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Our concern is a specific form of conflict not clashes between individuals or groups but between competing ways of life. We begin by laying out the standard model of prejudice and group conflict, grounded in the American experience. Partly because it is so closely tied to the American experience, we believe that the standard model conceals as much as it reveals about the contemporary politics of Western European democracies. 

We shall suggest that the new politics of multiculturalism, by superimposing issues of identity on top of issues of intolerance, has introduced a paradoxical conflict of values in liberal democracies. Our larger concern is the politics of Western European democracies. Our specific focus is the strain over the place of Muslim immigrants in the Netherlands.

The Standard Model

There is now a standard model of prejudice and group conflict. It is based largely, though not of course exclusively, on the American experience.
 The model has had exceptional success, and not only in the American context. But because it is tied to the American context, it misses what sets the new politics of identity apart. Five features of the standard model deserve emphasis: 
1. Prejudice consists in a systematic readiness to attribute negative characteristics to members of another group, or to refuse to attribute positive ones to them, on account of their being members of another group. The more consistently negative people’s reactions to members of another group, the more prejudiced against them they are (Sniderman, Peri, De Figuerido, and Piazza, in press).

2. Whatever impedes the learning of societal norms, in societies in which tolerance is a norm, promotes intolerance and group conflict (e.g. Selznick and Steinberg, 1969). It follows that people are more likely to be prejudiced, the less education they have had, since education is a primary avenue for the learning of social norms. 

3. Intolerance and socio-economic status run together. The less well off people, the lower their social status, the more susceptible they are to prejudice toward others whose beliefs or ways of life are different or unfamiliar (e.g. Lipset, 1963). It follows that the fault line over issues of racial tolerance runs through the lower working class.

4. The psychological (or personality) makeup of individuals is a wellspring of prejudice independent of their social or economic or educational background (e.g. Adorno et al, 1902). Individuals are more likely to be prejudiced, for example, the lower their self-esteem, or the more authoritarian or hostile or inflexible their personalities.

5. Prejudice is proximately a function of the importance that people attach to conformity to the values and customs of their group (Allport, 1902). The more importance that people attach to conforming to their groups norms, or to put the same point in a more general language, the readier they are to categorize others as failing to conform to the standards of their group (Tajfel, 1902), the more prejudiced they are likely to be

To our knowledge, every major study of prejudice and group conflict on the American model concurs with at least four of the five claims, and most agree with all five. They are no longer hypotheses. They have entered the domain of the expressly consensually accepted. The final feature of the standard American model is consensually but tacitly accepted. 
6. The concepts of prejudice and group conflict have now become tied together. Realistic conflict approaches to the problem of race in America used to run into the objection that racial prejudice involves hostility and aversion that is, at its core, irrational. But this criticism, it is now argued, rests on a false bifurcation between the rational, the economic, the realistic, and the emotional, the symbolic, and the intolerant. As Bobo has put it, “…the melding of group identity, affect, and the interests in most real-world situations of racial stratification make the now conventional dichotomous opposition of ‘realistic group conflict versus prejudice empirically nonsensical” (1999, p.457). 

These six claims define the core of the standard model of prejudice and group conflict. We have drawn them together in an integrated specification of the standard model, which we have tested in Italy (Sniderman, Peri, De Figuerido, and Piazza, in press), and have cross-validated in the Netherlands. In both countries, the standard model of prejudice and group conflict throws much light on the anger and resentment and intolerance toward immigrants that has become so conspicuous a feature of politics in Western Europe. This anger and resentment and intolerance is powerfully driven by a readiness to categorize others as belonging to a different group; and this readiness to categorize others as different in turn is powerfully driven by a combination of a systematic readiness to mistrust others and to fear that being worse off economically, which in turn are anchored in people’s psychological makeup, their fundamental orientations to politics, and their social and economic conditions of life.
All of this we take as established. The hypothesis that we now wish to explore is that the politics of multiculturalism, by superimposing issues of identity on top of issues of intolerance, is creating a new strain in the politics of Western European liberal democracies. The politics of multiculturalism, on this hypothesis, has two dynamics. The first and familiar one centers on the standard strains of intolerance; the second and newer one, on a conflict of values; and the second, the conflict of values, cannot be reduced to the first, the standard account of prejudice. 
This new dynamic is driven by a clash of ways of life. Liberal democracy is, and is understood to be, a way of life. Its core values -- tolerance, equality, liberty – are by no means entirely consistent one with another. And they are in any event incompletely accepted. Yet partly inconsistent and incompletely accepted as they may be, the norms of liberal democracy provide a basis for a widely agreed-on sense of rights and values and Muslims are identified with, and identify themselves with, a way of life that conflicts with some of these rights and values.

