stereotyping).
This inclusion was stronger than for the contraugr. Thus, the current studies provide clear
evidence for the impact of the exchange experi@emceocial identification and commitment
but unexpectedly much less unequivocal supporttl@ hypothesis that the exchange
experience also affects the inclusion of the haosigrinto the self-concept. The only
indication in this direction is that former exchangfudents were the only group that showed
stronger inclusion of the hostgroup than the outgranto the self-concept (though this
difference was not significantly bigger than foe tluture exchange students).

All in all, Study 2.2 demonstrated the strongestiusion of the hostgroup into the
self-concept (compared to the outgroup) after ashamnge year with clear evidence from the
self-report measures of social identification andhmitment, but no clear evidence from the
inclusion measure based on response times. Suglisithe difference between former and
future exchange students (i.e., the impact of titaah exchange year) was smaller than the
difference between the control group and the fuexehange students. | will devote some
more attention to this finding in the DiscussiorSofidy 2.1 - 2.2..

In addition, Study 2.2 demonstrated that the commeiit to the hostgroup is stronger
than the commitment to the outgroup for all threeugs of participants. This effect might
indicate that all samples prefer Americans (thetdrosip) over Japanese (the outgroup) and
might thus result merely from the chosen group#® fBict that the three groups of participants
barely differed in their attitudes towards the Je&s® gives some indication that they do not
differ in their attitudes towards other groups engral but rather exclusively in their attitudes
towards the hostgroup.

Replicating earlier research (Devos, 2006; Otten E@stude, 2006), but still
unexpectedly, | also found an inclusion of the oot into the self-concept (the absolute
level of inclusion of the outgroup differed sigodintly from zero). This effect was
independent of the exchange condition. The inctlusaffect for the outgroup, which is
smaller than that for the hostgroup, might be difiaat resulting from the fact that positive
traits are more likely to be ascribed to the sbHcguse of the striving for positive self-
esteem) and to each other social target (for palitorrectness). It might also be the case that
there is actually some overlap between the reptaten of Japanese and the participants’

self-perception. The latter is how similar resulifs Devos (2006) can be explained. He
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reported an association of the self and the Higpanlture among European Americans.
However, as the outgroup inclusion was not affedtedhe exchange experience, it is less
important in the current context.

Finally, the stronger outgroup commitment amongmir exchange students than
among the other two subsamples might indicateahaxchange year increases the openness
for other cultures in general, which is in line lwithe assumption of Phinney (1990) that
developing one’s identity increases the opennes®tfters. However, given that only one
outgroup was taken into account in the current\sttiuis interpretation requires additional
empirical testing.

Discussion Study 2.1. - 2.2

The current studies demonstrated that exchangeagmsgled to the inclusion of the
hostgroup into the self-concept of participatingdsints. Both studies showed that after an
exchange year students identify with the hostgrang that they are willing to support the
host-country and its interests to a stronger exteah before. Unexpectedly, the actual
exchange experience did not strengthen the aswociaétween the self and characteristics
that are typical for the hostgroup (i.e., self-stdyping). At the same time, students that have
been accepted to participate in an exchange proghaady show a stronger inclusion of the
hostgroup into the self-concept on all three mess(social identification, commitment and
inclusion of the hostgroup into the self-concemtinpared to students that are not interested
in participating in an exchange program. This cowdgult from the anticipated interaction
with the hostgroup, as anticipated intergroup axtgon is known to improve intergroup
attitudes (Insko et al. 2001) and to have a laitbér effects (for a review see Vorauer, 2006).
Alternatively, being accepted as an exchange studeght already improve the actual
relation to the hostgroup. However, the elevategll®ef inclusion of the hostgroup in the
self-concept already before the actual exchange geald also be a self-selection effect:
Those perceiving themselves to be similar to thstgroup and already having a positive
relation to it tend to apply for an exchange yddnally, the selection procedure of the
exchange organizations might favor those who areadl somewhat like the hostgroup.
Further research is needed to ascertain which edethfactors contribute to the differences
found between future exchange students and theatgnoup.

Beyond the unexpectedly strong differences betwkercontrol group and the future

exchange students, the studies also found sulmténen if smaller) effects that can clearly
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be attributed to the exchange experience. Formehagge students show stronger social
identification with and commitment to the hostgrolfence, the exchange experience still
contributes to the development of students’ idgnfithe hostgroup becomes part of the
exchange students’ identity and the exchange stsider willing to support the hostgroup
and even other groups (as indicated by the strocmamitment to the Japanese). The lack of
clear evidence for a stronger inclusion of the tpamatp into the self-concept (i.e., self-
stereotyping) after the exchange year comparedeford was unexpected. As the effect
occurred in both studies, albeit based on differmaasures, it seems to be a valid finding. It
can be attributed to several reasdfsst, to change the content of the self-perception, (i.e
self-stereotyping) might be much harder than tongeathe evaluative aspects of the self-
concept (i.e., social identificationgecond the change of the content of the self-perception
does not require the actual exchange experienteanurather result from the anticipation of
an exchange that is happening before, whereas ¢humlaexperience contributes to the
development of an affective relation to the hostgras expressed in identification and
commitmentFinally, the current results might also be attributecheorneasures applied here
(and usually in self-stereotyping research): Thasasures rely on participants’ perception of
the group. If, however, the perceptions of the ¢nastp change during the exchange year
(which is what earlier research suggests; Stanbmras, Stroebe, & Hewstone, 1996), then
the extent of the overlap between the self anchtstgroup stereotype is not a valid measure
of self-concept change. A measure of the actualectrof the self-concept before and after
the exchange would be required. In sum, it mightvbethwhile to address the impact of the
actual exchange experience on self-stereotypirfigriner research.

A limitation of the current findings is that theyeanot based on longitudinal data.
However, the comparison between future and fornxehange students comes close to a
longitudinal design. The within subject design ahé& control group without exchange
experience in Study 2.2 bolster my claim. Nonetglduture research should replicate the
current findings in a longitudinal design.

For the aim of the exchange programs the currextirfgs are positive news. A year
abroad changes indeed the self-concept of stud€hts.is at the same time also important
news for social psychology. Research on intergimupgact has mainly focused and provided
evidence for the positive impact of contact ontadiés towards the respective outgroup
(Pettigrew & Tropp, 2006). The outcome of conthetttwas addressed in the current studies,

namely the impact of contact on the self-conceas, farely received attention in research on
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intergroup contact, though it was addressed inlagation research. Therefore, research on
intergroup contact should address changes to thenseh more than it has done during the
past (for exceptions see Aron et al., 2004).

One might object that positive intergroup attitudesd the inclusion of a former
outgroup into the self-concept are two sides of ghme coin. This is not the case, as a
positive attitude is enhanced by intergroup distweness (i.e., the facts that two groups
define themselves as clearly distinct from eacletBpears, Jetten, Scheepers, & Cihangir,
in press), which is just the opposite of the inidaosof a former outgroup into the self-
concept.

Because of the duration of an exchange year, tirerdufindings are not only relevant
for intergroup contact, but also for acculturatichfter immigrating to another country
migrants experience a change in their identity.ilemto the exchange students, they integrate
the host-country into their self-concept (DevosD@0 The current study is another example
for research on the development of an achieveditgeas discussed in acculturation research
(Phinney, 1990). Until now, research in this domaiainly used self-reports about the self-
concept. However, the response time paradigm appkee might be a useful tool that allows
for the assessment of aspects of the self-contgtare not assessable via self-reports,
because of social desirability, dissonance rednctitt. Hence, the current studies suggest
that research on identity development might prisbin the application of social-cognitive
methods.

To conclude, the current studies demonstratedetkettange years have a significant
impact on students’ self-concept, mainly concernfragr identification with and commitment
to the hostgroup. Hence, the programs fulfill tlealgto impact on the students’ personality
and identity, since they can make a significanttigoution to the identity development of
students. As the most substantial self-conceptemiffces occurred already between
participants that were not interested in an exchamgr anduture exchange students, future
research needs to clarify the extend of the impaait the mere anticipation of an exchange

year has on self-concept changes.



Chapter 3 The supporting and impeding effects of
membership approach and avoidance strategies on

newcomers’ psychological adaptation

Imagine an international student at a foreign ursiNg In order to integrate into the
local student society, he might focus on dressikg his fellow students, using similar
language, or behaving like a typical local studémtjnstance. Imagine, on the other hand, an
expatriate who is sent to work in a foreign countnyorder to grow into the local society, she
might want to avoid expressing unpopular opiniotaking wrong decisions at work, or
dressing improperly according to local standarde first example illustrates the adoption of
membership approach strategies in migrants: théicagpn of behavior that encourages
integration into the receiving society. The latexample illustrates membership avoidance
strategies in migrants: the avoidance of behawat tisks integration in the receiving society.
Approach and avoidance strategies occur natunalthe social domain and are often related
to each other (Elliot, 2006; Gable & Strachman,&0Blliot et al., 2006). However, little is
known about the functionality of approach and amok strategies in the context of new
group memberships, such as migration to anothantopulhe purpose of the current study is
to identify the effects of membership strategies the psychological functioning of

newcomers in groups.

The effect of approach and avoidance strategies on well-being

Membership approach strategies in newcomers areus fon positive outcomes in the
relation to the new group: newcomers adopt behathat increases the likelihood of
integration. Membership avoidance strategies, @ dtiner hand, are a focus on negative
relational outcomes: newcomers avoid behavior theteases the likelihood of a negative
relation to the new group. Both strategies focughenintegration in the new group, even if
the pathways to integration differ. It has been destrated that the adoption of approach and
avoidance strategies in the pursuit of interpersoelations affects long-term well-being:
approach strategies are positively related to Weihg, whereas avoidance strategies are
negatively related to well-being (Elliot et al.,). Applying this finding to intercultural
relations, | predict stronger membership approdcitegyies to lead to higher levels of well-
being, and membership avoidance strategies to tieddwer levels of well-being. These
effects might occur due to a relation between meshiye strategies and acculturation

strategies.
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Acculturation strategies

| first discuss the effects of acculturation stgae on well-being, and then propose a
relation between membership strategies and acatithar strategies. In the intercultural
domain, well-being is affected by certain behavigteategies in migrants (i.e., newcomers in
the receiving society): (a) The maintenance of princultural identity and (b) contact and
participation with the receiving society (Berry,919. The adoption of both strategies is
related to migrants’ higher levels of well-beinge(By et al., 2006; Phinney, Chavira, &
Williamson, 1992; LaFromboise, Coleman, & GertoA93; Phinney et al., 2001, Nguyen,
Messé, & Stollak, 1999). As the current study f@susen strategies referring specifically to
the new group, the effects of the contact and @pédiion strategy (which will be referred to
asacculturation contact strategigsbeing the strategy that relates to the new grauil be
considered. Moreover, even though theoretically theeraction of both acculturation
strategies affects well-being, it was found tha&t dffects were often driven by acculturation
contact strategies (Liebkind, 2001; Nguyen, etX99; Zagefka & Brown; 2002). It is thus
likely that acculturation contact strategies in nemers lead to higher levels of well-being.

In the interpersonal domain, there is evidence #ygbroach strategies, but not
avoidance strategies, facilitate behavioral stiasegGable (2006) proposes that approach
strategies are related to stronger seeking of igessocial events, whereas avoidance
strategies are related to a stronger impact of thegaocial events. | therefore predict that
stronger approach strategies lead to stronger tacatibn contact strategies. | predict no such
effect of avoidance strategies. Furthermore, | psepthat acculturation contact strategies
affect (dis)identification with the new group.

(Dis)identification

Firstly, the impact of (dis)identification on wdlking is discussed. Secondly, I
propose acculturation strategies and membershigiegies to affect (dis)identification.
According to social identity theory (Tajfel & Tumel986), new group memberships induce
self-concept changes: The relation to the groumakided into the self-concept (Smith &
Henry, 1996). A positive relation, hence a sucadsefegration into the group, results in the
development of a social identification. Membersl,feelf-categorize, and act on behalf of
their group membership (Tajfel & Turner, 1986; s¢s0 the evidence from chapter 2). A
negative relation to a self-relevant group, henceauasuccessful integration, is mirrored in

disidentification. Members feel, self-categorizedaactcontrary to the group (Elsbach &
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Bhattacharya, 2001; Kreiner & Ashforth, 2004; Veitan & Yildiz, 2007). There is a large
body of literature proposing the beneficial effedts social identification on well-being
(Branscombe et al., 1999; Brewer, 1991; Hogg & Aisal993; Schmitt et al., 2003; Tajfel
& Turner, 1986). | therefore predict stronger sbaientification with a new group to be
related to higher levels of well-being. The relatiaf disidentification to well-being is yet to
be investigated. However, negative interpersonatioms have a negative impact on well-
being (Baumeister & Leary, 1995), and membershig gnoup with which one has a negative
relation should lead to cognitive dissonance (Rgsti, 1957). Thus, | predict stronger
disidentification with a new group to be relatedldwer levels of well-being. On the other
hand, success in the academic domain can compeiosgbeoblems in the social domain.
Schwartz, Hopmeyer Gorman, Duong, and Nakamoto8Ro@monstrated that academic
achievement buffers the negative effect of havietatively few friends on depressive
symptoms in children. In a similar vein, Sleebokerers, and de Gilder (2006b) found that
disrespect in groups makes members increase thléisesving effort in achievement tasks
aimed at leaving the group. | therefore expectngfeo disidentification to lead to stronger
achievement effort.

Furthermore, | propose that acculturation contaateggies and membership strategies
affect (dis)identification. Acculturation contactrategies lead to better socio-cultural
adaptation (Ward & Kennedy, 1994; Ward & Rana-Deut#99; Nguyen et al., 1999), in
other words they increase the likelihood of a pesitand decrease the likelihood of a
negative relation to the new group. Therefore gbjot acculturation contact strategies to lead
to stronger social identification and weaker distifecation. Moreover, there might also be a
positive relation between avoidance strategies disdlentification. In the interpersonal
domain, avoidance strategies are related to marelifeess, negative social attitudes, and
relationship insecurity (Elliot et al, 2006; GabR)06). Thus, avoidance strategies lead to
negative relationship outcomes. As the negativatical to a group is reflected in the self-
concept in form of disidentification, | assume thavoidance strategies facilitate

disidentification.
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Overview

A longitudinal study with two measurement times wasducted. At Time 1 (T1), the
continuous predictors membership approach and amo&l strategies were measured.
Moreover, friendship approach and avoidance stiegegere measured in order to control
whether effects are driven by interpersonal stratemstead of membership strategies. Given
that most of the outcome criteria were not meaderabT1, they were firstly measured at
Time 2 (T2). Three continuous mediators (accultarat contact strategies, social
identification, and disidentification) and two depent variables (well-being and
achievement effort) were measured at T2.

Figure 3.1 demonstrates the full hypothesized modepredict that stronger
membership approach strategies lead to higher dewél well-being, whereas stronger
membership avoidance strategies lead to lower dewdl well-being. | expect stronger
approach strategies, but not stronger avoidancategies, to be related to stronger
acculturation contact strategies. Avoidance strageqre predicted to lead to stronger
disidentification. Stronger acculturation contattategies are predicted to be positively
related to social identification, and negativelyated to disidentification. Stronger social
identification is expected to be related to highevels of well-being. | predict that
disidentification leads to lower levels of well-bgj but to stronger achievement effort.

In other words, | predict four mediations. | expactulturation strategies to mediate a
relation between membership approach strategies social identification. Social
identification, in turn, is predicted to account the relation between acculturation contact
strategies and well-being. Disidentification, or thther hand, is predicted to mediate the
relation between avoidance strategies and wellghéitoreover, | predict disidentification to
be a second mediator for the positive relation betwacculturation contact strategies and

well-being.
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Membership Acculturation Self-concept Long-term
strategies strategies changes consequences
Approach + Contact receiving | + Social + Well-

- culture | identification | being
Avoidance + Dis- + Achievement
identification g effort

Figure 3.1: The hypothesized model of membership strategiesyltaation contact
strategies, self-concept changes, and long-ternsequences.

Study 3

Method

Design and participants

Ninety-four German students (79 females, 15 mageM = 20, range 18-23) who
had just come to the Netherlands (on average 32 &gg) in order to study at the University
of Groningen took part at T1. Fifty-one of theseideints (44 females, 7 males) also
participated at T2 approximately 12-16 weeks lateor participation at T1, participants
received a token from the university, for parti¢ipa in both measurement times, participants

received book vouchers.

Procedure

Participants were recruited in language coursep&Bcipants) and via advertisement
in the university (11 participants) for a study abthe experiences of German students in
Groningen. At T1, participants filled in a Germanvaded questionnaire at the end of a Dutch
language lesson before the start of the term, mempon the start of the term. 85 % of the
participants did not have any contact to Dutch el at T1. Within a larger battery of
measures, participants indicated their approachaandiance strategies to integrate into the
group of students in Groningen, their friendshiprapch and avoidance strategies, gave
demographics, and their e-mail address. Particgpavtio filled in the paper-pencil T1
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questionnaire were only stronger in friendship apph strategied = 6.22,SD = .65) than
those who filled in the T1 questionnaire onlild £ 5.64,SD = .48),1(49) = 2.25p = .029.
There were no other differences in T1 measuresdmtwhe groups, al < 1.78, alps >. 10.
Therefore, | assume that the mode of completion nditl affect the relevant criteria, and
analyses were conducted across the two groups.

Approximately 12-14 weeks later, the online folloy-questionnaire was advertised
via e-mail. Participants completed measures ofr theculturation contact strategies, social
identification with the students of Groningen, destification, well-being and achievement
effort within the following two weeks (before théad of the Christmas holidays) online.

After participation in both measurement times ggrtints were thanked and debriefed.

Measures

Approach strategieén =.76) andavoidance strategie@ =.76) were measured with a
12-item questionnaire (for questionnaire developnsa® chapter 4, items can be found in
Appendix 1). The items were adapted to the cont&gproach strategiet = 5.29,SD = .93)
and avoidance strategied € 3.13,SD= 1.08) were intercorrelated, € .36,p = .009), as has
been reported earlier in the social domain (E#ioal., 2006).

Friendship-approach strategiege.g., “I try to deepen my relationships with my
friends”, a =.63) andfriendship-avoidance strategi€s.g., “I try to avoid disagreement and
conflicts with my friends”,a =.65) were measured with the questionnaire ofoEléind
colleagues (2006). Like membership strategies, agmbr and avoidance strategies were
positively related,r(= .38,p = .006).