This conflict of values, we contend, is real. And its reality is pivotal. On the standard account, perceptions of differences between groups are located in people’s heads. A sense of difference in values between one group and another, according to the standard account, is based on a false or fantasized or stereotyped image that one group holds of the other. But, we are arguing, the sources of group conflict are not confined to the insides of people’s heads. They can be grounded in things as they actually are. Our claim thus has two parts, not just one. The Dutch perceive some Muslim practices and norms to be different and at odds with theirs. And Muslims agree. Their practices and norms are different and are at odds with those of the Dutch. The two differ in their interpretations of the differences between their ways of life. But their agreement on the points of difference underlines the reality of these difference between their ways of life.

We are of course are not suggesting that Dutch and Muslim ways of life differ at every point; still less are we suggesting that these differences are immutable, incapable of being changed or bridged. But we shall suggest that some of the present points of conflict go deep, indeed, catch up the foundational values of tolerance and equality and introduce a new strain to the politics of liberal democracies. 

Culture and Conflict

What are the principal points of conflict between Dutch and Muslim immigrants in the Netherlands? Two grounds of normative conflict stand out (Pahlet, van Lotringen, and Entzinger, 2000;Van der Hoek, 1994; Van den Berg-Eldering, 1982). The first is the status of women in Muslim culture. Turks and Moroccans in the Netherlands come predominantly from the rural areas in Turkey (Anatolia) and Morocco (Rif) where the extended family pattern is dominant in the latter case, and marriage is officially governed by the rules of Islamic law. Marriages are arranged by the parents; the preference is for endogamous marriage with a parallel cousin (a son or daughter of fathers brother); and arrangements are often made when the children are very young. The marriage relation, moreover, is officially asymmetrical. The husband is the head of the family. He has the duty of protecting the honor of his family. The wife most certainly is not the head of the family. She has the duty of obeying her husband. Since virginity is an important item for the family honor, girls tend to be married young to guard against a loss of virginity outside marriage. The practice of prearranged marriages thus leads to significant age differences between husband and wife. More broadly, women are strictly protected by their father and brothers. The freedom of women to leave the house and to take independent action is accordingly curtailed. Girls are even more closely watched than boys, and younger children, whether boys or girls, tend to be under the discipline and supervision of older brothers and sisters, who have a responsibility to monitor, control, and punish them. In centers of traditional Muslim culture, Muslim women do not have the same standing as men to choose whom they will marry, to retain the right to dispose of property they bring to marriage, to pursue a career after marriage, to dress or socially interact or to enter into major decisions of the family or even to define the terms on which they will engage in sexual relations as men do. 

The status of women is one source of strain; child-rearing practices is another. In the Dutch culture, children are treated as 'friends', or 'equals.' For example, they no longer normally make use of honorifics when addressing their parents, instead addressing their parents by their first name. And corporal punishment of course is completely taboo. Muslim family relations, by contrast, are authoritarian. Muslim children tend to be kept under strict regimes of surveillance and control; and behavior that is challenging or transgressive is punished by threat, verbal violence, or corporal punishment. Viewed from the perspective of liberal democratic norms, Muslim childrearing practices are restrictive, insular, authoritarian, insufficiently concerned with the interests of the child, designed to exact obedience and conformity, premised on the values of hierarchy and inequality. 
No doubt, Muslim treatment of women and children draw fire in part because Muslim practices are different, unfamiliar, alien. Moreover, social norms, both Dutch and Muslim, are not frozen in time; and the traditional practices of Muslim immigrants in particular are under pressure to change. But having said this, the crucial claim is this. An integral part of the strain between over multiculturalism is rooted in the world as it actually is. The clash of values is real. 
Our primary source of evidence is a large-scale study of the political beliefs and attitudes of citizens in the Netherlands.
 The core of the study is a national representative sample of the adult population, comprising interviews with approximately two thousand Dutch.
 One of its fundamental aims was to assess the attitudes of the Dutch toward Muslims in the Netherlands, and in particular to explore whether, and in what sense, the Dutch perceive Muslims to be committed to a distinct way of life. A number of questions were asked: about the contributions Muslims may make to Dutch culture; the possibility of conflict between the Western European and the Muslim ways of life; the attitude Muslims take to other cultures; the treatment of Muslim women; and Muslim child rearing practices. These obviously are only a selection of the topics that could have been raised. But while concentrating on the issue of culture, they cover a fair amount of ground. No less important, they are not one-sided. Some of the time we asked whether Muslim immigrants have undesirable characteristics, but some of time they are asked whether they have desirable ones. There is thus the chance of getting a balanced view