Acculturation contact strategiesere measured with four itemeg £ .90). Two items
were adapted from Zagefka and Brown (2002), onm ifeom Geschke, Mummendey,
Kessler, and Funke (2007), and one own item wasddd

An eleven-item scale measuredcial identification(a =.83). Seven items were taken
from the identification scale introduced by Kesslad Hollbach (2005), one item was taken
from the identification measure of Hinkle, TaylordaFox-Cardamone (1989), two items were
adapted from the German version of the Organiza@itizenship Behavior Scale (Staufenbiel
& Hartz, 2000), amended by another item developethsself. A longer version of the scale
can be found in Appendix II.

Disidentification(a. = .90) was measured with ten items. All items waken from the
longer scale version that can be found in Appetidlix
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Well-being(e.qg., “I consider myself a happy persow’s .92) was measured with the
13-item scale of Dalbert (1992). Three items in @pen response format measured
achievement effotr = .70).

All items (except for achievement effort) were as®el on a 7-point scale (1 don’t
agree at al] 7 =1 fully agreg. Means served as scale values.

Results

Drop-out analysis

Between T1 and T2, 43 students dropped out of tilngdys Participants who dropped
out did not differ in age, approach strategies woidance strategies from those who
participated in the second wave, & < 1.02, allps >.10. Thus, drop-out was not

systematically related to the regulatory strategiesstigated here.

Regression analyses

The full correlation matrix of predictor and depentvariables can be found in Table
3.1. In order to test the paths of the hypothesinedel, separate regression analyses were
conducted including those predictors where | eilvgrected a direct effect or explicitly no
effect (see Table 3.2).

Acculturation contact strategies were regresseanembership approach strategies,
membership avoidance strategies, friendship appret@ategies, and friendship avoidance
strategies. As expected, only membership appromategies predicted acculturation contact
strategies3 = .38,p = .042, whereas none of the other predictors nedeged to acculturation
contact strategies, dk < | .24, all ps > .10.

Social identification was regressed on accultarattontact strategies, membership
avoidance strategies, and friendship avoidancdegies. Acculturation contact strategies
were, as expected, positively related to strongmmias identification, 3= .47, p = .001.
Neither membership avoidance strategies nor fri@pdsvoidance strategies predicted social
identification, bottRs < | .08|, bothps > .10.
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Table 3.1 Pearson product moment correlations of predi@ad outcome variables in
Study 3 (N = 51).

2. 3. 4, 5. 6. 7. 8. 9.
Measure "

.36 .50 23 31 14 .03 -.02 -.02

1. Membership approach

-17 12 -10 04 11 -29 -03

2. Membership avoidance

3§ 25 .07 .05 17 -.06
3. Friendship approach

.06 -.05 .05 13 .10

4. Friendship avoidance

x*

46 -33 31 .16
5. Acculturation contact

-46° 4T -22

6. Social identification

-.38" 34

7. Disidentification

-.06
8. Well-being

9. Achievement effort

Note + =p<.10, * =p< .05, * =p< .01, ** =p<.001

The regression analysis of disidentification inéddthe predictors membership
avoidance strategies, friendship avoidance stragegnd acculturation contact strategies. The
expected relation between membership avoidanceegies was not found® = .07,p = .598.
As expected, there was neither an effect of fribiplsavoidance strategies on
disidentification,3 = .06, p = .680. Higher levels of acculturation contacatgies were, as
expected, related to weaker disidentificati®e, -.33,p = .021.

Well-being was regressed on social identificatiod disidentification. As expected,
stronger social identification was related to highevels of well-being,3= .38, p =.010.
Descriptively, stronger disidentification led toMer levels of well-being, but the relation did
not reach conventional levels of significanBe; -.21,p = .139.

Disidentification and social identification servad predictors for achievement effort.
As expected, stronger disidentification was relai@dtronger achievement effoft,= .31,

p = .049, whereas there was no relation betweeralso@ntification and achievement effort,
=-.08,p=.597.
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All standardized regression weights from the midtipegression analyses can be
found in Table 3.2.

Table 3.2 Standardized regression weights from multipleresgion analyses of
acculturation contact strategies, social identifica, disidentification, well-being, and
achievement effort in Study 3 (N =51).

Dependent measure

Acculturation Social Dis- Well-being Achievement
contact identification identification effort
Membership approach 38
Membership avoidance -.23 .01 .07
Friendship approach .02
Friendship avoidance -.01 -.07 .06
Acculturation contact 47" -33
Social identification .38 -.08
Disidentification -.21 31

Note + =p< .10, *=p< .05, * =p<.01

Taken together, regression analyses supported ofdbe predicted relations in the
hypothesized model and demonstrated that membeghgpegies, instead of friendship
strategies, are predictors of the group-relatecedégnt measures. However, the predicted
relation between membership avoidance strategiesiaidentification on the one hand, and
the relation between disidentification and welldgeon the other, were not found. Therefore,
these paths were omitted from the hypothesized mbdéhe modified model, a direct path
from avoidance strategies to well-being was alloigelin the interpersonal domain; Elliot et
al., 2006).

Structural equation modeling (SEM) analysis testimgfull model

In order to test the paths of the full model siranéously and assess the fit of the
modified model to the observed data, SEM was usedthe measures of acculturation
contact strategies, social identification, disidfesdtion, and achievement effort were not

measurable at T1, cross-legged analyses were nductible. A confirmative factor analysis
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was conducted on the seven available measures AMQ@S 7 (Arbuckle, 2006). Following
prior research, the measurement errors of the apprand avoidance strategies were allowed
to correlate (Elliot et al., 2006; Elliot & Churchh997). Likewise, the error variables of the
two self-concept-related measures social identiboaand disidentification were allowed to
correlate. As suggested by Hu and Bentler (199@),Gomparative Fit Index (CFl), Tucker-
Lewis Index (TLI), and Root Mean Square Error ofpAgximation (RMSEA) were used to
evaluate the model fit.

All predicted relations in the modified model reed empirical support, alRs >
| 27|, all ps > .05. Figure 3.2 displays the path regressiafficients. The modified model
fitted well to the observed datg? (13, N=51) = 15.08,p = .302, CFl = .962, TLI =.939,
RMSEA = .057.

The original hypothesized model (see Figure 3.ftedi the data only poorly to
moderately, y* (12, N=51) = 17.14, p=.145, CFI=.906, TLI=.836, RMSEA =.093,
(Browne & Cudeck, 1993; Schumacker & Lomax, 192@ewise, alternative models testing
the reversed causal relations and different caneations between the variables collected at
T2 were poor in fit to the data, all CFI < .85, T¢175, RMSEA > .11.

Membership Acculturation Self-concept Long-term
strategies strategies changes consequences
Approach 31 Contact host 46 Social 47 Well-

i culture | identification - being
-33
Avoidance Dis- Achievement
~27 identification | , 4; effort

Figure 3.2: The modified empirical model of membership str&ggacculturation contact
strategies, self-concept changes, and long-ternsequences (N = 51).
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Mediation analyses in the full model

In order to test the predicted mediations separatetlirect effects were calculated
with Amos 7 (Arbuckle, 2006). The indirect (twiceethated) effect of membership approach
strategies on well-being was=.07. Firstly, | expected and found acculturatioontact
strategies to account for the relation between agur strategies and social identification,
3=.14. Sobel's test indicated that this indireffe@ was marginally significantz = 1.95,

p = .063. Secondly, the relation between accultonationtact strategies and well-being was,
as expected, accounted for by social identification .22,z=2.67,p = .012. In the modified
model, there was no direct effect of disidentificaton well-being, thus the relation between
acculturation contact strategies and well-being wa$é mediated by disidentification.
Likewise, as there was no relation between avoieasticategies and disidentification, the
relation between avoidance strategies and wellgogias not mediated by disidentification.

Taken together, SEM analyses confirmed the priedietof the modified model.

Discussion Study 3

The current study investigated the effects of apginoand avoidance strategies on
psychological functioning in newcomers longitudiganh the intercultural context. | expected
and found that approach strategies upon entramtetdestronger acculturation contact
strategies, which were in turn related to strorsgmial identification. Social identification led
to higher long-term well-being. Thus, approach tetyees affected long-term well-being
positively. Avoidance strategies, on the other hdad to lower levels of long-term well-
being. This effect was not, as originally hypotlzesdi accounted for by disidentification, but
disidentification led, as expected, to strongerieaament effort. Stronger acculturation

contact strategies, in turn, led to weaker disidieation.

The process induced by membership strategies

The findings contribute to a better understandifigthe underlying processes of
approach strategies’ effects on well-being. Inititerpersonal domain, Gable (2006) argues
that both behavioral strategies (i.e., strongerkigge of positive events) and positive
relationship outcomes account for the relation leetwapproach strategies and well-being.
Likewise, in the present study, the effects of apph strategies on well-being are mediated
by behavioral strategies (i.e., stronger seekingarftact to the receiving society), but the

current data add the layer of self-concept changeéke model. | demonstrate that it is the
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inclusion of positive relations into the self-copté.e., social identification) which accounts
for the effects of approach strategies on well-gein

Avoidance strategies had, like in the interpersaihainain (Elliot et al.,, 2006), a
negative effect on long-term well-being. This riglat was, however, not mediated by
negative relationship outcomes (as suggested bye(G2006) that are included in the self-
concept (i.e., disidentification). Research in ititerpersonal domain suggests that the impact
of avoidance strategies on negative relationshtparnes is mediated by a stronger reactivity
towards negative events (Elliot et al., 2006; Gap®6; Gable & Strachman, 2008). Indeed,
avoidance strategies lead to facilitated memoryegative social events, and a negatively
biased interpretation of ambiguous social infororaijStrachman & Gable, 2006). However,
it is striking that in this reasoning, avoidanceatdgies affect relationship outcomgs
combinationwith negative events. Unlike approach strategesidance strategies do not
affect the exposureto the events that induce strategy effects (Gab@)6; Gable &
Strachman, 2008). More simply, if there are no tiegaevents, it is possible that avoidance
strategies do not affect relationship outcomes. fi@sent study did not collect information
about actual experiences with the group, thus passible that there were little negative
experiences. Moreover, disidentification is an exiy negative outcome criterion, which is
hardly socially desirable in highly motivated neweas. Participants might not have wanted
to express an explicitly negative relation to theew group without reason. Future
investigations should control for the quality ofntact experiences and include newcomers’
motivational strength to enter the group in oraefurther clarify the process of the negative

effects of avoidance strategies on well-being.

Implications for acculturation research

For acculturation research, the current findingsaacontribution to the explanation of
acculturation strategy adoption. So far, demogm@aphctors (e.g., age, gender, education),
contextual factors (e.g., cultural similarity, peability, social-political norms), and personal
factors (e.g., self-efficacy, locus of control,d&#) have been shown to influence acculturation
strategy choice (Berry, 1997; Bourhis et al., 199@pkind, 2001; Piontkowski et al., 2000).
However, these predictors are either outside thgramt, or address rather stable and
uncontrollable characteristics in migrants. By destmating that approach strategies lead to
stronger acculturation contact strategies, the gmtesesearch considers regulatory, thus

procedural and flexible characteristics of newcaner
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Apart from short-term outcomes of disidentificati@@g, public criticism or counter-
group actions, Elsbach & Bhattacharya, 2001), tieetitle research about the consequences
of disidentification. The present data did not suppghe assumption that disidentification
leads to lower levels of well-being, but it was derstrated that disidentification (i.e.,
unsuccessful integration) leads to stronger engagenm alternative dimensions (i.e.,
achievement; Schwartz et al., 2008). Germans whionpe well at a Dutch university might
do so in order to have access to the German joketydrence “perform themselves out of the
group” (as reasoned in Sleebos et al., 2006b).ré@jeetion-identification model (Branscombe
et al., 1999) suggests that the identification \aitlernative groups in face of prejudice buffers
the negative effect of prejudice on well-being. dwkse, it is possible that success on
alternative dimensions buffers the negative effe€isnsuccessful integration on newcomers’
well-being, which might be the reason for the nmgsielation between disidentification and
well-being. Further longitudinal investigations afkeative coping with disidentification and
consequences of successful coping on well-beingldvba a valuable contribution to the

current evidence.

Context dependence

Differently than in earlier investigations of actuhtion strategy effects on well-being
(e.g., Berry et al., 2006; Nguyen et al., 1999j)id not conceptualize achievement effort as a
part of well-being. However, if achievement effevas considered part of well-being, an
alternative hypothesis can be derived from accatiom research: As acculturation contact
strategies positively affect well-being (Ward & Key, 1994; Ward & Rana-Deuba, 1999),
and this relation is mediated by (dis)identificatiohe relation between disidentification and
achievement effort should be negative. | propose tile nature of this relation depends on
the context: There are groups where achievemeandrisative and integration relies on good
performance. In these contexts, disidentificationuld impede achievement effort. If,
however, achievement is an irrelevant characterigtithe group, integration is independent
of performance. In these contexts, achievemennislgernative dimension to compensate
disidentification on. In support of this notion, find a positive relation between
disidentification and achievement effort in thereat study, where the reference group was
students at a Dutch university. Among these, themns to achieve just good enough
(“zesjescultuur”) to pass exams (VSNU, 2007; citedAD Binnenland, 2007), probably
especially at the beginning of studies. Howeverditawhal data from expatriates in
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development work demonstrate that there is a noomnto disidentify from the receiving
culture M = 2.12,SD=1.93, which differed significantly from the midpbiof the 7-point-
scale,t(16) = -4.02,p = .001). In this context, stronger disidentificatiis related to less
achievement effortr(= -.52,p=.031,N = 17). Future research should investigate the anpa

of disidentification on achievement effort in caxtewith varying group achievement norms.

Conclusions

The current findings demonstrate the importancea asmooth integration in new
groups for newcomers’ psychological functioningalmworld that craves recurring adaptation
to new groups, individuals can contribute to tlwim psychological functioning by adopting
certain strategies upon entrance: approach stegtegiprove, avoidance strategies decrease
well-being. Moreover, in the intercultural domasculturation contact strategies advance
self-concept adaptation and psychological functignof migrants. These findings have
practical implications for the selection of newcomas well as training and coaching of
migrants. In many countries, political actions aihat a successful integration of migrants in
the receiving society begin months, if not yeatsrarrival. The current findings underline
the importance of an early beginning of trainingl antegration arrangements, as certain
motivational strategies begin to work upon arrivalit lay the foundation of newcomers’

long-term functioning in the receiving society.



Chapter 4 Approach strategies and internal motivati on
facilitate the inclusion of a new group into the se If-

concept

In times of flexibility and mobility, the abilityat integrate smoothly becomes more
and more crucial. Imagine a graduate who acceptsatiractive job-offer in order to prevent
unemployment. Having started, she would behavedilkgototypical company member, use
their language and dress like the others in thepamy to consolidate her standing in the
group. Now imagine a student that joins the lobahter club because he thinks it seems fun
to act. In order to grow into the group, he avdéeg too different from the others, avoids
making mistakes and expressing unpopular opinionehearsals. These examples illustrate
that newcomers differ widely in their reasons tm ja group and their strategies to become a
real member of the group. The purpose of the ctisrmies is to investigate the impact of
motivational characteristics in newcomers on seffeept changes induced by a new group

membership.

Self-concept change in newcomers

Moreland and Levine (1982) pointed out that newasmefluence groups and vice
versa. Small group research has demonstrateduhdé&r certain circumstances, newcomers
increase a group’s performance (e.g., Gruenfel.ett996; Choi & Levine, 2004), change
routines (Kane et al., 2005), increase innovathdenieth, 1986), decrease risk of group think
(Janis, 1982; Esser, 1998), and disrupt elaboratiaelevant information (van Knippenberg
et al., 2004). As to changes in newcomers, the mambership changes the newcomers’
perception of the group’s homogeneity (e.g., Oakesal., 1995; Linville et al., 1989;
Moreland, 1985) and their behavior (e.g., Moreld85; Moreland & Levine, 1982).

Self-concept changes in newcomers as targeted have been addressed in
acculturation research rather than in small gragearch. Work in this domain demonstrated
that migrants (i.e., newcomers in a culture) whotita become a part of the group include
the receiving culture (i.e., new group) in theitf-s®encepts when they are interested in
adopting the new culture (Berry, 1997; Berry et 2006; Deaux, 2006; Phinney, 1990;
Phinney & Flores, 2008). Acculturation research Inasasured self-concept changes in
migrants with varying methods, but little attentibas been devoted to social identification
with the receiving culture (Phinney et al., 200Hpwever, following social identity theory,

social identification is the crucial indicator fre inclusion of a group into the self-concept
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(Tajfel & Turner, 1986). Thus, the self-concegitangeswhen newcomers identify with a
group. Indeed, in chapter 2 | provide one of the &udies demonstrating that new groups
can be included into the self-concept: Intenseaminexperienced by exchange students who
spent a year abroad, led to affective and behdvidemtification with the new group.
Similarly, Verkuyten and Yildiz (2007) provided éence for the social identification of
migrants with their receiving culture. Taken togethin the intercultural context, there is
evidence that new group memberships induce thasiari of the group into the self-concept,
especially when there is an interest in the reogivgulture. In other words, individuals’
motivation to become a group member is a prergguisr the inclusion of a group into the
self-concept. Besides the strength of motivatiegutatory strategies influence goal-pursuit.
Therefore, it is worthwhile to investigate the impaf regulatory strategies and motivational

strength on interindividual differences in self-cept changes.

Regulatory strategies

Recently, the distinction between approach anddarme strategies, well-established
in the domain of performance (e.g., Elliot & Churd@®97; Elliot & Harackiewicz, 1996; van
Yperen, 2006), has been applied to the social domaiore precisely to interpersonal
relations. Applied to newcomers, approach strategreuld mean selecting behavior that
increases the likelihood of becoming a real menabehe group. In the example above, the
newcomer chose to dress and speak prototypicalgwddmers that adopt avoidance
strategies would avoid behavior that questions grmembership. In the second example, the
newcomer avoided differing from other group membargesembling outgroup members.
Both approach and avoidance strategies occur migtunathe social domain and are two
dimensions that are related, but distinct (EII&i106; Gable & Strachman, 2008).

In the context of interpersonal relationships, widlials often form the goal to have
positive relationships or make friends. Gable (30@@monstrated that approach and
avoidance strategies in pursuing this goal infleemelationship outcomes. Approach
strategies are related to more satisfaction and leseliness in relationships, whereas
avoidance strategies are related to more lonelimeggtive social attitudes, and relationship
insecurity. Besides these short-term consequerggspach strategies are positively related
to changes in subjective well-being, whereas avadastrategies were related to an increase
in physical symptoms (Elliot et al., 2006). Gabtal &trachman (2008) argue that the effects

of approach and avoidance strategies are capturedifi@rent outcome criteria: Approach
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strategies influenc@ositive outcomes of relationship, such as closeness ofatiamship,
whereas there is stronger evidence of avoidanetegies omegativeoutcomes, such as
insecurity in a relationship. Applied to the coritex group memberships, this suggests that
approach strategies, but not avoidance strategféess;t the inclusion of the group into the
self-concept, as social identification is a pogitielationship outcome criterion with a group.
There is evidence that different strategies leadsdasitivity for specific events.
Therefore, the group’s feedback towards the newcomile be considered in the following

section.