The exact wording of the questions, plus the proportions agreeing and disagreeing with each, are set out in Table 1. Surveying the overall responses underlines the ambivalence, to say the least, of the Dutch toward Muslim immigrants.
Table 1: Items Assessing Evaluative Attitudes Towards Muslims

	
	agree strongly
	agree somewhat
	disagree somewhat
	disagree strongly
	missing data

	Muslims have a lot to offer to Dutch culture
	16,6

(313)
	32,9

(619)
	19,2

(362)
	31,3

(590)
	(123)

	Muslim men in the Netherlands dominate their women unfairly
	62,0

(1156)
	26,5

(494)
	5,3

(98)
	6,2

(116)
	(143)

	Western European and Muslim way of life are irreconcilable
	27,0

(516)
	21,0

(402)
	22,6

(431)
	29,4

(561)
	(97)

	Most Muslims in the Netherlands respect other cultures
	22,5

(393)
	31,9

(557)
	21,0

(366)
	24,6

(429)
	(262)

	Muslims in the Netherlands raise children in authoritarian
	39,1

(678)
	35,7

(620)
	14,1

(244)
	11,1

(193)
	(272)


Note: Cell entries are frequencies and percentages of non-missing responses in parentheses.

We began by asking whether “Muslims have a lot to offer Dutch culture.” This seemed a useful way to introduce the subject of Islam in the Netherlands. It offers an innocuous opportunity to praise the value of multiculturalism. What, after all, does it take to say some group can make an important contribution? And just for this reason, it is of interest to observe how few of our respondents took advantage of the opportunity to do so. Just under half of our respondents agreed that “Muslims have a lot to offer Dutch culture,” the largest number of them agreeing only “somewhat;” over half disagreed, the largest number of them “strongly.”

Examining further the items in Table 1, we can put some flesh on the bones of the two particular points of normative conflict. Look, for example, at the reaction to the issue of equality for women. Our respondents were asked whether they agree or disagree that: “Muslim men in the Netherlands dominate their women unfairly.” The response is dramatic. Virtually nine out of every ten of our respondents agreed that Muslim men in the Netherlands do not treat their women as equals, and far and away the largest number of those who agreed, on the order of two out of every three, did so strongly. And the treatment of women is not the only bone that sticks in the throats of the Dutch. The last item asks whether “Muslims in the Netherlands raise their children in an authoritarian way.” As Table 1 shows, our respondents overwhelmingly agree. Three in every four of our respondents in agreement that Muslims in the Netherlands raise their children in a way that violates a Dutch conception of fairness. Table 1 also suggests the depth of the difference between Dutch and Muslim ways in the minds of many Dutch. Thus, only one half of our respondents agree that “Most Muslims in the Netherlands respect other cultures,” while just as many of our respondents agree that “the Western European way of life and the Muslim way of life are irreconcilable.” There is, in short, a strong sense of difference in the eyes of the Dutch – a sense that Muslims are different; that they wish to be different, indeed, value being different; and that these differences go deep, indeed, are the outcroppings of competing claims about ultimate goals of life and ethical standards of conduct grounded in irreconcilable differences between alternative ways of life.

What do these points of contention look like viewed not from a Dutch but from a Muslim perspective? A companion study was designed to examine whether Muslim immigrants held a mirror image view of the differences between Muslim and Dutch ways of life. 
 In speaking of a “mirror image” view, we mean two things. First, that the specific points of difference that Dutch take to distinguish Muslim and Dutch ways of life the same as those that Muslims take to distinguish them. And second, that the valuation of these points of difference is inverted: that a difference in social practices that Dutch take to be a point in favor of their way of life Muslims see just the other way around. 
Table 2 presents responses to mirror image items on the status of women and of children, the two specific points of contention for the Dutch sample, for two samples of Muslim immigrants in the Netherlands, one consisting of adult Moroccans, the other of adult Turks.
 Before examining these results, one technical point needs to be underlined. In the study of Dutch opinion, the alternatives respondents could choose among followed a modified Likert format – strongly agree, somewhat agree, somewhat disagree, strongly disagree. The follow-up study, by contrast, inserted a “neither agree nor disagree” alternative. This difference in response formats introduces an problematic element in comparison of Dutch and Muslim views of one another. As Table 2 shows, the “neither agree nor disagree” alternative is typically the single most frequently chosen response alternative. Unfortunately, it is by no means clear how this response should be interpreted. It may, and no doubt for some does, mean that the respondent does not have an opinion on the object, or at any rate does not want to express one. Yet it may also, and no doubt for others does, mean that the respondent wishes to choose a “middle” “in between” position. When it means the first, that is, that the respondent does not have an opinion, then it should be excluded from calculation of the item marginals (and included among the “don’t know’s”). When it means the second, that is, that the respondent’s view is in the middle, then it should be included in the calculation of the item marginals. The difficulty is that there is no sure-fire way of determining when the “neither agree nor disagree” response means the first and when it means the second. Rather than making a judgment ex cathedra, Table 2 presents the distribution for all the categories of response.

This point of difference in format notwithstanding, the lesson of the results is the same. Consider first the question of the status of women. Among the sample of Moroccan Muslims, 62 percent agree that “Western European women have too many rights and liberties; among the sample of Turkish Muslims, the result is identical. This is, of course, the same reaction as the Dutch except inverted. Whereas the Dutch believe that Muslim women are badly off because they have too little in the way of rights and liberties, Muslims believe that Dutch women are badly off because they have too much. The story is the same for the status of children. Among the sample of Moroccan Muslims, 53 percent agree that “Western European youth has too little respect for their parents. Among the sample of Turkish Muslims, the comparable figure is 72 percent. This puts things the other way around. For the Dutch, the problem is that Muslim parents dominate their children; for Muslims, that Dutch children do not respect their parents. The point, it is worth emphasizing, is not whether the images of difference are strictly mirror images of each other, though it is interesting they broadly have this character. Nor is the point whether this sense of difference is in part a product of prejudice on both sides. It is. The pivotal point is that both groups agree that their norms and standards of conduct are different. It is not simply that the Dutch feel the Muslim way of life is different. The Muslims agree their way of life is different. The differences can be exaggerated, misperceived, oversimplified. But it is necessary, the similarity of Dutch and Muslim reactions suggest, to accept the reality of these points of difference – and contention – between the groups. 

Table 2: Items Assessing Moroccans’ and Turks’ Evaluative Attitudes Towards Dutch

	
	fully
disagree 
	disagree 
	in
between
	agree 
	fully agree 
	missing data

	Moroccans
	
	
	
	
	
	

	West-European women have too many rights and liberties
	4.7%
(23)
	15.1
(75)
	18.4
(91)
	41.8
(208)
	20.1
(100)
	8.7
(47)

	West-European youth has too little respect for their parents
	7.2%
(33)
	15.9
(74)
	23.9
(112)
	39.0
(182)
	14.0
(65)
	 14.3
(77)

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Turkish Muslims
	
	
	
	
	
	

	West-European women have too many rights and liberties’
	6.3%
(39)
	19.3
(120)
	12.4
(76)
	44.9
(278)
	17.2
(107)
	3.3
(22)

	West-European youth has too little respect for their parents
	1.3%
(8)
	13.8
(84)
	12.7
(78)
	48.3
(295)
	23.8
(146)
	4.5
(29)


Note: Cell entries are frequencies and percentages of non-missing responses in parentheses.

On the standard account, what is diagnostic is the consistency of negative judgments: those who make a negative judgment of another group in one respect tend to make negative judgments in other respects, and this holds whatever attributes of the other group are being evaluated, whether, for example, the capacity to make a contribution to the well-being of the culture as a whole or their child-rearing practices. On the normative conflict hypothesis, by contrast, criticism of Muslim treatment of women and children should distinctively pick up a clash of values. The two hypotheses, it should be underlined, are not mutually exclusive. On the contrary, we expect both to throw light on the reactions of Dutch to Muslim immigrants. But what needs to be true for both to have a measure of truth? On the standard model, responses to all the questions about Muslims should share a component: the more that Dutch dislike Muslims out of prejudice, the more likely they should be to take advantage of every opportunity to render a negative judgment, and this includes the opportunity to say that Muslims do not treat their children and women properly. But if multiculturalism also generates normative conflict, then the two questions on the Muslim treatment of women and children should also have a distinctive element to them. 