Group feedback and regulatory strategies

Research on the group’s feedback has shown thactics) decreases social
identification with the group (Verkuyten & YildiZ007), whereas confirmation of a self-
chosen group increases social identification amdredment (Barreto & Ellemers, 2002). In a
similar vein, the group-engagement model (Tyler l&d&r, 2003) argues that when members
feel accepted, they value the group more and showmger commitment. Moreover, it has
been demonstrated that peripheral group membersy gtmnger commitment (Jetten,
Branscombe, Spears, & McKimmie, 2003), collectivadf-esteem (i.e., a part of social
identification), and group-serving behavior (JettBranscombe, & Spears, 2002) when they
anticipate acceptance of the group. Newcomers eres@ peripheral members and should
likewise be able to adapt their social identifioatio the group’s feedback. It is thus crucial to
include the feedback of the group to newcomers vilmegstigating the development of social
identification in newcomers.

More so as there is evidence that individuals \&iproach and avoidance strategies
respond differently to positive and negative eve@&rver (2001) argues that in an approach
mode positive events result in more activating eesps, whereas in an avoidance mode
negative events result in more activating respo{s@spared to the respective other type of
events). Accordingly, avoidance strategies fatditmemory of negative information, and a
negatively biased interpretation of ambiguous daofarmation (Strachman & Gable, 2006).
Furthermore, avoidance strategies lead to stropgereived importance of negative social
events (but not positive events), whereas appradciiegies lead to more seeking and
exposure to positive events (Gable, 2006; Elliotlet 2006). Applied to newcomers, this
suggests that approach strategies are relatedcial sdentification when newcomers are

accepted, but not when they are rejectdgppthesis 1. Avoidance strategies, on the other
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hand, should be unrelated to social identificatioecause there is no effect of avoidance on
positive outcome criteridHypothesis 2a

An alternative prediction can be derived from regoily fit hypothesis (Higgins,
2000). This hypothesis suggests that the fit betwesgulatory strategy and behavioral
opportunity leads to an increased value and stroeggagement of the target that provides
such behavioral opportunities (Higgins, 2006). Thigoothesis has been suggested for
different regulatory strategies, such as regulatmgus (Higgins, 2000; Higgins, ldson,
Freitas, Spiegel, & Molden, 2003) and locomotion assessment orientations (Avnet &
Higgins, 2003), and is therefore likely to applyapproach and avoidance strategies as well.
Regarding group choice it was demonstrated thaffitheetween regulatory focus and the
behavioral opportunity provided by groups of diffier power leads to a greater preference of
groups with regulatory fit (i.e., high power in pmotion focus and low power in prevention
focus; Sassenberg, Jonas, Shah, & Brazy, 200@hg&r positive associations with the group,
and stronger social identification (Sassenbergzyrdonas, & Shah, 2006). Thus, applied to
the current research questions, regulatory fit Hypsis suggests higher levels of social
identification when the regulatory strategy and plssibility to exert the respective strategy
in the group coincide. Hence, for approach strategind positive group feedback, the same
prediction as above can be derived from regulafarjnypothesis: When newcomers are
accepted, approach strategies are related to soerdlfication with the groupHypothesis L
However, according to regulatory fit hypothesispisger social identification can also result
from a fit with avoidance strategies, more pregisehen avoidance strategies can be applied
successfully. Thus, an alternative prediction dmdifrom regulatory fit hypothesis is that
avoidance strategies are related to social ideatibn when newcomers aret rejected
(Hypothesis 2p

The moderating role of internal motivation

When newcomers are rejected, then again, an additjporediction can be derived
when one takes internal motivation into accounis la commonplace experience that you
would not easily give up something yaeally want. Goal pursuit based on internal
motivation leads to greater persistence (Ryan &r@étn1989; Vallerand & Bissonnette,
1992; Green-Demers, Pelletier, & Menard, 1997; Xeétyan, 2000, for an overview). In a
similar vein, self-completion theory (Wicklund & @witzer, 1982) argues that reaction to

failure in goal pursuit depends on how identityexgint the goal is. Failure in identity-
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relevant goal pursuit leads to a feeling of incosbghess and frustration, which makes people
strive even stronger for the goals in order to censate the failure (Fehr & Sassenberg,
2008; Brunstein & Gollwitzer, 1996; Gollwitzer & Kihhof, 1998). Therefore, as | focus on
the impact of regulatory strategies on social idieation, | predict that the internal
motivation moderates this relationship: For newcamleigh in internal motivation who
experience social failure (i.e., rejection by tmeup), approach strategies should be related to
social identification in spite of the rejectiolypothesis B As social identification is a
positive outcome on the one hand, and fit betwdestegy and possibility to exert the
strategy in the group, on the other hand, is ne¢mithe effect of avoidance strategies on

social identification should be unaffected by inermotivation.

Overview

Two studies assessed the internal motivation a$ aselapproach and avoidance
strategies in newcomers. Moreover, the group’s daekl (acceptance vs. rejection) was
manipulated. The effects on self-concept change® wested. It has been suggested that
social identification consists of three dimensiacaffective, cognitive, and behavioral (Tajfel,
1978). Affectively, identification is an emotionalvolvement with the group (Ellemers et al.,
1999); cognitively, one should consider oneselfitanto the social category (Turner et al.,
1987). Behaviorally, identification is the willingas to contribute to the group’s benefit (i.e.,
commitment). As research has demonstrated thataiimponents have different consequences
(Jackson, 1999; Ellemers et al., 1999), | meastivech separately.

| expected the regulatory strategies and interr@livation to moderate the impact of
the group’s feedback on the inclusion of the group the self-concept. More specifically, |
expected approach strategies to be related to |sm@atification when newcomers are
accepted Hlypothesis L When newcomers are rejected, | expect the etbécapproach
strategies to be moderated by internal motivatibnere is no relation between approach
strategies and social identification for those lowinternal motivation. For those high in
internal motivation, approach strategies are rdlédesocial identificationHypothesis B For
avoidance strategies, two alternative hypothesees testedHypothesis 2a (outcome criteria
hypothesis): There is no relation between avoidance strategre$ social identification.
Hypothesis 2b (regulatory fit hypothesisfwhen newcomers are accepted, avoidance

strategies are positively related to social iderdtfon. Study 4.1 used scenarios to test these
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hypotheses; Study 4.2 used bogus groups and talsbrg controlled experiences with the

new group.

Study 4.1

Method

Design and participants

An experiment with two conditions (acceptance \gegation) and three continuous
independent variables (internal motivation, apphoagnd avoidance strategies) was
conducted. One hundred and twenty one German-speakidents of the University of Jena
(82 females, 39 males, alye= 22, range 19-33 years) took part in exchangafonocolate

bar.

Procedure

Participants were asked to name a group that tleeydnlike to be a member of. This
free choice was used to induce a high personalaetee and a proximity to actual experience.
Afterwards they filled in measures of their motieatto enter that group and were asked to
imagine that they were a newcomer, followed by mess of approach and avoidance
strategies. In order to manipulate the group’s lieell, participants read the following
situations (for German translation, see Appendix IV

(AcceptanceRejection: Since a few weeks you are part of the group. Tdrancon

idea and the activities are still interesting amgportant to you. You notice quickly

that important group issues are often discussesidmithe group activities. (Already
after a short while you are asked for your opinignthe other group member8yt
you realize that you are not asked for your opinignthe other group membert
the recent distribution of tasks, (a central taskwhich you are especially suited was

assigned to you.no task was assigned to you, though you are ealpesuited for a

certain task Accidently you overhear a conversation where gnoeip member says to

another (that you are already a real group memmerr@ally part of the group” that
you are not a real group member and “not really pafr the group’

Participants were asked to put themselves in thaton and received the dependent
measures of affective identification, cognitive ndécation and commitment. After

completing the questionnaire, the participants weaaked and debriefed.
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Measures

The manipulation checkonsisted of three items: “| felt rejected by tveup”, “I felt
accepted by the group”, and “I could imagine mysedfl in the situation”.

Theinternal motivationwas measured with two items: “| want to belonghtat group
because it is fun” and “I want to belong to thabugy because | enjoy the activities of the
group”  =.52,N =121, p<.001). The mean of the items was used as irtenoéivation
score.

Membership strategiesere measured with a questionnaire developed blfnysor
to the studies reported here. Several pilot stude® conducted in order to develop a brief,
reliable and valid measurement instrument of mesibprapproach and avoidance strategies.
An initial pool of items was drafted on the basfs20 informal interviews and intensive
literature review. The items were openly commeriigcdanother sample of students, which
lead to the selection of 23 items (12 approachstel avoidance items). These items were
tested and revised in two pilot studies. A two-dadtructure with 12 items (six for approach
and avoidance each) could be cross-validated im &totlies (see Appendix | for items).

A six-item scale was used to measaftective identificatiorfa =.92). Four items were
taken from the identification scale introduced bgsKler and Hollbach (2005), one item was
adapted from Allen and Meyer (1990), and the fitain was taken from the identification
measure of Hinkle and colleagues, (19&€X)gnitive identificatiorwas measured with a five-
item scale ¢ = .89) taken from the identification measure ofs&ler and Hollbach (2005).
Commitmentvas measured with five itemg € .88). Four items were taken from the German
version of the Organization Citizenship Behavioral8c (Staufenbiel & Hartz, 2000),
completed by another item developed by myself.

All items were assessed on a 7-point scale (Hen’t agree at all7 =1 fully agree.

A complete list of dependent measure items cambed in Appendix II.

Results

Manipulation checks

Participants in the acceptance condition felt nameeptedN! = 5.84,SD=1.01) than
participants in the rejection conditio™M = 3.26, SD= 1.49), 1(105.58) =11.12p < .001,
Npar? = .538. Participants in the rejection conditidek more rejectedM = 4.39,SD=1.73)
than participants in the acceptance conditiovi =(2.00, SD= 1.45), t(115.60) = 8.21,

p < .001,mpaf = .367. The ability to imagine oneself in thauatton was significantly above
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the midpoint of the scaleM = 5.42, SD= 1.24), t(120) = 12.58,p < .001, npaf = .569.
Overall, these results demonstrate that the méteviere well conducted.
Confirmatory factor analysis of the approach-avaida strategy scale

On the 12 strategy items a confirmatory factor ysialwas conducted using AMOS
(Arbuckle, 2006). The hypothesized model designeel items of each strategy to load
exclusively on the respective latent variable. Fewmor variables of items using similar words
were allowed to correlate. Following the suggestidty Hu and Bentler (1999), the
Comparative Fit Index (CFI), Tucker-Lewis Index (Yland Root Mean Square Error of
Approximation (RMSEA) were used to evaluate the eldid. The results supported the fit of
the hypothesized model to the data(49,N = 121) = 64.9p = .063, CFI = .969, TLI = .958,
RMSEA = .052. All latent variable variances andtéadoadings were significant with an
average primary factor loading of .62 (maximum &3,.minimum of .35, see Table 4.1 for
loadings). For each factor, means served as salles/(approach strategy= .81, avoidance
strategy a« =.79). The approach strateg € 5.60, SD=.81) and avoidance strategy
(M =2.57,SD=.95) were moderately correlatedz= .24, N=121, p=.008, as has been
reported earlier (Elliot et al., 2006). The intdrmaotivation was neither correlated with
approach strategy € .10,p = .256) nor with avoidance strategy=-.04,p = .686).
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Table 4.1 Membership strategy items and their loadingstud$ 4.1 (N = 121).

Factor loadings

Strategy item Approach Avoidance

[

. | am trying to mentally grow into the group. 46

N

. | am striving to be accepted as a full membethef 75

group.
. | am striving to be seen as a real group merbppe¢he .69

w

other people in the group.

N

. | am striving to see myself as a real group memb .85

o1

. ' am trying to grow into the group with my belav

»

. | am striving to see myself as a compatible grpu 40
member.
7. | avoid deviating from the image of a typicabgp .66

member.

0o

. | am trying to distinguish my behavior from péop .35

that are not in the group.

©

. | want my behavior to deviate as little as pllss 71
from the other group members.
10. | avoid being too similar to people that ar¢ part .35
of the group.

11. It is important to me not to differ too muchn the .85
others in the group.

12. | avoid being similar to people that are notmhers 49
of the group.

.84

Note The hypothesized model designed the items of staategy to load exclusively
on the corresponding factor. Loadings betweenegiyaitems and the respective other factor

are therefore not displayed.

Inclusion of the new group into the self-concept

| expected approach strategies to lead to strorsgemal identification when
individuals feel accepted. When rejected, only ifatividuals high in internal motivation
approach strategies should be related to sociatifamtion. Regarding avoidance strategies,
| either expected no relation with social idensifion (outcome criteria hypothesis) or a

positive relation when newcomers are accepted l@emy fit hypothesis).
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In order to test these predictions, a mixed GLMhwite between subject factors
Feedback (1 acceptance vs. -1 rejection), the momtis centered factors Internal motivation,
Approach and Avoidance, and the within subjectda€omponent (affective identification
vs. cognitive identification vs. commitment) wasndacted. | predicted a three-way
interaction of Feedback x Internal motivation x Aggch on social identification (Hypothesis
1 and 3). | either expected no effect of Avoidafm#come criteria hypothesis) or a Feedback
x Avoidance interaction (regulatory fit hypothesis) social identification.

In support of hypothesis 1 and 3, the anafysiavealed a Feedback x Internal
motivation x Approach interactiork;(1, 109) = 4.45p = .037,npa? = .039, that qualified a
main effect of Feedback indicating that acceptdedeto stronger social identification than
rejection, F(1, 109) = 64.76,p < .001, npa? = .373, a main effect that revealed a positive
relation of Approach [F(1,109)=19.17p<.001, npaf =.150, and Internal motivation,
F(1, 109) = 6.04p = .016,npaf = .052, on social identification, and a Feedbadkpproach
interaction,F(1, 109) = 9.28p = .003,mpa? = .078. Since there was no four-way interaction
with Component,F(1.56, 169.61) = 1.26p = .281, simple slope analyses were conducted
across the components of social identificationtha Feedback conditions separately (Aiken
& West, 1991). In theaxcceptancecondition, there were main effects of Approach lhoth
those low (1SD below the mean) in internal motivatidh= .68,p < .001, and high in internal
motivation (1SD above the meanfg = .42,p = .009. In other words, when accepted, approach
strategies were related to stronger social ideatitbn independent of the internal motivation.
In the rejection condition, for those low in internal motivationpproach was unrelated to
social identification,R=-.19, p =.345. However, as expected, for those high termal
motivation, higher levels of Approach were relatedstronger social identificatiof§ = .39,
p=.019. In sum, when newcomers were rejected,ina ith hypothesis 3, approach
strategies only led to stronger social identificatiwvhen internal motivation was high. Figure

4.1 displays the results.

® If the data did not confirm the assumption of sjifiy, F-values were Greenhouse-Geisser adjusted. In all
analyses, this is marked bfrvalues that are not integer.
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Figure 4.1: The inclusion of the group into the self-concepa disnction of approach
strategy and feedback for acceptance (left) anelateyn (right) in study 4.1 (N = 121).

The Feedback x Avoidance interaction, which wasdipted in regulatory fit
hypothesis 2b, was not fouriel,1, 109) = .08. Thus, in support of outcome crétdrypothesis
2a, avoidance strategies were not related to sedaitification when newcomers were
accepted.

Additional findings were a main effect of Componefi1.56, 169.61) = 19.81,
p<.001, npaf =.154, qualified by a Feedback x Component auon, F(1.56,
169.61) = 12.58p < .001, npar? = .103, which revealed that Feedback influenciectve
identification, B = -1.58, SE= .18, p < .001, npa# = .403, and cognitive identificatiol = -
1.54, SE= .19, p<.001, npa? = .383, to a stronger degree than commitmé&nmy; -.90,
SE=.19, p<.001, mnpaf =.167. Likewise, Internal motivation affected feative
identification,B = .20,SE=.12,p = .083, but not cognitive identificatiol = .05,SE= .12,
p=.675, and commitment =.05, SE=.12, p=.700, as was revealed by an Internal
motivation x Component interactionF(1.56, 169.61) = 3.81,p=.034, npaf = .034.
Moreover, there was a Feedback x Approach x Comyoniateraction, F(1.56,
169.61) = 5.30p = .011,npaf = .046. The Feedback x Approach interaction wasifscant
for both affective identificationB = -.64, SE= .19, p=.001, npaf = .093, and cognitive
identification, B = -.71, SE= .19, p < .001, npa = .109, but not for commitmenB = -.24,
SE=.20,p=.245. The lack of the Feedback x Approach intewacfor commitment might
be due to the Feedback x Approach x Internal mttimanteraction, which was not qualified
by a four-way interaction with Component. Finalyy Avoidance x Component interaction
was foundF(1.56, 169.61) = 6.6(n = .004,mpaf? = .057, though Avoidance had no effect on

social identification on either component when dligsd (affective identificationB = -.04,
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SE=.13,p=.751, cognitive identificatiorB = .08,SE= .14,p = .579, commitmenB = -.21,
SE= .14, p=.138). No other main or interaction effects remthlconventional levels of

significance, alFs < 2.12, alps > .10.

Discussion Study 4.1

Study 4.1 investigated the moderating effect ofrapgh and avoidance strategies and
internal motivation on the impact of the group’edback on the inclusion of the group into
the self-concept. It was expected that approaemgth facilitates social identification when
newcomers feel accepted by the group. When newsofeel rejected, | expected to find this
relation only for those high in internal motivatiokvoidance strategies were either expected
to be unrelated to social identification (outcomigecia hypothesis) or to be related to social
identification when newcomers were accepted omgflatory fit hypothesis). The results
supported the predictions for approach stratedisexpected, newcomers high in approach
strategies reacted to acceptance with strongealsdentification. The internal motivation
changed the impact of approach strategies in @ati rejection in the predicted way: For
those low in internal motivation, approach stragediad no effect on social identification
after rejection. For those high in internal motivat however, even though newcomers felt
rejected, approach strategies were positivelyedl&t social identification.

| did not find any effect of avoidance strategiessocial identification. Unexpectedly,
there was an interaction effect with the componehtscial identification, but the effect did
not hold when this interaction was dissolved ift® tcomponents. This finding supports the
outcome criteria hypothesis: The effects of appnaatd avoidance strategies are to be found
on the respective outcome criteria. Since socettification with a group is a positive
outcome criterion, it is influenced by approaclatggies only. There was no support for the
regulatory fit hypothesis: Thus the fit betweenidaoce strategies and the possibility to
continue displaying avoidance strategies did nfitcguto foster social identification.

As rejected newcomers high in internal motivatieera to identify as strongly as
accepted newcomers, one might wonder whether temad motivation made participants
fade out the rejection experience. This was not#se, as the Feedback x Internal motivation
interaction on the perception of rejection (the ipatation check) was not significant,
3=.04,p = .615. The rejection experience was similarlyexignced by those high and low

in internal motivation.
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All'in all, Study 4.1 provided evidence for the neoating effect of approach strategies
and internal motivation in newcomers on the immdi¢he group’s feedback on social
identification. These findings are particularly ewbrthy, as none of the participants actually
was a newcomer in the group and, though groups meateand of interest to the participants,
the manipulation was imagined. Therefore, Studytdsfed whether approach and avoidance
strategies and internal motivation moderate theceff the group’s feedback on social

identification by exposing participants to conteollexperiences with a new group.

Study 4.2

Study 4.2 seeks to replicate the findings from $#id using real experiences. Again,
| expect approach strategies in combination witteptance to foster social identification. In
combination with rejection, | expect this relationly when newcomers are high internally
motivated. Based on the findings of Study 4.1 lestmo effects of avoidance strategies on

social identification (outcome criteria hypothesis)

Method

Design and Participants

As in Study 4.1, an experiment with two conditiqiasceptance vs. rejection) and
three continuous independent variables (internaltivaion, approach and avoidance
strategies) was conducted. Participants were itecruobn campus for a study about
achievement in groups. 84 students of the UniyerditTuebingen participated in exchange
for 8 Euro. Two participants who did not follow thwstructions and 15 participants who
suspected the fictitious nature of the group or r@nipulation in a final debriefing were
excluded from the analysis. The data-sets of 6fggaaints (38 female, 29 male, alye= 24,
range 20-30 years), were analyzed.

Procedure

Upon arrival, participants were seated in cubiclégey were instructed that the study
investigated whether group achievement profits fritw@ possibility for group members to
work sequentially on the same task. Participanasl that several groups had been formed
earlier and that some groups admitted new meml#isirs order to increase the group’s
importance, participants were told that groups swdved 85% of the tasks correctly would
win another 50 Euro. Participants were then askedhbose one of two groups that were

introduced with a mottoRukos “Pragmatic, practical, goodDekons “Analyzing instead of



Approach strategies and internal motivation faaiiéitthe inclusion of a new group into the self-epic 72

thinking of one’s feet”) All items were adapted ttte chosen group. Before they started
working on the tasks, participants were told theirt attitudes and expectations towards the
group work would be measured. They then filled i@asures of internal motivation to work
with the group, approach and avoidance strategie$, 12 bogus items presented as capturing
team-relevant attitudes (e.qg., “I think it is imfaort that a group has the same goals and works
together well”). These items were filled in twicEirstly to measure their own attitudes,
secondly participants were asked to indicate wtidtide in their fellow group members they
would at least expect to be acceptable (i.e., least expectations”). On this basis, the
group’s feedback was manipulated as follows:

“In order to know more about the composition of tireup, we compare the mean

least expectations of the group with the expeatatiand attitudes of the newcomers.

You might be interested in to what extent your peaiatches the preference profile

of the group.”

Participants received a figure indicating eitheghh(acceptance) or low (rejection)
match with the group profile (see Figure 4.2). Tpistotypicality feedback was chosen in
order to clearly circumscribe from interpersonadieack and the threat of the need for social
bonds. After having worked on three trial taskstipgants received the dependent measures
of affective identification, cognitive identificath and commitment. As advertised, they then
worked on a number of insight problems, non-insighdblems and common knowledge
questions, partly with bogus solutions. Particisamére told that only group solutions would
be visible. In the end, participants received demplgic measures, were thanked and
debriefed.
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In 7 out of 8 dimensions you exceed the minimal expectations of the group. The match

between your profile and the preference profile of the group is thus relatively high.
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In 5 out of 8 dimensions you do not fulfill the minimal expectations of the group. The match

between your profile and the preference profile of the group is thus relatively low.

Figure 4.2: Manipulation of the group’s acceptance (a) or atjen (b) in Study 4.2
(N = 67).

Measures

To assess thmternal motivation,the scale from Study 4.1 was extended to a four-
item scale ¢ = .85). The additional two items were “I want tddrg to that group, because |
feel like working with this group” and “I want toelong to this group, because 1 think it is
interesting and exciting to work with this group”.

The approach strategy(e = .89) andavoidance strategya = .88) were measured
using the 12-item questionnaire described in Study The strategies were again correlated,

r=.49,N=67,p<.001. The internal motivation was correlatedhvitte approach strategy
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(r=.48, p<.001), but not with avoidance strategy,=.08, p=.542. Such high
intercorrelation of independent variables for whah interaction is computed threatens the
preconditions for multiple regressions and makgsession coefficients difficult to interpret
(Cohen, Cohen, West, & Aiken, 2003). In order tcermome this multicollinearity, the
internal motivation was dichotomized based on aiaredplit. Within the respective groups,
the membership strategy scales were centered, rddigcing the correlation between the
strategies and internal motivation, baoth< | .10| , p>.10. The median split of the internal
motivation was independent of the experimental maation of Feedbacky? (df=1,
N =67) =.05p = .831. These variables were used in the analgprted below.

Affective identification(a =.84), cognitive identification(a = .89) andCommitment
(o = .84) were measured with the same scales asudy3t1. All items were adapted to the
chosen group.

All items were assessed on a 7-point scalel(tien’t agree at all 7 =1 fully agree.

Results

Inclusion into the self-concept

As in Study 4.1, | expected approach strategielsetoelated to social identification
when newcomers are accepted. When rejected, | ®gehis relation to hold only for
newcomers high in internal motivation. According ttee outcome criteria hypothesis, no
effects of avoidance strategies on social ideztiifos were expected.

These predictions were again tested with a mixedMGiith the between subject
factors Feedback (1 acceptance vs. -1 rejectiod)lsternal motivation (high 1 vs. low -1),
the adapted continuous factors Approach and Avaelamnd the within subject factor
Component (affective identification vs. cogniticentification vs. commitment). Hypotheses
1 and 3 predicted a three-way interaction of Feekibxalnternal motivation x Approach on
social identification, and Hypothesis 2a predicted effects of Avoidance on social
identification.

As expected in Hypotheses 1 and 3, the analysieated a Feedback x Internal
motivation x Approach interactioi(1, 55) = 4.22p = .045,npa? = .071, that qualified two
main effects: Internal motivatiorf:(1, 55) = 48.61,p < .001, npa? = .469, and Approach,
F(1, 55) = 15.12p < .001,npar? = .215, were both positively related to sociartification.
There was no four-way interaction with Componéi(l,.64, 90.02) = 1.91p = .162, therefore

simple slope analyses were again conducted achessamponents of social identification
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(Aiken & West, 1991). In thecceptancecondition, for those low in internal motivation,
Approach was related to social identificatidhs= .48, p=.019, but not for those high in
internal motivation,3 = .26, p = 202. Figure 4.3 demonstrates that this mightdbe to a
ceiling effect. In therejection condition, when newcomers were low in internal inaiton,
Approach was unrelated to social identificatid@w .19, p =.322. When high in internal
motivation, however, Approach was related to stesrgpcial identificationf3 = .97,p = .008,
despite the rejection. Taken together, approadchtesgfies were positively related to social
identification when newcomers were accepted. Whgh mternally motivated to enter the
group, however, newcomers’ approach strategieditédei social identification even when

they are rejected.

- e high internal

Social identification

motivation

= = = |gw intemal
motivation

Social identification

-3 0 3 -3 0 3

approach strategies (z-score) approach strategies (z-score)

Figure 4.3 The inclusion of the group into the self-concept a function of approach
strategy and feedback for acceptance (left) anelateyn (right) in study 4.2 (N = 67).

The Feedback x Avoidance interaction, expectecegulatory fit hypothesis 2b, was
not found,F(1, 55) = 1.35,p=.251. Neither when accepted, nor rejected, wemdance
strategies related to social identification. Thussults supported the outcome criteria
hypothesis 2a that predicted no effect of Avoidaoresocial identification. However, there
was a Feedback x Avoidance x Component interactidh,64, 90.02) = 82.74p < .001,
npar? = .601. The Feedback x Avoidance interaction was significant for commitment,
B =.03,SE=.49,p =.960, but there were tendencies for affectiventifieation, B = -.825,
SE= .42, p=.053, npar? = .066 and cognitive identificatiorB = -1.06, SE= .59, p=.078.

These interactions were dissolved into simple slopgesoidance was neither significantly
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related to affective identification when newcomerseaccepted’d = .21,p = .118, nor when
they wererejected R=-.35,p =.129. For cognitive identification, when newcomeavere
accepted there was a tendency of relation between Avoidaaad cognitive identification,
3=.27,p=.070. Whenejected there was no such relatidh= -.11,p = .655.

Additional findings were a main effect of Componemi(1.64, 90.02) = 82.74,
p <.001,npaf = .601, qualified by a tendency towards an Iraemotivation x Component
interaction,F(1.64, 90.02) = 2.81p = .076, npar? = .049, indicating that Internal motivation
was differently related to affective identificatio = -1.23,SE= .24, p < .001,npaf = .327,
cognitive identificationB = -1.37,SE= .34,p < .001 npaf = .232, and commitmert, = -.98,
SE=.28,p=.001nparf = .187.

No other main or interaction effect was significaaitFs < 1.63, alps > .10.

Discussion Study 4.2

Study 4.2 replicated the impact of approach strasegnd internal motivation on the
newcomer’s self-concept changes as reaction tgrihgp’s feedback in real group situations.
As expected, approach strategies facilitated sabéatification when newcomers were
accepted. Upon rejection, this relationship cedsethose low in internal motivation, but
high internal motivation shielded the effect of eggrh strategies on social identification.
Thus, the effects found in Study 4.1 using imagirexperiences were replicated with real,
but controlled experiences.

As to avoidance strategies, there were marginatastions of Feedback and
Avoidance on affective and cognitive identificatievhich points in the direction of
regulatory fit hypothesis. However, this was weagport for the hypothesis as in Study 4.1,
which gives stronger evidence for the outcome aiteypothesis: Avoidance strategies are

not related to social identification.

Discussion Studies 4.1. - 4.2.

The current studies demonstrate that self-condetges undergone by newcomers
when they enter a new group are affected by thepgsdeedback, regulatory strategies and
internal motivation. As expected, when newcomenevaecepted (but not when rejected),
approach strategies facilitated social identifmatiUpon rejection, only for newcomers high

in internal motivation approach strategies werategl to social identification.
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There were no effects of avoidance strategies omalsdentification. This finding is
in line with research in the domain of interperdaeéations that finds avoidance strategy
effects on foremost negative outcome criteria (é&bBtrachman, 2008; Gable, 2006; Elliot
et al., 2006). As the present studies investigagdidconcept changes, for social identification
being an outcome criterion that reflects a positelationship between individual and group, |
only found effects of approach strategies.

The prediction derived from regulatory fit hypottse@iggins, 2000) was not
supported by the data: Even when the group providédvioral opportunities to exert
avoidance strategies (i.e., in case of regulattyysbcial identification was not facilitated by
avoidance strategies. However, regulatory fit higpsis predicts value and engagement upon
regulatory fit. In the current studies, the onlywa express value was social identification.

In regulatory fit research, value has been measusew) one anchor (e.g., by monetary value;
Idson, Liberman, & Higgins, 2000; enjoyment of gpafsuit; Freitas & Higgins, 2000;
positive response to messages; Cesario, Grandg@im$i, 2004) and using two anchors (e.g.,
feeling good / bad about decisions, Idson et 8002 feeling right / wrong, Camacho,
Higgins, & Luger, 2003). In the latter examplesiueacould be expressed by an increase of
positive outcomes or a decrease of negative outsoltnis possible that the value which
arises from the fit with avoidance strategies caly be captured with measures that include
negative outcome values. On the other hand, tleetsfbf regulatory fit on social
identification were found using regulatory focusattgies (Sassenberg et al., 2006; 2007)
without adding negative outcomes. More researcteesied in order to specify witrhich
regulatory strategies the fit between a certamegy and behavioral opportunities affects
specificcriteria of value.

The distinction of approach and avoidance motivaisofundamental and basic
(Elliot, 2006). In the social domain it has implicas on attention, memory, interpretation of
social stimuli, and emotional reactions to sodialagions in interpersonal relations (Gable &
Strachman, 2008). The current findings extend teeace by applying approach and
avoidance strategies to the person-group relatidnrgroduce a measurement instrument for
this context. Moreover, the findings contributehe evidence that approach and avoidance
motivations lead to a specific sensitivity to pa&tand negative events, finding that approach
strategies facilitate a reaction (i.e., social ideation) towards positive events (i.e.,

acceptance).



Approach strategies and internal motivation faaiiéitthe inclusion of a new group into the self-epic 78

For social exclusion research, the results impdy the effects of social acceptance or
rejection are not independent of motivational cbmastics of newcomers. Positive feedback
of a group affects newcomers stronger the more d@ldeypt approach strategies. The
facilitated development of social identificationsM@und for both personal feedback (Study
4.1) and prototypicality feedback (Study 4.2). Thasnvestigating the effects of social
feedback on social identification, more attentibowdd be paid to member characteristics
(e.g., Jetten et al., 2003) in general, and memmo¢ivation in particular. Comparable to the
context of social discrimination (Sassenberg & Ham2007; Shelton, 2000), without the
consideration of motivation in the investigationngiwcomer changes, newcomers are treated
as passive objects. However, the current findiregaahstrate that their self-concepts are not
exposed to the group, but that newcomers reguiaiereaction to experiences with the
group by adapting regulatory strategies and intenmdivation. Thus, the newcomer is a
motivated protagonist in his or her personal dgualent.

As to the active role of newcomers in social idgndievelopment, internal motivation
has been in the focus of attention. The currendistushow that besides effort and affect
resulting from rumination (Brunstein & Gollwitzel,996; Gollwitzer & Kirchhof, 1998),
compensation after negative feedback can takenahar form: the maintenance of positive
relational outcomes in face of difficult circumstas. In other words: Negative consequences
for a relation are buffered by internal motivatiorlowever, this specific form of
compensation was not catalyzed by internal motwagélone, but had to be combined with
strong approach strategies. Future research slomsider taking regulatory strategies into
account and capture different ways of compensatioen investigating reactions to negative
feedback in identity goal pursuit.

One might object that the causal direction of thpact of regulatory strategies and
internal motivation on social identification wast mested in the current studies. Research
from the interpersonal domain (Gable, 2006), omtide relevant goals (Brunstein &
Gollwitzer, 1996), and in the evidence from chaftetearly suggests the causal direction
assumed here. Nonetheless, future studies shotddtigate the impact of the interaction
between approach and avoidance strategies and fgedipack on self-concept changes
longitudinally in the field in order to clarify caal directions.

For practical purposes, a better understandinparftsand long-term consequences of
strategy adoption has implications for training aneparation of newcomers (e.g., in

companies, expatriates or first-year studentssitlrations where rejection is likely, but social
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identification crucial, the combination of highenbal motivation and strong approach
strategies seems to be adaptive.

To conclude, being a newcomer in a group is a ehglhg experience that, whether
intended or not, induces changes in newcomers partaof the adaptation to the new
situation. When investigating these changes, thags feedback as well as characteristics of
the newcomers and their interactions should bentaki® account. By including newcomer
motivation, newcomers are regarded as active poaiats that design their self-concept

development.



Chapter 5 Does rejection lead to disidentification? The

role of internal motivation and avoidance strategie S

Imagine joining a new team, eager to be integrafdter a while, you realize that
other group members never ask for your opiniorebybu carry out important tasks. After a
while you feel rejected. Rejection of newcomers.(iany kind of negative feedback by the
group members concerning newcomers’ membershipsyta a crucial factor determining
whether newcomers integrate into a group or leagbkt raway. Indeed, rejection often
undermines social identification, group loyalty, damollective self-esteem (Barreto &
Ellemers, 2002; Simon & Sturmer, 2003; Sleebosgridlrs, & de Gilder, 2006a; Tyler &
Blader, 2003). At the same time, there is evidetizg some rejected group members
demonstrate their worth to the group by group-sgyvbehavior (Branscombe, Spears,
Ellemers, & Doosje, 2002; Jetten et al., 2002; 200Bese seemingly contradictory findings
are most likely an outcome of different levels aftial social identification. Jetten and
colleagues (2002, 2003) demonstrated that the Itheegroup members’ identification, the
weaker their engagement in favor of the group atgrction (for similar findings see also
Sleebos et al., 2006b).

It is self-evident that among newcomers the groapnot be central to the self-
concept yet. In these specific group members, rathan (the not yet formed) social
identification, the motivation to become a groupmmber should be considered in the context
of rejection. Therefore, the current studies seekdemonstrate that two aspects of
newcomers’ motivation are relevant for the attachine the group: their internal motivation

to become a group member, and their regulatoryesfies.

From social identification to internal motivation

To identify the factors that affect newcomer resggmtowards rejection, it might be
helpful to know why social identification has anpatt on members’ responses to rejection.
Social identity theory (Tajfel & Turner, 1986) agguthat unfavorable ingroup-related states
(e.g., low status) lead to individualist strategieslow identified group members and
collective strategies in high identified group mergh This is due to the importance of the
group to the self-concept (reflected by social tdeation), which determines whether it is
harder to give up the group membership or to engagéort to change the unfavorable state.

Similarly, self-completion theory (Wicklund & Golliwer, 1982) argues that the
reaction to negative events depends on the idemigwance of the event. If a negative event
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Is at odds with an individual’s internally motivdtstriving, the individual will experience a
feeling of incompleteness and frustration, whidkits even stronger striving for the goal in
order to compensate. No such compensation occutleinpursuit of goals that are not
identity-relevant (Fehr & Sassenberg, in pressnBtein & Gollwitzer, 1996; Gollwitzer &
Kirchhof, 1998). Applying self-completion theory t@wcomers’ responses to rejection, one
would conclude that high internally motivated nemaws rather stand rejection to stay in the
group and thus most likely do not drop out, whereas internally motivated are likely to

leave the group after rejection.

Regulatory strategies

Besides the strength of internal motivation, retprla strategies affect the response
towards negative events. According to Carver (20@pproach modes lead to more active
responses to positive events, whereas avoidanceesmiead to more active responses to
negative events. In the social domain, individyalssue social goals with approach and
avoidance strategies (Gable, 2006), and thereideleee that individuals with approach and
avoidance strategies respond differently towardsitpe and negative events. Avoidance
strategies lead to a stronger reactivity towardgatiee social events (Elliot et al., 2006;
Gable, 2006), facilitate memory of negative infotima, and a negative interpretation of
ambiguous social information (Strachman & GableQ6)0 Moreover, regulatory strategies
influence which type of outcome criteria is affettépproach strategies foremost affect
positive outcome criteria, whereas avoidance gmsehave stronger effects on negative
outcome criteria (Elliot et al., 2006; Gable, 20@&ble & Strachman, 2008, see also the
evidence from chapter 4).

Applying this to the context of new group membepshiapproach strategies are a
focus on behavior that increases the likelihootht#gration in the group (e.g., dressing like
the other members or using similar language). Nevars with avoidance strategies focus on
the avoidance of behavior that risks integratiortha group (e.g., dressing improperly or
making unpopular remarks). Newcomers with appradcitegies should be especially prone
to acceptance (as demonstrated in chapter 4), asher@wcomers with avoidance strategies
should respond stronger to rejection. As avoidagfbéects are foremost found on negative
outcome criteria, disidentification, defined asamtive separation of a group, thusegative
self-defining relation to a relevant group, was sdroas criterion. Note that disidentification

is not the opposite of social identification, whiglould be nornidentification (Elsbach &
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Bhattacharya, 2001; Kreiner & Ashforth, 2004; Veitan & Yildiz, 2007; Zou, Morris, &
Benet-Martinez, 2008). Hence, avoidance strateghiesild lead to stronger disidentification
after rejection (but not after acceptance).

Taking the prediction derived from self-completithreory into account, | expect that
the relation between avoidance strategies and etisfctation is moderated by internal
motivation. For newcomers low in internal motivatjol expect to find that stronger
avoidance strategies lead to more disidentificatipon rejection. For newcomers high in
internal motivation, however, | expect that avoickastrategies do not affect disidentification

even in face of rejection.

Overview

Two studies tested this prediction. Study 5.1 malaigd the group’s feedback in a
scenario, Study 5.2 measured feedback in the figdth studies assessed internal motivation,
approach and avoidance strategies as predictatgjiamentification as criterion. Like social
identification (Tajfel, 1978; Ellemers et al., 199€isidentification is measured with a
behavioral component (i.e., intentions to leavedhmup), a cognitive component (i.e., self-

recategorization), and an affective component, (aeegative affective association with the

group).

Study 5.1

Method

Design and Participants

An experiment with the two level factor Feedbaakdction vs. acceptance) and three
continuous independent variables (internal motbrgtiapproach and avoidance strategies)
was conducted. The data of 100 undergraduate stidés female, 36 male, adé = 22,
range 18-40 years), who had not participated inméles study, were collected. Participants

received a chocolate bar for compensation.

Procedure

Participants were asked to choose one of four studeoups that were briefly
introduced (38 chose the volleyball team, 15 theirci21 the theater club, and 26 the

debating club). The opportunity to choose shouldl petsonal relevance of the group. Groups
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were distributed equally across conditiogs(3) = 2.51,p = .473. All following items were
adapted to the chosen group. Participants fillech@asures of their motivation to enter the
group, and were asked to imagine that they hadnticbecome newcomers in the group
before their approach and avoidance strategies mesured. Then, the group’s feedback
was manipulated as in Study 4.1.: participants sadnaginary situation that implied either
rejection or acceptance by the group. In the rigjeatondition, participants imagined to be
ignored in group decisions and not given group dask the acceptance condition,
participants imagined being asked for their opinéml being given important group tasks to
fulfill, for instance. After having imagined thesgective situation, participants filled in the

dependent measures of disidentification. Finaligytwere thanked and debriefed.

Measures

The internal motivation(a =.78) was measured with four items (e.g., “l wamt
belong to that group because it is fun”).

Approachstrategies (e.g., “I am trying to grow into the gpowith my behavior”,
a = .82) andavoidancestrategies (e.g., “I avoid deviating from the imaxea typical group
member”,a = .81) were measured with 6 items each (see chdpgte scale development and
Appendix | for items). Both strategies were posiy correlated, r(= .38, p<.001), as
reported earlier (Elliot et al., 2006). Internal tmation was correlated with approach
strategies r(= .42, p<.001), but not substantially with avoidance tsigees (= .19,
p=.061).

Disidentification: Three items measureexit (a =.94). Recategorizationwas
measured with three itemsa €.82) adapted from the goal reengagement scalé/tmsch,
Scheier, Miller, Schulz, and Carver (2003). In ertlemeasurdoad feeling a six-item scale
was constructedx(=.81; for the items see Appendix IlI).

The manipulation checlkconsisted of two items: “I felt rejected by thegp” and “I
felt accepted by the group”.

All items were assessed on a 7-point scalel(tien’t agree at all 7 =1 fully agree.
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Results

Manipulation check

Participants in the rejection conditions felt moegected M = 4.46,SD = 1.66) than
participants in the acceptance conditioM £ 2.58, SD= 1.38), t(98) =6.12, p <.001.
Participants in the acceptance condition felt maoeepted N1 =5.19, SD=1.35) than
participants in the rejection conditiol! = 3.35,SD= 1.12),t(98) = 7.46p < .001.

Disidentification

When newcomers are rejected but not when newcomrersaccepted, | expected
higher levels of avoidance strategies to leadrmnger disidentification. This relation should
hold for individuals low in internal motivation, buaot for those high in internal motivation.
In addition, approach strategies were not expetdedffect disidentification depending on
feedback.

In order to test these predictions, a mixed GLMhwihe between subject factors
Feedback (-1 rejection vs. 1 acceptance), the momtis factors Internal motivation,
Approach and Avoidance, and the within subjectda@omponent of disidentification (exit
VS. recategorization vs. bad feeling) was conducted

The analysis revealed a main effect of Feedbackcating that rejectionM = 4.02,
SE=.15) led to stronger disidentification than aguteece M =2.93, SE=.15),
F(1, 88) = 23.46p < .001,npa? = .210. This effect was qualified by the expedtegdback x
Internal motivation x Avoidance interactior;(1, 88) = 7.70,p = .007, npa? = .080 (see
Figure 5.1). Since there was no four-way interactwith ComponentF < .2, follow-up
analyses were conducted across the componentsidéuiification. An Avoidance x Internal
motivation interaction was not found in taeceptancecondition,B = .33,SE=.25,p = .194,
but in the rejection condition, B=-.51, SE=.17, p=.003. For thosdow in internal
motivation (1 SD below the mean), Avoidance wasitp@sy related to disidentification,
B=.73, SE= .25, p=.005, whereas this effect did not occur for éhbgh in internal
motivation (1 SD above the meaB=-.29,SE=.22,p=.201. Taken together in line with
the hypothesis, newcomers’ avoidance strategiattdsed disidentification after rejection

only when internal motivation was low.
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Figure 5.1: Disidentification as a function of avoidance stgigs and feedback for
acceptance feedback (left) and rejection feedbaghkt] in Study 5.1 (N = 100).

Additionally, there was a main effect of ComponeRi{l1.79, 157.77) = 17.88,

p<.001, mpaf=.169, qualified by an Avoidance x Component eiattion,
F(1.79, 157.77) = 4.45p = .016, npat = .048. Stronger Avoidance tended to lead to less
recategorization § = -.49, SE= .27, p=.075), but did not affect exitB(= .07, SE= .27,
p =.806), or bad feelingB(= .23,SE= .20,p = .263). There was a tendency of a Feedback x
Component interaction,F(1.79, 157.77) = 2.56,p = .087, mpaf =.028, indicating that
Feedback affected the components of disidentiboato different degrees (exiB = 1.46,
SE= .31, p<.001, recategorizationB =.78, SE= .31, p=.013, bad feeling:B=1.03,
SE=.23,p<.001).

In line with the predictions no main or interactieffiect of Approach occurred, d&b

< 1.63, allps > .20. No other main or interaction effects wenenf, allFs < 1.3.

Discussion Study 5.1

Study 5.1 found that when newcomers are rejecteahiger avoidance strategies (but
not approach strategies) facilitate disidentificati(i.e., intentions to leave the group,
recategorization and bad feelings towards the grdug only for newcomers low in internal
motivation, not for those high in internal motivati The impact of avoidance on the sub-
components of disidentification differed slightibhis effect was weak in nature, therefore an
explanation seems only to be required in case oépication in Study 5.2. Approach

strategies did not affect disidentification whatsere This result is in line with earlier
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research, finding effects of approach strategiesni@st on positive outcome criteria, but not
on negative ones such as disidentification.

Overall, Study 5.1 provides clear evidence for mpdiheses, but it used imaginary
feedback. Thus, Study 5.2 investigates the effetigroup rejection on disidentification in
dependence of internal motivation and regulatagtsgies using real groups and experienced
group feedback in the field. More precisely, Stdd¥ looked at the relation towards the host-
country among exchange students — a new groupsthiually integrated in the self-concept

(as demonstrated in chapter 2).

Study 5.2

Method

Design and participants

A field study with four continuous independent wdtes (feedback, internal
motivation, approach, and avoidance strategies) avaslucted. Three hundred sixty eight
international exchange students (284 females, 8kand did not indicate gender, age
M =17, range 15-19 years) filled in the questiormabtudents came from 23 European

countries and had spent an exchange year in angtliepean country.

Procedure

The questionnaire was filled in on arrival at a s&mnat the end of the exchange year
before returning home. Questionnaires were eith&niglish (N = 128) or German (N = 240)
and were introduced as a study about experiencesgdexchange years. Participants
received the same measures as in Study 5.1, apart & measurement instead of

manipulation of feedback. Participants were debdefia e-mail.

Measures

The internal motivation(a =.67) was measured with four items (e.g., “I wentan
exchange to my host country because | felt likeatfapted from Ryan and Connell (1989).
Approach(a = .81) andavoidance strategiex = .73) were measured with the same

items as in Study 5.1.

® Results were independent of the language. Thereémalyses were conducted across English and Germa
worded questionnaires.
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Four items measured the groufeedbackia = .76, e.g., “In general | felt rejected in
my host country”). Higher scores indicated stronggzction.

Disidentification: Exit (« = .57) andbad feeling(a =.74) were assessed as in the
former study, theecategorizatiorscale { = .43,p < .001) was shortened to two items.

All items were assessed on a 7-point scale (Hen’t agree at aJl7 =1 fully agree.
Table 5.1 displays correlations among the indepetnriables.

Table 5.1 Pearson product moment correlations of prediatariables in Study 5.2
(N = 368).

Measure 1. 2. 3. 4.
1. Approach strategies 397 28" -317
2. Avoidance strategies -.04 .06
3. Internal motivation 19"
4. Feedback

Note =p<.05~ =p<.01,” =p<.001

Results

It was hypothesized that the more newcomers fe#cted, the more avoidance
strategies should lead to disidentification forstadow in internal motivation but not for those
high in internal motivation. Approach strategiesrevaot expected to affect disidentification
after rejection. These predictions were tested veithmixed GLM with the continuous
predictors Feedback, Internal motivation, Approaold Avoidance strategies, and the within
subject factor Component (exit vs. recategorizati®rbad feeling).

The analysis showed a main effect of Feedbackcatitig that stronger rejection led
to stronger disidentificatior;(1, 345) = 12.34p = .001,npa? = .035. Moreover, there was a
tendency to a main effect of Avoidanégl, 345) = 3.62p = .058,npaf = .010. These effects
were qualified by the expected Feedback x Intemativation x Avoidance interaction,
F(1, 345) = 5.00,p = .026, npa? = .014 (see Figure 5.2). Again, there was no -foay
interaction with Component < 1.2,p > .3. Therefore, follow-up analyses were conducted
across the components of disidentification. Whewaoeners perceivetbw rejection (1SD
below the scale mean), there was no significantideuace x Internal motivation interaction,

=-.01,SE=.06,p = .870, whereas updnghrejection (1SD above the mean), the expected

Avoidance x Internal motivation interaction was ridy B = -.13, SE= .05, p =.004. For
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rejected newcometsw in internal motivation (ISD below the mean), Avoidance facilitated
disidentification,B = .16, SE= .08, p = .043, whereas there was no such relation foseho
high in internal motivation (ISD above the meanB = -.11,SE=.10,p = .263. Thus, in line

with the prediction, avoidance strategies onlylfeted disidentification upon rejection when

newcomers were low in internal motivation.

4 4
R=.20* .
153_ R=.0¢ o 53_ ~ -
§ e e high internal § L -~
= _ motivation b= —
S R=.06 = = = |owinternal S B=-14
S 2 motivation S 2
K] R
° °
1 T T
-3 0 3 -3 0 3

avoidance strategies (z-score) avoidance strategies (z-score)

Figure 5.2: Disidentification as a function of avoidance stgigs and feedback for low
rejection (left) and high rejection feedback (right Study 5.2 (N = 368)

Additional findings were a main effect of ComponeR{1.59, 548.72) = 1282.51,
p<.001, npatt =.79, which was qualified by a Feedback x Congmbninteraction,
F(1.59, 548.72) = 13.73p < .001, npaf = .038, indicating that rejection facilitated texi
(B=.27, SE=.06, p<.00l1), bad feeling B=.24, SE=.04, p<.001), but not
recategorizationg = -.11,SE= .07,p = .132). Furthermore, there was an Internal matvat
x Component interactionfF(1.59, 548.72) = 18.29p < .001, npa? = .050, showing that
internal motivation affected the components ofdhsiification to different degrees (ex:=
-.22 ,SE=.06,p = .001, recategorizatioB = .25,SE=.08,p = .001, bad feelingB = -.16,
SE=.05, p<.001).
F(1.59, 548.72) = 3.2% = .051,npa? = .009, as Avoidance affected ex@t £ .18, SE= .07,

There was a marginal Avoidance x Componémieraction,

" Note.Disidentification was measured with a 7-point Likecale (1 = | don’t agree at all; 7 = | fully agjeFor
the purpose of illustration of the interaction effe values until four are displayed.
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p=.009) and bad feelingB(= .11, SE= .05, p=.023), but not recategorizatiom € .00,
SE=.08,p=.577).

More importantly, as in Study 5.1, there was nodbeek x Internal motivation x
Approach interactionF(1, 345) = 1.27, but an Internal motivation x Apgch interaction,
F(1, 345) = 5.14p = .024, npa? = .015, showing that approach strategies tendeceduce
disidentification for thoséigh in internal motivationB = -.11,SE=.07,p = .100, but not for
thoselow in internal motivationB = .04, SE= .06, p = .578. There were no other main or
interaction effects of Approach, dfs < 2.35, allps> .10, or any other main or interaction

effects, allFs < 1.

Discussion Study 5.2

Study 5.2 replicated the findings of Study 5.1 e ffield. When newcomers felt
rejected, avoidance strength facilitated disider#ifon from the group, but only for
newcomers low, not for those high in internal mation. As in Study 5.1, the data pattern for
the subcomponent recategorization differed fromahe for the other two components: there
was no main effect of feedback on recategorizatioms might be due to the fact that
recategorization does not only require an expjigiegative relation to the current group but
also a positive one to an alternative group. Bualashree components of disidentification
were homogeneously affected by the Feedback x Avaie x Internal motivation interaction,
this is not particularly relevant to the currerggarch question.

| neither expected nor found effects of avoidartcategies on disidentification upon
acceptance. This underlines the specific sensitioilvards negative events that is induced by
avoidance strategies. Neither did | expect or fielflects of approach strategies on
disidentification, since approach strategies rathféect positive outcome criteria (see also
chapter 4). There was a weak interaction of infemmativation and approach strategies. As
approach strategies did not interact with feedbabls finding does not relate to my

predictions.

Discussion Studies 5.1 — 5.2

The current studies demonstrated the importan@at@inal motivation and avoidance
strategies for newcomers facing rejection. | expeéand found that when newcomers are
rejected by their group (but not when they are pismd and at the same time are low
internally motivated to become a member of thisugr{but not when they are high internally
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motivated), avoidance strategies facilitated disidieation. These results demonstrate that
the impact of group rejection is affected by newegshinitial motivation and strategies. The

fact that avoidance strategies (under the desciibaditions) facilitate a negative relation to

the group is consistent with findings from the ipgrsonal domain (Gable, 2006; Elliot et al.,
2006). It broadens the evidence that approach awibance strategies lead to specific
sensitivity towards positive (i.e., acceptance) aedative (i.e., rejection) events (Carver,
2001). Moreover, as there were no effects of appra#rategies on disidentification neither in

the current studies, nor effects of avoidanceegiias on social identification in earlier studies
(see chapter 4), the results support the notioh tthe effects of approach and avoidance
strategies can only be found on the correspondintgome criteria (Gable & Strachman,

2008). In other words: Quality of events, regulgtstirategy, and outcome criteria have to be
in concordance in order to capture self-concephgéa induced by group feedback.

At the same time, internal motivation buffers nemeos’ disidentification after
rejection just as social identification does amdmgg-standing group members (Ellemers,
Spears, & Doosje, 2002; Jetten et al., 2002, 2003)! now, compensation effects have been
investigated in form of a maintenance or increalsa positive relation to the group. The
current findings demonstrate that compensationtales yet another form: the refraining from
a negative relation to the group, under circumsan@.e., rejection and strong avoidance
strategies) that would suggest a negative reactature research should include these
different ways of compensation in the investigatidmeactions towards negative feedback.

Although social identification inspired a large lyoof research, disidentification has,
so far, rarely been addressed in psychologicalareke(for exceptions, see Verkuyten &
Yildiz, 2007; Zou et al., 2008). The current finggndemonstrate that disidentification is the
negative outcome criterion with a self-relevantugrouseful for capturing specific effects,
just as it might be in many other contexts whenegative relation to a group is studied (e.qg.,
ostracism, Williams, 2007). My conceptualization disidentification added a behavioral
component (i.e., exit) to earlier ones (Elsbach BaBacharya, 2001; Verkuyten & Yildiz,
2007) to make the instrument more comparable tdakadentification. The cognitive
component chosen in the present studies, selfagoatation, is more ambivalent than in
earlier conceptualizations: It captures thdiscategorization from one group and
recategorization in another group at the same tirhe. durrent findings suggest that it might

be useful to consider both aspects separately.
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The current studies produce the same effects im ibmtgined and remembered actual
experiences. The effects hold across groups o€réfft types and characters. Thus, it is
unlikely that mere intuition or memory biases drivie effects. Moreover, research in the
interpersonal domain demonstrated the causal diredf the relations. However, future
studies should use longitudinal designs in ordeuk® out alternative explanations and verify
the causal nature of the relations.

Practically, a better understanding of the consece® of strategy adoption and
internal motivation has implications for the sele@ctand training of new members that are
likely to face obstacles in group integration (eexpatriates, new team members, or first-year
students). Avoidance strategies help newcomersgigge from the group when the situation
implies it. Continuation in a group if one is regd repeatedly is hardly functional. Hence,
when rejection from a group is harmful, avoidantatsgies are adaptive, as they facilitate
disidentification (when internal motivation is lowlf group integration is crucial, however,
avoidance strategies would harm the relation taytbep upon rejection if internal motivation
is not given.

To conclude, the current studies demonstratedriatomers are not exposed to the
group’s rejection, but carry characteristics thttez shield their relation to the group against
the negative consequences of rejection or thatthelm disengage from the harmful situation
of being rejected repeatedly. Thus, social rejactias consequences on newcomers, but what
the nature of these consequences is can be redjlgtéhe newcomers themselves by the

adoption of motivational strength and regulatorgtgigies.



Chapter 6 General Discussion

The current dissertation investigated the integratf new group memberships into
the self-concept under a self-regulation perspectiv

The first empirical part (chapter 2) demonstratbdt thew groups, being former
outgroups that newcomers are interested in and im@pese contact with, are included into
the self-concept. Two studies in the context ofrexge years investigated the inclusion of
the hostgroup into the self-concept using affe¢tlvehavioral, and cognitive measures and
compared subsamples with different exchange expmzielt was found that social
identification with the hostgroup and commitmentsveironger in former exchange students
than in future exchange students, whereas there n@aslifference in strength of self-
hostgroup association between these groups. Nelest) both former and future exchange
students showed a stronger inclusion of the gratmpthe self-concept on all three measures
in comparison to a control group that did neithegket part in nor apply for an exchange
program. Moreover, only for former exchange stusiéhé hostgroup-inclusion differed in all
three measures from the inclusion of a control mutg. In sum, the results provide evidence
for the impact of interest in and actual intensimgergroup contact on newcomers’ self-
concept. Unlike earlier research that investigdtesl inclusion of individuals and ingroups
into the self-concept, these studies provided its¢ dlirect evidence for the inclusion of an
outgroup into the self-concept.

The second empirical part (chapter 3) took thevaatole of newcomers in the self-
concept adaptation to new groups into account Inyomhstrating the impact of self-regulatory
strategies on the inclusion of the group into ted#-concept and long-term psychological
functioning. A longitudinal study related approaaid avoidance strategies to acculturation
strategies, the inclusion of the group into thef-sehcept and well-being as well as
achievement effort and integrated these into aetargodel. It was found that approach
strategies lead to higher levels of long-term vbeling. Moreover, the findings demonstrated
that this effect is accounted for by stronger dcecation contact strategies and social
identification with the new group. Avoidance stgigs, on the other hand, led to lower well-
being. Moreover, stronger acculturation contadtegies predicted weaker disidentification.
Stronger disidentification was related to strongehnievement effort. This implies that in the
investigated context, negative experiences in tieeak domain, which would otherwise be
harmful for well-being, are compensated for by #fving for success in the achievement

domain. The study demonstrates that membershippapiprand avoidance strategies affect
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the inclusion of the group into the self-concepbrbbver, it shows that the inclusion of the
group into the self-concept impact newcomers’ lterga well-being and their functioning in
alternative domains. This finding underlines thepamance that a successful self-concept
adaptation to the new group has for long-term fienatg of newcomers in their new groups.
Therefore, a better understanding of the underlyragesses in the self-concept changes is
needed to support a successful adaptation to thepgr

The last empirical parts (chapter 4 and chapteliggntangled the separate influential
factors in order to achieve such a better undedsignof the underlying processes. It
extended the results from the first chapters byuding the quality of contact to the new
group and internal motivation in the investigatidhwas demonstrated that approach and
avoidance strategies lead to a sensitivity to $ijgeevents and affect specific outcome
criteria. In the third empirical part (chapter #)was found that when accepted, newcomers’
approach strategies (but not avoidance stratetpasl) to stronger social identification with
the new group. For high internally motivated newessnwho were rejected, approach
strategies were related to social identificatiorsjrite of the rejection. The fourth empirical
part (chapter 5) demonstrated that avoidance gtestgbut not approach strategies) lead to
stronger disidentification upon rejection. Howewre disidentification effect of avoidance
strategies is buffered by the internal motivatian tecome a group member: for high
internally motivated newcomers, even upon rejegtanoidance strategies were unrelated to
disidentification.

Taken together, in this dissertation it was showat hew groups are included into the
self-concept. Moreover, newcomer approach and awvaig strategies and internal motivation
affect the way newcomers respond with the inclusibthe group into their self-concepts to
different experiences with the group. The inducelf-soncept changes affect long-term

functioning of newcomers in their new groups.

Strengths and limitations

The present studies complement each other's smmgs regarding content and
methods. In chapter 2 tlelhangeof the self-concept is directly addressed by usinguasi-
experimental design with the factor time (beforer@nge, after exchange, and control).
Ideally, one would investigate newcomers (e.g.,harge students) before and after group
entrance longitudinally and compare their self-egicchanges to a control group that is

comparable to the target group but for their irdesend membership in the group. Under the
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given circumstances, however, the present desigres@s close as possible to a longitudinal
design and thus demonstrates that the self-cordegptiges are indeed induced by the new
group membership. In chapter 3, self-concept clmage measured after contact has taken
place and the impact of regulatory strategies maiestrated longitudinally. This underlines
that indeed strategies affect the inclusion of gheup into the self-concept, and not vice
versa. Thus, the causal direction found in therpriesonal domain (Gable, 2006; Elliot et al.,
2006) was also indicated in the domain of new gnogmnberships. Chapter 4 and 5 are more
experimental in nature, partly reducing the contad¢he new group to a controlled minimum.
Thereby, the studies can investigate motivatiorfa@racteristics in their interaction with
contact experiences. It could thus be demonstriitad contact experiences and regulatory
strategies influence each other. These findingewagain, replicated in a retrospective field
study in the intercultural context. However, evéiough the present studies confirm the
proposed model displayed in Figure 1.4, the ratatiwere not all investigated in one study.
Thus, further research should seek to demonsthratefull model in a single longitudinal
study.

A shortcoming in the present studies is the red¢dyivsmall amount of manipulated
constructs. The group’s feedback was manipulated, neither approach and avoidance
strategies, nor internal motivation were. Internabtivation is, as a concept, difficult to
manipulate (Deci & Ryan, 2000). Approach and avoadastrategies have, though frequently
manipulated in the achievement domain (e.g., varerdéip 2003), so far only been
manipulated in the social domain in one study bya@man and Gable (2006, Study 2).
Future research should aim at filling this gap he social domain both for the effects of
interpersonal as well as membership strategies.

There are several procedural factors that mightaraid the proposed relations and
thus stimulate future investigations. The invesiaraof the effects of the legitimacy of the
group’s rejection, of coping cognitions in newcomesr interaction effects of group norms
regarding approach and avoidance strategies orcaetfept changes, for instance, would
shed more light onto processes underlying the &sffed group feedback, membership
strategies, and internal motivation.

The present studies investigated a variety of ggoupour studies used foreign
cultures, where newcomers most unlikely ever becoea ingroup-members, the other
studies used hobby-groups or simulated groups winérmembership status is possible. The

contact with these groups was either real (retrtspaly or prospectively), imagined, or
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manipulated. Furthermore, some of the groups welfechosen, others were “forced” upon

participants who had to chose a group out of arm#bection of groups. It is a sign of the

stability of the hypothesized effects that acrdsssé variations in group size, prior history,

possibilities in membership status, time of meaverd, self-selection, or interest, the studies
produce similar result patterns. This underlineat thelf-concept changes take place for
memberships in all sorts of groups, and that ambraand avoidance strategies as well as
internal motivation affect the changes independgenitthese group differences.

However, in the present studies, all groups wexe together by common goals, thus
they were defined by more than interpersonal attectt between members. Groups can be
distinguished by the type of attachment that tiesnimers together: common identity groups
are groups where individuals are identified witle tjroup’s goals and purposes. Common
bond groups are individuals that are attached th edgher (Prentice, Miller, & Lightdale,
1994). Membership strategies in the present researre clearly focused on the social
category, unlike interpersonal strategies that $omu interpersonal attachment. Accordingly,
the inclusion of the group into the self-concepswaéfected by membership strategies instead
of interpersonal strategies: In chapter 3 it wasnaestrated that friendship and membership
strategies are empirically distinct and have spe@fedictive value. It is likely that the
membership strategy effects apply to social idmatifon with common identity groups rather
than common bond groups. Future research is neededder to specify the effects of
interpersonal and membership strategies in théeht group types.

There are striking similarities in the effects ofomlance strategies and rejection
sensitivity. Rejection sensitivity is defined ascegnitive-affective processing that readily
expects, perceives and intensely reacts to rejedidendoza-Denton, Downey, Purdie,
Davis, & Pietrzak, 2002). Rejection sensitivity dsa as avoidance strategies, to a biased
interpretation of ambiguous social stimuli (DowngyFeldman, 1996; Strachman & Gable,
2006). Moreover, both rejection sensitivity and idance strategies undermine relationship
outcomes (Ayduk, Downey, & Kim, 2001; Elliot et,&2006; Gable, 2006). However, despite
these similar consequences for social relationgectien sensitivity and strategies are
conceptualized differently. Rejection sensitivisya global, stable characteristic that develops
throughout repeated rejection experiences. Avoielastcategies are goal-related and thus
highly context-dependent and flexible. The adoptdmapproach and avoidance strategies is,
apart from approach and avoidance motives (Galfle6)? dependent on the perception of

goal-relevant resources (Schnelle, BrandstatterK&pfel, 2009). It would be an in
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interesting research question to investigate whettggection sensitivity additionally
influences the adoption of avoidance strategies.

Similarly, the inclusion of others in the self-cept is not to be confused with the
personality characteristic of construing the sebeidependently. With an interdependent
(other than independent) self-construal, otherstla@anost critical part of the context that is
reference for behavior, cognition and emotion (Mark Kitayama, 1991). Thus, the self is
seen in relation to others, which clearly differatgs self and others. The inclusion of others
into the self-concept, on the other hand, imergerof self and others. Moreover, while
interdependent self-construal is a general tendemcglate oneself to others, the inclusion of
others in the self-concept is selective in respethe target (onlgloseothers become part of
the self-concept). The inclusion of others into slkeéf-concept was foremost demonstrated in
cultures that are independent in self-construalrivs & Kitayama, 1991). If the inclusion is
at all related to self-construal, it is likely thats facilitated in cultures where self-constrisl
interdependent. The investigation of the inclusedfect in interdependent cultures would
shed light into potential interactions.

Newcomers in groups are to some extent distinehfstanding group members or
peripheral group members. Firstly, to newcomersniag group used to be an outgroup that
reaches ingroup status through the membership.efdre; secondly, social identification
only just develops. Compared to research on stgnaiembers (Jetten et al., 2002, 2003),
social identification is not the independent, thé tependent variable. On the one hand, these
differences raise doubt about the applicabilityhef findings to standing group members. On
the other hand, research on interpersonal stratdgiend the same result patterns for both
new and existing interpersonal relationships (GaBR06; Elliot et al., 2006). Moreover,
research on acculturation strategies demonstrageéftects of acculturation strategies years,
if not generations after the actual migration (eBerry et al., 2006; Phinney et al., 1992).
Therefore, | assume that membership approach aodiance strategies have effects on
standing group members as well. Whether memberssiiategies affect social
(dis)identification, well-being or achievement effto the same extents, or whether other
criteria are affected, should be the content afreitesearch.

Despite the limitations, the current studies cdnitie to former research in several
ways. Newcomer research was extended by the derabostthat new group memberships
induce self-concept changes. Research on dynanficoseept changes has been broadened

by investigating the effect of regulatory strategfer the first time. Moreover, the present
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findings contribute to self-regulation researchimbyestigating individual regulatory strategies
on the development of social identities, and extiedevidence for the relevance of approach
and avoidance strategies in a new domain. In wiiliws, the contributions to these three
fields will be specified in more detail, and praeti suggestions for the successful integration

of newcomers are derived.

Contributions to newcomer research

Research on newcomers has focused on group chemiyeed by newcomers on the
one hand, and on behavioral changes in newcomertherother, as these are the most
obvious indicators of change. Even though the newverts changes in the perception of the
group have been target of investigations (Linwtel., 1989; Oakes et al., 1995), the changes
of the perception of him- or herself have receile=s$ attention. The current research fills this
gap by focusing on self-concept changes that newpmemberships induce in newcomers.
By doing so, a closer look is taken at the undedyprocesses that might bring about
behavioral changes in newcomers.

The present studies are the first to investigatecoener long-term transitions in the
self-concept, induced by memberships in real grabpsexisted prior to the group entrance.
Research on changes in social identification ingmmers has either focused on novel groups
(Eisenbeiss, 2004), or minimal groups (e.g., Tagelal., 1971). The present findings
demonstrate that new memberships in real, est&olisbcial groups induce long-term self-
concept changes in newcomers. If the new grouplé&vant to the self, newcomers integrate
the relation to the group into their self-conceltore specifically, the present findings
consider the possible positiand negative outcomes of the inclusion of the group ithie
self-concepts. When a positive relation is inclugefbrm of social identification, newcomers
perceive themselves increasingly as a part of thapg feel, and act on behalf of the group
(Tajfel & Turner, 1986). Whereas when a negativéatien is included in form of
disidentification, newcomers perceive themselvagrany to the group, feel, and act against
it (Elsbach & Bhattacharya, 2001).

By these definitions, the self-concept changesadlyenclude behavioral tendencies.
Therefore, | propose that the behavioral changewimg a new group membership that
prior research has demonstrated acersequencef the inclusion of the new group into the
self-concept. Future research should specify thaiatiag role of self-concept changes on the

relation between new group memberships and bete\banges.
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Specifically in respect to negative outcomes, tiieant findings add disidentification
as an under-investigated component to newcomeanmdsdhat might help clarifying the
occurrence of behaviomgainst the group’s interests. In standing group members,
disidentification has been demonstrated to fatditaehavior against the group’s interest
(public criticism and counter-group actions; Eldib&Bhattacharya, 2001). But in newcomer
research that investigated negative behavioraloows (e.g., turnover in organizations),
disidentification has not been considered (e.glerAl 2006; Bauer, Bodner, Erdogan,
Truxillo, & Tucker, 2007; Kammeyer-Mueller & Wanlggr2003). Future research should
thus measure both positied negative representations of the relation to th& geoup in
newcomers’ self-concepts and relate these to behthat is both in linend contrary to the
group.

Besides these mediating effects of newcomer selt@ot changes, newcomers’ self-
concept changes most probably affect the mutualepéion of a common group membership.
The inclusion of the group into the newcomer’s -selficept leads to behavior on behalf of
the group (Tajfel & Turner, 1986), which is cerigimoticed by the group. It is thus likely
that when the newcomer perceives a common groupbmesmip, this perception affects the
respective perception in the group. Since the ptice of the newcomer as being part of the
group influences the group’s performance and cridatjKane et al., 2005; van Knippenberg
et al., 2004), it is important to increase the pption of a common group membership on
both newcomer and group side. In other words, everhef eaction of the group to the
newcomer is suggested to be the crucial contribtdothe newcomer-induced changes in
performance (Phillips, Liljenquist, & Neale, 200®9pth group and newcomer are likely to
contribute to the perception of the newcomer statuthe group that, in turn, affects the
group’s performance.

The present research is the first to apply a sgtdation perspective to the field of
newcomer research and thereby concentrates orpriteessof newcomer changes. The
findings provide evidence that regulatory strategifect the newcomer adaptation to the new
group. Newcomer adaptation is, for instance, mareceassful if the newcomer adopts
approach strategies (chapter 3 and 4). It is tlikedyl that other changes, besides the
newcomer’s self-concept, are also affected by edguy strategies. Future research should
pay attention to such potential effects in the psscof newcomer and group changes by
including regulatory strategies into the invesiigiat More so, as self-regulation strategies can

also be part of the identity of social groups (Fegtth, Scheepers, & Ellemers, 2008), they
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might directly or in interaction with the newconerstrategy affect the integration of the
newcomer into the group. The acceptance of the omec could depend on the fit between
newcomer strategy and the group’s norm for stragdyyption, for instance. Moreover, the
realization of the potential benefits that newcasraing to the group might depend on the fit
of newcomer and group self-regulation. Taken togethewcomer research should include
self-regulatory strategies in both newcomers amalgg in the investigation of mutually

induced changes.

Contributions to dynamic self-concept research

For a long time, social identities have been tebdike static characteristics in
members. Research that has dealt with changesial sgentities has focused @ituational
changes in the salience of different social idesstiin the self-concept (e.g., Turner, Oakes,
Haslam, & McGarty, 1994). In other words, sociandties have been investigated as static
features of the self-concept that are activatecedeing on accessibility and situational fit
(Turner et al., 1987). Unlike this situational apgech, the present findings indicate that the
long-term social identities themselves are flexilte results provide evidence that thesis
that is available for situational activation undezg changes. It was thus demonstrated that
the self-concept itself adapts to new group mentigessby showing that former outgroups
become part of the self-concept (the first aimhes tissertation).

The findings contribute to the evidence that theiacself-concept is dynamic in its
adaptation to the environment by forming socialnid&s. Moreover, certain established
factors were supported to facilitate or detain ¢hlemg-term changes in social identities. It
was demonstrated (chapter 2) that already befaepgentrance, a certain degree of mental
overlap exists between self and group (Amiot et2007; Eisenbeiss, 2004; Kashima et al.,
2000; Spears, 2001). The increased contact to éwve group (that led to simultaneous
salience) strengthened the inclusion of the gronfp the self-concept affectively and
behaviorally. Furthermore, it was shown (chaptertt®t acculturation contact strategies
facilitate the inclusion of the group into the sedincept (as suggested by Berry, 1997).
Moreover, the impact of the group’s feedback os)(dentification (e.g., Barreto & Ellemers,
2002; Sleebos et al., 2006a, 2006b) was suppocteapter 4 and 5). However, these already
established factors lie (apart from acculturatitvategies) outside the reach of the newcomer,

thus, the newcomer has been treated like a pasbjeet in the new situation.
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It is unlikely that individuals are passive and wtivated in the development of such
a personal thing as the self-concept (e.g., Gabvi& Kirchhof, 1998). Like in the context of
social discrimination (Sassenberg & Hansen, 200%lt8n, 2000), research has mostly
overlooked that individuals’ motivation influencdke way they are affected by their
environment. Therefore, the current studies takéivabonal characteristics of newcomers
into account. Unlike earlier approaches that haresiclered motivation in the development of
social identification, by the adoption of a selfjatory perspective, the present focus is not
on thecontentsof motivation that drive social identification, bah theprocessof identity
development. The presented research is the fiedtrdgards the newcomer as a motivated
protagonist that actively contributes to the prgoaishis or her self-concept development. By
considering the interaction effects of regulatdrategies and internal motivation with certain
experiences on self-concept changes, the presethindis can explain different kinds (social
identification vs. disidentification) of the inclias of a group into the self-concept. The
demonstrated effects of regulatory strategies dingethe active role of newcomers in the
flexible self-concept development: instead of stail unchangeable factors that affect self-
concept changes, the adoption of regulatory stiegegvhich are highly flexible and
accessible to individuals, affect the self-conadptelopment. The self-concept is thus not at
the disposal of the potential acceptance or regecof social groups or surrounding
circumstances that individuals find themselvedndividuals have the means to regulate their
receptiveness to feedback regarding their soctalgcaization by the adoption of regulatory
strategies, and can thus affect their own self-ephdevelopment.

For further research, it is crucial to note that itmpact of environmental factors (e.qg.,
social exclusion) impact differently upon individsiaself-concepts depending on their
regulatory strategies and internal motivation. Feittesearch on self-concept development
should therefore take motivational characteristit® account and further investigate the
interactions of other motivational characteristigéh environmental features.

The present findings contribute to research on tkktion between social
identification and well-being. Although theorizeg & large body of literature (Brewer, 1991;
Deaux et al., 1999; Hogg & Abrams, 1993; Stangofll@®@mpson, 2002; Tajfel & Turner,
1986), empirical evidence that directly measurddtians between social identification and
well-being is dominated by minority identificatiqBranscombe et al., 1999; Jetten et al.,
2001; Outten et al.,, 2009; Schmitt et al., 2003, do exception see Cameron, 1999), or
argues, but only indirectly measures, that minoaityl majority identification contribute to
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well-being (Berry, 1997; Berry et al., 2006; LaFtoorse et al, 1993; Phinney et al., 1992;
Phinney et al., 2001; Ward & Kennedy, 1994; WardR&na-Deuba, 1999). In chapter 3 it

was demonstrated that social identification witke thajority increases well-being. Even if

social identification with the minority (i.e., Geam students in the Netherlands) was not
measured, this implies that an additional iderdiften contributes to well-being.

Research has produced mixed results whether nalig#ntities affect well-being
positively or negatively. On the one hand, it iggested that multiple identities increase the
accessible resources and therefore improve wellgo€dn the other hand, multiple identities
induce role conflict and role overload and therefdecrease well-being (for reviews, see
Koch & Shepperd, 2004; Rafaeli-Mor & Steinberg, 2DBrook, Garcia, and Fleming (2008)
demonstrated that the effects of multiple iderditen well-being depend on the importance
and harmony of the identities. When social idesditwere in harmony, or unimportant,
multiple identities predicted higher levels of wiedling. Only important identities that were in
conflict with each other led to lower levels of Weeéing. In a similar vein, it has been argued
that not the number, but the organization of mlétigdentities in the self-concept affects well-
being. Social identity complexity, that is a higloeder integration of several identities into a
superordinate identity, is suggested to reduceaimdividual conflict, contribute to a coherent
feeling of the self (Amiot et al., 2007), and seagea buffer against ingroup threat (Roccas &
Brewer, 2002). In my longitudinal study (chapter, 3judents were in a situation that
combined facilitating (e.g., high complexity of gmoexperiences, equal status, and openness
to change) and impeding (e.g., similarity betwedss Dutch and German culture, cognitive
overload, and stress) factors of social identitynptexity development. The data imply that
the development of identity complexity was sucagssts the additional social identification
was positively related to well-being. Neverthelatss assumption is based on correlational
data obtained in the field, which means that aepgrof factors might have caused the
relation. More systematical experimental and fieddearch is needed in order to identify
moderating factors on the relation between multgoleial identities and well-being.

Apart from the effects of social identification well-being, in chapter 3 the long-term
effects of disidentification were investigated fibre first time. It was demonstrated that
disidentification with the majority doesot necessarily affect well-being, as it can be
compensated by identification with alternative demeaThis finding is similar to the notion
that minorities compensate discrimination with sgthened minority identification

(Branscombe et al., 1999). Similarly, when ingroaps negatively distinct on one dimension,
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they can define themselves by other dimensionddT&jTurner, 1986). However, extending
former research, the current findings demonstitaé dlternatives do not necessarily have to
be social groups, but can be “unsocial’, persor@mhains as well (i.e., achievement, as
suggested by Schwarz et al., 2008). On the othed,hBwenge and colleagues (2007) argue
that social rejection can be compensated by saatiities only. They demonstrated that
writing about other persons, but not watching atp@smood inducing video, buffered social
rejection. Alternatively, | propose that domainattiare able to compensate social rejection
have to beself-relevant but do not necessarily have to be social. Futasearch should
investigate the circumstances under which disifieation affects well-being, and for the

choice and effects of specific alternative dimensio

Contributions to self-regulation research

The current research investigates individual segiatation in the pursuit of the
expansion of the social self. Unlike earlier stgdibat looked at the interaction between
individual and social self in self-regulatory preses, or the regulation of the social self, the
current studies focus on tlievelopmenbdf the social self. Apart from Sassenberg et al.’s
(2007) demonstration that regulatory fit affectsiabidentification with a group, changes in
the self-concept itself have not been investigatedriterion in self-regulatory approaches.

Research applying self-regulatory approaches tostizeal self has often been based
on regulatory focus theory (Higgins, 1997). | extehe evidence that regulatory strategies
are relevant in the social domain by demonstrativa approach and avoidance strategies,
being influential on therelational identity (Elliot et al., 2006; Gable, 2006; Gabfe
Strachman, 2008), impact tle®cial identity likewise. Besides the development of a new
measurement instrument, several effects of approact avoidance strategies were
demonstrated. Like in the interpersonal domainy@ggh and avoidance strategies affect the
inclusion of the group into the self-concept andglderm well-being (the second aim of this
dissertation). Moreover, the sensitivity towardsipee and negative events that is induced by
approach and avoidance strategies was found iddhein of new group memberships, too
(the third aim of this dissertation). Furthermoitecan be inferred that approach strategies
affect foremost positive outcome criteria (e.g.ciab identification), whereas avoidance
strategies affect foremost negative outcome cait¢ei.g., disidentification). Extending the

evidence from the interpersonal domain, the presesgarch added the dimension of the
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inclusion of relations into the self-concept. Thilsyas demonstrated that not the events per
se, but their inclusion into the self-concept affegychological adaptation.

The findings have implications for the discussiwhgther avoidance strategies can be
adaptive at all. So far, research has mostly uimgtlithe adaptive effects of approach, and
the maladaptive effects of avoidance motivatiog.(eCoats, Janoff-Bulman, & Alpert, 1996;
Elliot, 2006; Elliot, Sheldon, & Church, 1997). Amn exception it was found that the
orientation towards losses negatively affects wellhg in young adults only. The adoption of
maintenance goals in older adults is adaptive, userdt helps them manage the change of
gains and losses (Ebner, Freund & Baltes, 200&itiNiand Freund (2008) argue that it is
the strength and combination of social approach amidance motivation that affect well-
being. In line with earlier research, they arguatthpproach motivation increases, and
avoidance motivation decreases well-being. Howevkey propose that co-occurring
moderate approach and avoidance motivation is mealeftoo, as both positive and negative
social situations are perceived, thus the behavamtaptation can simultaneously maximize
positive and minimize negative outcomes of theaaituation. Only if both motivations are
strong, individuals are stuck between behavioradi¢acies, which impedes well-being.

Elliot and colleagues (2006), suggest that the @dgpof approach and avoidance
motivation depends on the given situation. The enirrevidence supports this notion. In
chapter 3, avoidance strategies were negativedye@ito well-being. In chapter 5, well-being
was not measured, but it was demonstrated thatlanoe effects only occurred as a response
to negative experiences. It is likely that the negaeffects of avoidance strategies on well-
being would be moderated by negative experienéesvise. Repeated rejection might not
only be harmful, but also indicate that the goalbexome a full member of the group is
unattainable. When goals are unattainable, it spade to disengage from the goal and
reengage in another goal (Wrosch et al., 2003)pther words: if the group does not want the
newcomer, it is only adaptive to stop trying andidéntify from the group. The present
findings demonstrate that avoidance strategies helpcomers to disidentify from a group
when the situation implies it. Future research &heaek to include the quality of experiences
in the investigation of avoidance strategy effemtswell-being. Moreover, it should study
contexts, where avoidance strategies are moreylioebe adaptive (e.g., where rejection is

specifically harmful).
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In chapter 4 and 5 it is demonstrated that the esamipapproach and avoidance
strategies can be restricted by internal motivatitmus, the effects of different motivational
characteristics in individuals might facilitate,nstrain or impede each other. So far, self-
regulatory research in the social domain has censtinteractions with chronic (i.e., trait)
and situationally induced (i.e., state) regulatéoguses (Faddegon et al., 2008; Keller &
Bless, 2006). However, it has investigated only mglatory strategy at a time. The present
findings underline that the consideration of intdireg effects of different motivational

characteristics contributes to a better understanai the regulation of the social self.

Practical implications

Rapid changes in Western societies have rendered sthooth integration of
newcomers in groups an issue in public attentialing for means and methods to facilitate
successful integration processes. A closer look tmd underlying processes that bring about
behavioral changes is necessary to support a sfat@segration of newcomers into their
groups. As demonstrated in the present studiesselfeconcept contains the newcomers’
representation of their integration into the grotipis has tremendous effects on well-being,
personal and group-based behavior, emotions, armmens (e.g., Deaux, 1996; Smith et
al., 2007; Tajfel & Turner, 1986). Alone well-beihgads to success in several domains of
life, such as social relations, health, performarsmeiability, or prosocial behavior (for a
review, see Lyubomirsky, King, & Diener, 2005).

The current research gives information about fatiig and impeding factors of the
inclusion of a group into the self-concept and thas practical implications for the selection,
training, and coaching of newcomers and the resgegtoups.

It was demonstrated that interest in the group f&a2), and approach strategies,
(chapter 3 and 4) facilitate social identificatianth a group and well-being. Avoidance
strategies facilitated disidentification with theogp as a response to group rejection (chapter
5). Internal motivation buffered the harming effédwat rejection would normally have on the
relation to the group (chapter 4 and 5). Takenttoaye one would conclude that newcomers
should be selected, trained and coached to adomtoagh strategies. Moreover, their
selection upon internal motivation would help thenshield the developing inclusion of the
group against negative experiences, which areylikel occur in the early phases of
membership. However, as argued above, there m@gkirbumstances that render avoidance

strategies adaptive, too. When rejection from aigris harmful, the group not important, and
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alternatives available (e.g., a new hobby), avaidastrategies are adaptive, as they facilitate
disidentification (when internal motivation is low®n the other hand, if there are no group
alternatives, group integration crucial and leavihg group is no option (e.g. migrants,
expatriates), avoidance strategies would harmelagion to the group upon the first cues of
rejection. In the latter case, a strong encouragérot internal motivation would protect
newcomers from the harmful effects of rejectiond approach strategies foster social
identification. Taken together, depending on threwsnstances, internal motivation, approach
as well as avoidance strategies should be encalirageewcomers.

Applying this to international exchange programbere high personal and monetary
costs are invested in order to induce identificatidth the host society, students should be
selected on the basis of their internal motivatiorspend an exchange year in the specific
society. Moreover, in preparations students shdaadrained to adopt approach strategies
instead of avoidance strategies. Note that thesdegtes only refer to the contact and
participation to the secondary culture, in accaition terms, and that the findings do not
advocate that exchange students should give upgheiary culture. In reference to contact
and participation with the secondary culture, hosvethe focus in preparations should be on
the fun in identifying, understanding and adoptpmtotypical behavior of the receiving
society instead of a focus on avoiding mistakesbehnaving against the cultural norms.
During the exchange, students should be encourigémtus on positive outcomes in their
relationship to the hostgroup. Instead of talkingother exchange students about negative
circumstances in the receiving society, they cotdd,instance, ask others what they like
about their host country.

On the side of the new group, the group providessibdities to adopt certain
strategies, especially when it comes to behavioratact strategies in acculturation (Bourhis
et al.,, 1997). Thus, groups and societies thatufetly accommodate newcomers should
provide opportunities for interaction. Moreovergtgroup’s acceptance and rejection as a
group member has, as demonstrated in the presehest(chapter 4 and 5), strong effects on
newcomers’ self-concept development. During newcaoseeializing, the group obviously
has to give some kind of feedback regarding newcdmebavior. However, if the group is
interested in the long-term integration of the nemer, it should avoid membership-status
feedback, since this kind of rejection impedes aodaentification in early phases of
memberships. Instead, groups should monitor newrdrhehavior by providing task-related

and concrete feedback. Applied to internationalhexge programs, receiving groups (e.g.,
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host families, schools, or university classes) shdie ready to provide the possibility for
exchange students to participate in the local cailand get in touch with local people (e.g.,
houses where only international students are acamtated are not advisable). Moreover,
they should be prepared to avoid global feedbaath as telling the students that they would
not fit or were a failure as exchange studentsefits groups should be encouraged to react to
culturally inappropriate behavior with specific atwhcrete feedback.

In any case, the present data demonstrate thgt atéehtion to newcomer motivation
Is required, as they affect the relation to theugrapon, if not before the actual contact takes
place. This foundation of the relationship mostlykaffects the history that newcomer and

group are about to begin.

Conclusion

To conclude, new group memberships induce selfepinchanges in newcomers that
affect their psychological functioning in the longn. Hence, the self-concept is flexible in its
adaptation to new situations. In this adaptatibe, éxperiences with the environment play a
crucial role. However, newcomers’ internal motieati approach and avoidance strategies
affect to what extent they are inflicted by thegpeziences. The newcomer’s self-concept is
thus not a helpless candle in the wind, exposdtidavorld, but newcomers have the means
to actively contribute to a successful self-concagéptation by adopting certain strategies.
By the application of a self-regulatory perspectivethe development of the social self, the
current studies contribute to a better understandinthe process of dynamic self-concept

changes and the active role individuals play in it.
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Appendices

Appendix I: Membership strategy scales in theirlishgand German Translation

Appendix Il: Social identification scale with italsscales affective identification, cognitive

identification, and commitment in their English aBdrman Translation

Appendix llI: Disidentification with its subscalesit, self-recategorization, and bad feeling
in their English and German Translation

Appendix 1V: Manipulation of the group’s responsédts English and German translation
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Appendix |

Membership strategy scale

Approach strategies
“I am trying to mentally grow into the group”, “hastriving to be accepted as a full member
of the group”, “I am striving to be seen as a @up member by the other people in the
group”, “I am striving to see myself as a real grauember”, “I am trying to grow into the

group with my behavior”, “I am striving to see mifses a compatible group member”

Avoidance strategies
“l avoid deviating from the image of a typical gppmember”, “I am trying to distinguish my
behavior from people that are not in the group”wdnt my behavior to deviate as little as
possible from the other group members”, “I avoithgdoo similar to people that are not part
of the group”, “It is important to me not to diffe@o much from the others in the group”, “I

avoid being similar to people that are not membéthe group”

German Translation

Approach strategies
“Ich versuche, gedanklich in die Gruppe hineinzuwgan”, “Ich strebe an, als volles Mitglied
der Gruppe anerkannt zu sein”, “Ich strebe an, d@m anderen in der Gruppe als richtiges
Mitglied angesehen zu werden”, “Ich strebe an, nselbst als richtiges Gruppenmitglied zu
sehen”, “Ich versuche, mit meinem Verhalten in Gieippe hineinzuwachsen”, “Ich strebe

an, mich selbst als passendes Mitglied der Gruppsehen”

Avoidance strategies
“Ich vermeide, dem Bild von einem typischen Gruppéglied zu widersprechen”, “Ich
versuche, mich mit meinem Verhalten von Menschetugitenzen, die nicht in der Gruppe
sind”, “lch mochte moglichst wenig in meinem Vetieal von den anderen
Gruppenmitgliedern abweichen”, “Ich vermeide esesiad Menschen allzu ahnlich zu sein,
die nicht Teil der Gruppe sind”, “Es ist mir wiclptmich nicht zu sehr von den anderen in der
Gruppe zu unterscheiden”, “Ich vermeide es, &hnlde Leute zu wirken, die nicht

Mitglieder der Gruppe sind”
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Appendix Il

Social identification scale

Affective identification
“l like to be a group member”, “I appreciate beiagyroup member”, “Often | regret being a group
member” (reversed), “I feel strong ties to the grpuThe group has a great deal of personal meaning

for me”, “I am happy to belong to this group”

Cognitive identification
“| feel as a group member”, “I perceive myself agraup member”, “It is important to me to be a

group member”, “I identify as being a group membé&ram aware of being a group member”

Commitment
“I help other group members when they are overldgdé¢ am thinking about how to improve things
for the group”, “I seek information about developrnsethat concern the group”, “I stand up for

improvements for the group”, “I voluntarily unddteatasks for the group.”

German Translation

Affektive identification
“Ich bin gern ein Mitglied der Gruppe”, “Ich schéatzs, ein Mitglied der Gruppe zu sein”, “Ich
bedaure oft, Mitglied der Gruppe zu sein” (umgepdith fihle mich der Gruppe stark verbunden”,

“Die Gruppe bedeutet mir personlich sehr viel” H'lschatze es, ein Mitglied der Gruppe zu sein”

Cognitive identification
“Ich fahle mich als Gruppenmitglied”, “Ich sehe migelbst als Gruppenmitglied”, “Es ist mir
wichtig, Mitglied der Gruppe zu sein”, “Ich idenifere mich mit der Gruppe”, “Ich lebe im

Bewusstsein, ein Mitglied der Gruppe zu sein”

Commitment
“Ich helfe anderen Gruppenmitgliedern bei ihren galfen, wenn sie Uberlastet sind”, “Ich denke
dartber nach, wie man die Dinge fur die Gruppe egsbrn konnte”, “Ich informiere mich tUber neue
Entwicklungen, die die Gruppe betreffen”, “Ich setnich fir Verbesserungen fir die Gruppe ein”,

“Ich Ubernehme freiwillig ehrenamtliche Arbeiterr flie Gruppe”
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Appendix 11l

Disidentification scale

Exit
“l doubt that | will stay in this group much lomge"“l am thinking about leaving the group”, “I am

thinking about dropping out of the group”

Self re-categorization
“I tell myself | have a number of other groups ihigh | can play a part”, “I rather invest time and

effort in other groups”, “I convince myself thah&ve other groups that are important to me”

Bad feeling
“When | meet the group | have to try hard dissentpliny discomfort”, “I feel bad when | meet the
group”, “I often don’t want to meet the group”, S$bmetimes have a really bad feeling when | am in
the group”, “I often go with a queasy feeling te tjroup activities”, “I reluctantly spend my timetkv

the group”

German Translation

Exit
“Ich bezweifle, dass ich noch lange in dieser Grupleiben werde”, “Ich Uberlege, die Gruppe

wieder zu verlassen”, “Ich denke dartber nach densGruppe wieder auszusteigen”

Self re-categorization
“Ich sage mir selbst, dass ich eine Reihe anderepggn habe, in denen ich mich einbringen kann”,
“Ich investiere meine Zeit und Kraft lieber in angléGruppen”, “Ich mache mir bewusst, dass ich

andere Gruppen habe, die mir wichtig sind”

Bad feeling
“Wenn ich die Gruppe treffe, muss ich mich bemiheir, mein Unbehagen nicht anmerken zu
lassen”, “Ich flhle mich schlecht, wenn ich mit danuppe zusammentreffe”, “Oft will ich gar nicht
mit der Gruppe zusammentreffen”, “Ich habe manchrichltig ,Bauchschmerzen®, wenn ich in der
Gruppe bin”, “Ich gehe oft mit mulmigem Gefiihl zardGruppenaktivitaten”, “Ich verbringe ungern

meine Zeit mit der Gruppe”
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Appendix IV

Manipulation of the group’s feedback in German Ffation

Acceptance
Sie sind seit ein paar Wochen Teil der Gruppe. g@meinsame Idee und die Aktivitaten
interessieren Sie nach wie vor und sind Ihnen ugchBie bemerken schnell, dass oft
aul3erhalb der Gruppenaktivitaten wichtige BelangreGluppe diskutiert werden. Sie werden
dabei schon nach kurzer Zeit von den anderen Mdglin um lhre Meinung gebeten. Bei der
kiurzlich erfolgten Verteilung von Aufgaben wurdenéim eine zentrale Aufgabe Ubertragen,
fur die Sie sich besonders eignen. Zufallig Ubeshdie ein Gesprach, in dem ein Mitglied
der Gruppe zu einem anderen sagt, Sie seien sdhoachtes Gruppenmitglied und ,so

richtig Teil“ der Gruppe.

Rejection
Sie sind seit ein paar Wochen Teil der Gruppe. g@meinsame Idee und die Aktivitaten
interessieren Sie nach wie vor und sind Ihnen wjchBie bemerken schnell, dass oft
aul3erhalb der Gruppenaktivitdten wichtige BelangreGruppe diskutiert werden. lhnen fallt
aber auf, dass Sie dabei von den anderen Mitghegieht um lhre Meinung gebeten werden.
Bei der kurzlich erfolgten Verteilung von Aufgabesmirde Ihnen keine Aufgabe Ubertragen,
obwohl Sie sich fur eine bestimmte Aufgabe besan@egnen. Zufallig Uberhdren Sie ein
Gesprach, in dem ein Mitglied der Gruppe zu eingmdegen sagt, Sie seien kein echtes

Gruppenmitglied und kein ,so richtiger Teil* deruppe.
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Summary

Being a newcomer is a recurring experience thatael® adaptation to a new
situation. Research on newcomer adaptation haséocan behavioral or perceptual changes
(e.g., Moreland & Levine, 1982; Oakes et al., 1998)e current research is the first to
investigate long-term self-concept changes indulsgdgroup memberships under a self-
regulation perspective.

The self-concept has often been treated like & stharacteristic in individuals. The
present research investigates the flexible, ad&ptparts of the self-concept. It has been
demonstrated that close others as well as ingratgpart of the self-concept in the relational
and social identity (for an overview see Aron et 2004, Tajfel & Turner, 1986; Smith &
Henry, 1996). It has not directly been demonstrated outgroups can become a part of the
self-concept. The first aim of the present reseaval the demonstration that a new group,
being an outgroup before the newcomer enters, besamsluded into the self-concept.

The inclusion of a group into the self-concept lglishes through the simultaneous
activation of the mental representations of thd seld the group (Smith, 2002). This
activation is prepared by self-prototypicality (&mbdeiss, 2004; Kashima et al., 2000), and
develops through the simultaneous salience of genupself (Kramer, 1998). High quality
contact (e.g., Ashforth & Mael, 1989; Sheldon & t®atourt, 2002), behavioral contact
strategies (Berry, 1997), contextual, and struttdemtors (e.g., Amiot et al., 2007,
Eisenbeiss, 2004; Piontkowski et al., 2000) faatiitthe consolidation of the inclusion of a
group into the self-concept. However, these arbletar for the newcomer unchangeable
factors affecting the flexible self-concept adaptat Thus, the newcomer has rather been
treated like an object of changing circumstances #@n active, motivated protagonist in his
or her self-concept adaptation. Research on smigatification that has taken motivation into
account focused on needs and motives (e.g., Bred984,; Hogg & Abrams, 1993; Tajfel &
Turner, 1986). However, as these approaches caxpdain specific phenomena of social
identification, a more process-oriented framewalkapplied. The present studies therefore
adopt a self-regulatory perspective on self-concepénges induced by new group
memberships. By doing so, newconiedividual regulatory strategies in the pursuit of the
development of theocial self were investigated.

Approach and avoidance strategies in the interpaisadomain have been
demonstrated to affect interpersonal relationshipcames and well-being (Gable, 2006;
Elliot et al., 2006), thus impact the relationatmdity (Aron et al., 2004). The second aim of
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the current research was to demonstrate that mehipesipproach and avoidance strategies
affect the social identity, thus the inclusion betgroup into the self-concept likewise.
Moreover, in the interpersonal domain it was fouhdt approach and avoidance strategies
lead to a sensitivity towards positive and negaéivents, respectively (Gable & Strachman,
2008; Strachman & Gable, 2006). The third aim efd¢hrrent studies was to demonstrate that
membership approach and avoidance strategies Bkeaffect the sensitivity towards positive
and negative membership status feedback providedeogew group.

The first aim was addressed in two studies (chapten the context of international
exchange years. It was predicted and found thahga contact with the hostgroup during an
exchange year leads to the inclusion of the hogfgioto the self-concept: the contact with
the group in an exchange year led to stronger kaatification with the hostgroup and
stronger commitment than the mere interest in anaxge year. However, interest already
led to a self-hostgroup association comparable whk effect of exchange years.
Nevertheless, both contact and interest led toaager inclusion of the group into the self-
concept than when individuals have no specificti@hato a group. Taken together, the results
provide evidence for the impact of interest in awdual intensive intergroup contact on
newcomers’ self-concepts. It was for the first tideemonstrated that (former) outgroups can
be included into the self-concept in a way complarédingroups.

A longitudinal study in the intercultural contexh@pter 3) addressed the second goal
and integrated findings of social identity researabculturation research, and approach-
avoidance research into a larger model. It was @rpeand found that approach strategies
facilitate social identification with the new groapd therefore lead to higher levels of long-
term well-being. Moreover, the findings demonsitatkat this effect is accounted for by
stronger acculturation strategies. Acculturationntaot strategies predicted lower
disidentification. Stronger disidentification was, turn, found to foster achievement effort,
being an alternative dimension to compensate thierda of social integration upon.
Avoidance strategies, on the other hand, directedigted lower levels of long-term well-
being. The study demonstrated that membership apprand avoidance strategies affect the
inclusion of the group into the self-concept, amdierlined the importance of a successful
self-concept adaptation to the new group.

The third aim was addressed in four studies (clmaptend chapter 5). As predicted,
the results confirmed that membership approachaandiance strategies affect the sensitivity

towards specific events. It was demonstrated thia¢énwaccepted, newcomers’ approach



Summary 134

strategies (but not avoidance strategies) leadromger social identification with the new
group. However, for newcomers who were high inrimé motivation to become a group
member and who were rejected, approach strategies melated to social identification in
spite of the rejection. Avoidance strategies (bat approach strategies) led to stronger
disidentification upon rejection. However, the destification effect of avoidance strategies
was buffered by the internal motivation to becomgraup member. Thus, the present
research demonstrated that membership strategidscen a sensitivity to specific
membership-related events that affects, in turecifip aspects of the inclusion of a group
into the self-concept.

To conclude, the present research extends formsgareh on group-newcomer
changes by demonstrating that new group membersijpge changes in newcomers’ self-
concepts. The self-concept is thus demonstratée ynamic in its adaptation to changes in
the environment. Moreover, by applying a self-ragpdy perspective, the newcomer is
regarded as a motivated protagonist in the seléepnadaption. Extending former research
that investigated structural and stable factorthéinclusion of groups into the self-concept,
and self-regulatory approaches that provided ewédor the self-regulation of the social self,
the present studies demonstrated that individugllagory strategies shape ttevelopment
of the social self. The results contribute to adyetinderstanding of the process of dynamic

self-concept changes and the active role that iddals play in it.
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Zusammenfassung

Als Neuling in eine Gruppe zu kommen ist eine immederkehrende Erfahrung, die
Anpassungsleistungen an die neue Situation erfordere bisherige Forschung zur
Anpassung von Neulingen in Gruppen hat sich vanalauf Verdnderungen von Verhalten
und Wahrnehmung konzentriert (z.B. Moreland & Leyii982; Oakes et al., 1995). Die
vorliegende Arbeit untersucht dahingegen erstmiaisldrch die neue Gruppenmitgliedschaft
verursachten langfristigen Veranderungen des Selbzépts unter einer selbstregulativen
Perspektive.

Das Selbstkonzept wird oft als statische EigenschmafPersonen betrachtet. Die
vorliegende Dissertation untersucht die flexiblemnpassungsfahigen Teile des
Selbstkonzepts. Es wurde gezeigt, dass sowohl tedieesle Personen, als auch
Eigengruppen Teil des Selbstkonzepts darstellenawggs gesagt Teil der relationalen und
sozialen Identitat (fur eine Ubersicht siehe Aromlg 2004, Tajfel & Turner, 1986; Smith &
Henry, 1996). Bislang wurde aber noch nicht dirg&zeigt, dass Fremdgruppen Teil des
Selbstkonzepts werden kdnnen. Das erste Ziel deseltation war es daher zu zeigen, dass
eine neue Gruppe, die vor der Gruppenmitgliedsaiaét Fremdgruppe ist, ins Selbstkonzept
integriert wird.

Die Inklusion einer Gruppe ins Selbstkonzept ehtstdurch die gleichzeitige
Aktivierung der mentalen Représentation des Selbst der mentalen Reprasentation der
Gruppe (Smith, 2002). Sie wird durch Selbst-prqiidslitat vorbereitet (Eisenbeiss, 2004;
Kashima et al., 2000), und entsteht durch die bimgitige Salienz der Gruppe und des Selbst
(Kramer, 1998). Kontakt von hoher Qualitat (z.B.hfsth & Mael, 1989; Sheldon &
Bettencourt, 2002), Akkulturationsstrategien (Ber997), sowie Kontextfaktoren und
strukturelle Faktoren (z.B. Amiot et al., 2007; éfibeiss, 2004; Piontkowski et al., 2000)
fordern die Konsolidierung der Inklusion der Gruppe Selbstkonzept. Bei diesen bislang
untersuchten Faktoren handelt es sich aber umlesteiir den Neuling unveranderliche
Faktoren, die eine flexible Selbstkonzeptanpassewnflussen. Neulinge werden dadurch
also eher als Objekte einer veradnderlichen Umwehabdelt, denn als aktive, motivierte
Protagonisten ihrer Selbstkonzeptanpassung. Fargchau sozialer Identifikation, die
Motivation bertcksichtigt, hat sich vor allem mied@irfnissen und Motiven beschaftigt (z.B.
Brewer, 1991; Hogg & Abrams, 1993; Tajfel & Turnei986). Da aber diese
Betrachtungsweise spezifische Phdnomene der loklsner Gruppe ins Selbstkonzept nicht

erklaren kann, ist eine Prozess-orientierte Bettadsweise notig. Die vorliegenden Studien
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wenden daher eine selbstregulative PerspektiveSalifstkonzeptveranderungen, die durch
neue Gruppenmitgliedschaften verursacht werden, Mibh. anderen Worten, es werden
individuelle regulative Strategien der Neulinge in der Entwick] ihressozialen Selbst
untersucht.

Im interpersonalen Bereich wurde gezeigt, dass Aanings- und
Vermeidensstrategien Beziehungserfolge und Wohitdef beeinflussen (Gable, 2006; Elliot
et al., 2006), das heil3t die relationale Identitétl beeinflusst (Aron et al., 2004). Das zweite
Ziel der vorliegenden Arbeit war es zu zeigen, dassaherungs- und Vermeidensstrategien
bei Neulingen die soziale Identitat, namlich di«liision der Gruppe ins Selbstkonzept,
gleichfalls beeinflussen. Dariliber hinaus wurde imerpersonalen Bereich gefunden, dass
Annaherungs- und Vermeidensstrategien zu einettarkten Sensibilitat flir positive bzw.
negative Ereignisse fuhrt (Gable & Strachman, 2@8chman & Gable, 2006). Das dritte
Ziel der vorliegenden Dissertation war deshalb zigen, dass Anndherungs- und
Vermeidensstrategien bei Neulingen ebenfalls zwhedr Sensibilitdt gegentber positiven
bzw. negativen Mitgliedsstatus-bezogenem Feedbasklar Gruppe fuhren.

Das erste Ziel wurde in zwei Studien im Kontext vnstauschjahren (Kapitel 2)
behandelt. Es wurde erwartet und gefunden, dasstisrsive Kontakt zur Gastgruppe zur
Inklusion der Gruppe ins Selbstkonzept fuhrt: demt@kt mit der Gruppe wahrend des
Auslandsjahres fihrte zu starkerer sozialer Idiatibn und starkerem Engagement fir die
Gruppe als das bloR3e Interesse an einem Auslamdgjibérdings wurde auch gefunden, dass
bereits das Interesse am Auslandsjahr zu einerzfeggm des Selbst und der Gastgruppe
fuhrt, die vergleichbar ist mit den Effekten eimasslandsjahres. Dahingegen fuhrten sowohl
Kontakt als auch Interesse zu einer stéarkeren sittuder Gruppe im Vergleich zu Gruppen,
zu denen man keine besondere Beziehung hat. Zusaiassend liefern die Befunde Evidenz
fur die Auswirkungen von Interesse und tatsachhchéontakt mit einer neuen Gruppe auf
das Selbstkonzept bei Neulingen. Erstmals wurdesiggzdass (vorherige) Fremdgruppen
ahnlich wie Eigengruppen ins Selbstkonzept integvwerden kdnnen.

Eine Langsschnittstudie im interkulturellen KontéKiapitel 3) beschéftigt sich mit
dem zweiten Ziel der Dissertation und integriertfiudele aus der Forschung zur sozialen
Identitat, der Akkulturationsforschung und der bieng zu Anndherungs- und
Vermeidensstrategien in ein Gesamtmodell. Es wuedeartet und gefunden, dass
Annaherungsstrategien die soziale Identifikatiort dar neuen Gruppe férdern und daher

langfristig zu besserem Wohlbefinden flihren. DiduBde zeigen, dass dieser Effekt durch
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starkere Kontakt- Akkulturationsstrategien verntitterd. Kontakt- Akkulturationsstrategien
fuhrten zu geringerer Disidentifikation mit der @pe. Disidentifikation wiederum forderte
Fleil3 im Leistungsbereich, der eine alternative &ision zur Kompensation von negativen
Erfahrungen in der sozialen Integration darstglirmeidensstrategien dahingegen fuhrten zu
schlechterem Wohlbefinden. Die Studie zeigt, dassdherungs- und Vermeidensstrategien
die Inklusion einer Gruppe ins Selbstkonzept bégssen und unterstreicht die Wichtigkeit
einer erfolgreichen Anpassung des Selbstkonzeptéeameue Gruppe.

Das dritte Ziel der Dissertation wurde in vier Sandbehandelt (Kapitel 4 und 5). Wie
erwartet wurde gezeigt, dass Annaherungs- und Mdansstrategien bei Neulingen die
Sensibilitat gegenlber spezifischen Ereignissennfiessen. Es wurde gezeigt, dass bei
Neulingen, wenn sie von der Gruppe akzeptiert werdennaherungsstrategien (nicht aber
Vermeidensstrategien) zu starkerer sozialer ld&atibn mit der neuen Gruppe fuhren.
Dieser Effekt wurde fir Neulinge, die hoch internatotiviert waren, sogar bei
Zurtckweisung gefunden: hier hingen Anndherungsgjian trotz Zurlickweisung aus der
Gruppe mit starkerer sozialer Identifikation zusaenmBei Neulingen, die von der Gruppe
zurtckgewiesen wurden, fihrten Vermeidensstrategieht aber Annéherungsstrategien) zu
starkerer Disidentifikation. Wiederum wurde die&dfekt von hoher internaler Motivation
gepuffert: Der Disidentifikationseffekt der Vermembstrategien trat trotz Zuriickweisung
nicht auf, wenn Neulinge hoch internal motiviertrem Die vorliegenden Studien zeigen
also, dass Annadherungs- und VermeidensstrategieNeudingen zu erhodhter Sensibilitat
gegeniber Feedback aus der Gruppe beziglich desesigMitgliedschaftsstatus in der
Gruppe fuhren. Diese Sensibilitat beeinflusst dsefie Aspekte der Integration einer
Gruppe ins Selbstkonzept.

Zusammenfassend erweitert die vorliegende Arbe& kisherige Forschung zu
Veranderungen von Neulingen und Gruppen, indem deigt, dass neue
Gruppenmitgliedschaften Selbstkonzeptveranderumgexeulingen verursachen. Es wurde
also gezeigt, dass sich das Selbstkonzept dynaraisaferanderungen der Umwelt anpasst.
Durch die Anwendung einer Selbstregulationsperspekivurden Neulinge als motivierte
Protagonisten der Anpassung ihres Selbstkonzeptach&et. Bisherige Forschung, die sich
mit strukturellen und stabilen Einflussfaktoren adfe Inklusion einer Gruppe ins
Selbstkonzept beschaftigt hat, und Forschung zhsBebulationsansatzen, die Evidenz fur
die Selbstregulation des sozialen Selbst geliefat, wurde durch den Befund, dass

individuelle Strategien die Entwicklung des sozmal8elbst beeinflussen, erweitert. Die
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Ergebnisse tragen somit zu einem besseren Verssander Prozesse dynamischer

Selbstkonzeptveranderungen und der aktiven Rabdndividuen darin einnehmen, bei.
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