Exploratory factor analysis

Two features of an exploratory factor analysis, reported in Table 3, are suggestive
. If we follow the standard criterion that a factor must have an eigenvalue greater than 1, there is one and only one factor. And not only do all five of the items load on it, but also their factor loadings are essentially equal, suggesting that responses to all five, very much including the items on women and on children, are equally responsive to a general prejudice against Muslims. The criterion that an eigenvalue equal at least 1 is arbitrary, however. 
Table 3: Principal Component Analysis of Five Survey Items on Attitudes Towards Muslims

	
	Factor 1

	Muslims have a lot to offer to Dutch culture
	-,696

	Muslim men in the Netherlands dominate their women unfairly
	,624

	Western European and Muslim way of life are irreconcilable
	,755

	Most Muslims in the Netherlands respect other cultures
	-,686

	Muslims in the Netherlands raise children in an authoritarian way
	,596

	Eigenvalues
	2.27

	Total Variance Explained (%)
	45.3


Note: Cell entries in rows 1-5 are component loadings of the unrotated solution. Extraction method of the initial solution is principal components, 1 component extracted. 

Looking at the table 4, the unrotated solution, one can see signs of a second factor. It accounts for a substantial amount of variance (18 percent) and its eigenvalue (.938) misses the arbitrary criterion of 1 just by an eyelash. Most instructively, the two items on Muslims treatment of women and of children are the only items to load significantly on the second. 
Table 4: Principal Component Analysis of Five Survey Items on Attitudes Towards Muslims

	
	Factor 1
	Factor 2

	Muslims have a lot to offer to Dutch culture
	-,696
	,400

	Muslim men in the Netherlands dominate their women unfairly
	,624
	,519

	Western European and Muslim way of life are irreconcilable
	,755
	-,185

	Most Muslims in the Netherlands respect other cultures
	-,686
	,367

	Muslims in the Netherlands raise children in an authoritarian way
	,596
	,581

	Eigenvalues
	2.27
	0.94

	Variance Explained (%)
	45.3
	18.7

	Total Variance Explained
	62.8


Note: Cell entries in rows 1-5 are component loadings of the unrotated solution. Extraction method of the initial solution is principal components, 1 component extracted. 

Results of the Factor Analysis

So far the results are taken from paper written by Sniderman et al. But I added the following analysis to this paper, because the principal component analysis suggests that there is only 1 factor (component) in the data, but that is based upon the arbitrary choice of the eigenvalue being larger than 1. Let’s see what happens if I use confirmatory factor analysis to analyze the data. 

I have estimated the path model in figure 1 with LISREL 8, using the maximum likelihood procedure. It can be seen that the loadings are different from the regression loadings in the principal component analysis, however that only holds for the size, because the ranking (high to low) is the same. 
The principal component analysis suggested that there might be two factors, I also analyzed a possible model with two factors. The results are presented in figure 2.  

Figure 1: Path model of a confirmatory factor analysis of five survey items on attitudes towards Muslim, with one factor behind the items.
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Figure 2: Path model of a confirmatory factor analysis of five survey items on attitudes towards Muslim, with two factors behind the items.
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�	To underline the point, an international gallery of researchers have contributed to development of the standard, or canonical, model of prejudice. One has only to think, for example, of the work of Henri Tajfel and his students to recognize the fallacy of equating research done on the standard model with research done by Americans. Nonetheless, it is enormity of the problem of race in America that has cemented a deep sense that negative judgments of another group must well up from a normatively unjustifiable source – whether based in inner psychological conflicts, or an over readiness to categorize others as belonging to another group or the sentiments of economic competition.
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�	The field work was carried out by from October 1997 through June 1998, by the CATI-Department of the Faculty of Social Sciences, Utrecht University


�	This study was led by our colleague Karen Phalet


�	The samples are random samples of the two groups in Rotterdam, appropriately enough given the concentration of immigrants in the Netherlands. For a description of the sample, measurement procedures, and more of the findings, see Phalet, Van Lotringen, and Entzinger, 2000.


�	Table below contains the correlations between the items of the attitudes towards Muslims in the Netherlands scale.


�
M1�
M3�
M4�
M2�
M5�
�
M1 Muslims have a lot to offer to Dutch culture�
1.00�
�
�
�
�
�
M3 Western and Muslim way of life are irreconcilable�
-.458�
1.00�
�
�
�
�
M4 Most Muslims in the Netherlands respect other cultures�
.400�
-.423�
1.00�
�
�
�
M2 Muslim men in the Netherlands dominate their women�
-.240�
.306�
-.242�
1.00�
�
�
M5 Muslims in the Netherlands raise children in authoritarian�
-.216�
.288�
-.215�
.346�
1.00�
�









