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ABSTRACT 

The purpose of the study is to examine the degree of convergence or 
divergence of Turkish immigrants’ work values in Germany when compared 
to Turks’ and Germans’ work values. The importance of Turkish immigrants 
has increased owing to awareness of different value structures and the 
negligence of transitional groups in cross-cultural studies. Based on these 
justifications, the study conducts a value analysis on Turks, Germans and 
Turkish immigrants. While Turkish immigrants converge with Germans on 
competitiveness, skepticism, and collaboration values, they diverge from 
both Turks’ and Germans’ values on the basis of favoritism, intuitiveness, 
modesty, and contentedness. Thus, it is understood that Turkish immigrants 
have different values from Turks and Germans.   

Keywords: Turkish immigrants, Work values, Germany, Turkey, Cross-
cultural management, Turkish work mentality 

 

TURKISH IMMIGRANTS’ WORK VALUES IN GERMANY 

INTRODUCTION 

Culture is a concept that is examined with many studies in the 
management field, especially after the seminal work of Hofstede (1980). The 
past 30 years of research on cross-cultural management has generally 
focused on categorizing countries on the basis of values (House et al., 2004). 
However these values may not be static and can be subject to change. The 
change in values can be the result of foreign direct investments or 
immigrations, which increases the interaction between different value 
structures (Sackmann et al., 1997). For example assembling European Union 
(EU) can initiate economical integration, allocation of common resources, and 
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mobility of workforce, which can enable different cultures to interact and 
change their values in return (Kakabadse et al., 1995).  

Upon interaction, there are different debates about the way of change 
in values. When two groups interact and reach consensus about a value or 
one of the groups adopts the other group’s value then this can be called 
convergence (Ralston et al., 1997). Supporters of globalization assert that 
cultures will converge and become similar to each other, homogenous inside, 
as if the world will turn into a small global village (Williamson, 1996). While 
globalization can trigger convergence of values, it can also start divergence 
(Guillen, 2001). After interaction, if two groups’ identities may not reinforce 
each other or groups want to keep their values intact, then divergence could 
happen (Bond & King, 1985). As some of the cross-cultural studies put 
forward, divergence could be possible, and could be enduring despite the 
influences of globalization (Robertson et al., 2001). For example some 
French companies may still prefer hierarchical and centralized decision 
making while globalization puts forward lateral and decentralized decision 
making (Globokar, 1997). So following cultural interaction, some values could 
converge as much as they diverge (Kakabadse et al., 1995; Wilderom et al., 
1997).  

Turkish immigrants provide a valuable opportunity to trace and 
understand this convergence vs. divergence debate. Turkish immigrants are 
shaped with Turkish values at their home country or by their Turkish families 
at different countries. However, they live and look after themselves in other 
countries, e.g. in Germany. Reinforcing Turkish values at home but practicing 
and getting used to other country dynamics outside home can create a 
psychological challenge for the immigrants.  

Therefore the aim of the study is to examine how work values of 
Turkish immigrants’ in Germany change compared to Turks’ and Germans’ 
work values.  

In other words, each social group is influenced from ecological factors 
and forces of nature. These factors and forces began to emphasize some 
values. When these are examined through the history, some of these values 
are reinforced and come to present day within various forms; however, not 
all social groups have the same path, as indicated in historical and social 
process of Turkey, Germany and the Turkish immigrants in Germany. Their 
value profiles can be different and the study tries to discover whether this 
difference will be reflected.  

The contribution of this study is twofold. The first contribution is from 
the practical standpoint which helps to develop policies for immigrants. 
Immigrants are one of neglected social groups and could have distinct 
cultural values from the immigrated country. This study will help researchers 
to distinguish what kind of historical factors creates convergence or 
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divergence of values to the immigrated culture. This will help policy makers 
to develop better immigrant related integration policies and to be able to 
predict the direction of change (divergence or converge) according to policies 
implemented by the governments.     

The second contribution is from the theoretical standpoint. Cross-
cultural value theories generally focus on culture as an isolated object and 
ignore the social groups who interact between cultures. Turkish immigrants 
can be considered as a social group who interacts between Turkish and 
German cultures. The interaction between cultures may have an important 
influence on cross-cultural theories to advance. Upon interaction it becomes 
obvious that cross-cultural theories can fall short on inter-cultural issues. This 
study put forward that from historical analysis of values might help to 
understand inter-cultural issues. Since historical analysis not only lay 
foundations of cross-cultural value theories but also give information 
concerning change.   

CROSS-CULTURAL VALUES 

Culture stems from the very reason of our existence (Trompenaars, 
1993). It consists of type of patterns of and for behavior acquired and 
transmitted by symbols, constituting the distinctive achievement of human 
groups, including their embodiment in artifacts; the essential core of culture 
consists of traditional (i.e., historically derived and selected) ideas and 
especially their attached values (Kroeber & Kluckhohn, 1952) (italic is 
emphasized by the author). This comprehensive and generally accepted 
definition (Adler, 2000) shows us that values lay at the core of culture 
concept that has intimate links with all aspects of attitudes and behaviors. 
This is not only true for Kroeber and Kluckhohn’s (1952) definition but also 
true for many other cultural definitions and constructs. Hofstede (1980), 
Trompenaars (1993), Schwartz (1999), and GLOBE (House et al., 2004) 
studies are to name a few of employing value as the core of culture.  

Value can be defined as “an enduring belief that a specific mode of 
conduct or end-state is personally preferable to its opposite” (Rokeach, 
1973). Values are desirable, trans-situational goals, varying in importance, 
which serve as guiding principles in human’s lives (Schwartz & Sagie, 2000). 
In other terms, values are polarized and the decision will be chosen by the 
intensity and the direction of the value. Intensity means relevancy of the 
value in that circumstance and direction means identifying the outcomes 
(Hofstede, 1980: 6). Through these attributes, values can provide a 
framework to study general characteristics of culture such as sharedness, 
adaptiveness, and transmission across time and generations (Triandis, 1995). 
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One of the first studies using values at cross-cultural studies is 
Hofstede’s (1980) seminal work. It has been the most comprehensive model 
developed on value differences across cultures at that time (Schwartz, 1999). 
The author identifies four dimensions but then extends his research to Far 
East cultures (Hofstede & Bond, 1988) and finally asserts five dimensions 
which are power distance, uncertainty avoidance, masculinity/femininity, 
individualism/collectivism, and long/short term orientation. With his research, 
cross-cultural management studies begin to have theoretical background 
(Gelfand et al., 2007). While Hofstede (1980) chooses to relate values with 
work outcomes in a general way, Trompenaars (1993) takes a scenario-
based approach and links values on the basis of specific situations. He finds 
evidence for seven dimensions which are universalism vs. particularism, 
individualism vs. collectivism, neutral or emotional, specific vs. diffuse, 
achievement vs. ascription, attitudes towards time and attitudes towards the 
environment. The findings not only support Kroeber and Kluckhohn’s (1952) 
and Hoftede’s (1980) dimensions but also increase the importance of specific 
vs. diffuse distinction between cultures, which is mainly introduced by 
Lewinian field theory.  

Schwartz (1999) takes a different approach and dwells on values at 
the individual level and national level. Therefore his nuanced approach has 
resulted in ten values at the individual level and seven values at national 
level. Self-direction, stimulation, security, conformation, tradition, 
universalism, benevolence, power, achievement, and hedonism are found to 
represent values at the individual level (Schwartz & Bardi, 2001). However 
values at national level are different; intellectual autonomy, affective 
autonomy, hierarchy, egalitarianism, mastery, harmony (Schwartz, 1999; 
Smith, Peterson, & Schwartz, 2002). While Schwartz pays attention to value 
structures and hierarchies, Hofstede’s (1980) and Trompenaars’s (1993) focal 
point is on values rather than their interplay between them.  

Global Leadership and Organizational Behavior Effectiveness (GLOBE) 
program emerges with a different aim. GLOBE’s purpose was to predict 
specific cultural effects especially on leadership behaviors and to overcome 
measurement and theoretical criticisms directed towards Hofstede’s (1980) 
model (House et al., 2002). GLOBE extends the research to middle level 
managers at multiple organizations rather than management and 
administrative levels at one organization as in Hofstede’s study (House et al., 
2004). The study finds out that there are seven dimensions which are 
uncertainty avoidance, institutionalized collectivism, in-group collectivism, 
gender egalitarianism, future orientation, performance orientation, humane 
orientation.  

Each study listed above has its own strength and weaknesses (e.g. de 
Mooij, 2011; McSweeney, 2002; Hofstede, 2006). There is no common 
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agreement about which cross-cultural value dimensions explain and predict 
organizational behaviors better at the national level. At this point it may be a 
better approach to evaluate the research topic in terms of representativeness 
of values. The studies listed above are mainly developed and influenced by 
Western context (Gelfand et al., 2007). However, the main issue in the 
research topic is to consider Western perspective (e.g. native Germans), 
Middle Eastern perspective (e.g. native Turks), and the shift between 
Western and Middle Eastern perspectives (e.g. Turkish Immigrants).  

Pertaining to the topic, there is only one conceptual approach 
integrating both Western and Middle Eastern perspectives, which is Turkish 
Work Mentality (TMW) (Arbak et al., 1997). TMW brings out values of 
Turkish culture on the basis of historical analysis and refines these values by 
taking into consideration of the interplay between etic and emic approaches. 
Emic refers to knowledge and interpretations existing within a culture and 
they are examined from the point of people who lived the local culture, 
meanwhile etic refers the point of people who observed the local culture 
(Morris et al., 1999). Considering historical analysis and emic/etic 
approaches, TWM claims that there are two sets of values. One of them is 
related with the local history of Turkish culture and another one is interested 
with the influence of Western civilizations on Turkish culture (Aldemir et al., 
2003; Kılıç, 2005). Therefore TWM can embrace a combination of Western 
and Middle Eastern perspectives based on a historical analysis, thus reaching 
better representativeness of cultural values in terms of three groups stated in 
the research topic.  

The first perspective is related with Middle Eastern perspective (local) 
consisting 32 values. They are respectability, conformism, tolerance, 
hardworking, willingness to experiment, risk taking, consensus, 
competitiveness, enterprising, collaboration, fairness, rationality, 
responsibility, respect for individual’s rights, sharing information, far 
sightedness, paying attention to detail, success orientation, scientific 
methods, entrepreneurship, will power, discipline, materialism, 
inquisitiveness, competency, and intuitiveness. These local values are deeply 
seated with the centuries of scholastic education, inheritance of previous 
governmental structures, the past collective sub-consciousness of economical 
issues, and disturbances (Aldemir et al., 2003).  

The second perspective is related with Western perspective which 
consists of 26 values. They are integrity, unfaithfulness, rigidity, hypocrisy, 
centralism, selfishness, dependence, emotionality, family ties, fatalism, 
nationalism, favoritism, factionalism, oppressiveness, modesty, traditionalist, 
religion, daily horizon, protectionism, knowing one’s limitations, 
extravagance, contentedness, continuity, waste, working in the best possible 
way, trust, and skepticism. The Western perspective and its respective values 
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began to influence Turkish culture especially after 1839 at the Ottoman 
Period. This influence is continued with the establishment of the Republic of 
Turkey and accelerated with the industrial movements after 1980’s in Turkey.  
 
Comparison of German and Turkish Managerial Values  

 
Germany can be considered as one of the cultures belonged to 

Western perspective. Germany had been under deep scholastic influences 
but printing press, consequences of geographical expansions, reexamination 
of Greek writings triggered Enlightenment Era (Brummet et al., 2000). This 
process was resulted in rationalist values such as inquisitiveness, rationality, 
sharing information, and beginning of scientific methods (Aldemir et al., 
2003). These values passed on to the future generations and triggered the 
second important process, namely Industry Revolution (Coffin et al., 2002). 
This revolution not only started new production systems but also gave rise to 
transactions between firms and countries. Thereafter, more enterprises, 
banks, and commercial institutions were established and public utilities were 
improved (Fox, 1991). This process continued through centuries and started 
new procedures, standards, and right ways of doing business. Thus 
professionalism became an important worldview emanating from the process, 
which favored competitiveness, risk taking, entrepreneurship, competency, 
consensus, and responsibility (Aldemir et al., 2003). 

While German’s historical values categorized as professionalism and 
rationalisms, Turkey as one of the Middle Eastern cultures not only absorbed 
a part of professionalism and rationalism values but also undergone into 
different historical process. Status orientation, mysticism and hypocrisy 
became important guidelines of the society. For status orientation; the state’s 
ownership had belonged to the ruling family, and the state was a good of the 
ruler from Göktürk’s till Ottoman’s period (Güvenç, 2010). If any rejection 
rose to this ruling family, it was oppressed by force (Ocak, 2003). These 
incidents seeded centralism, rank and position, oppressiveness, obedience, 
and dependence values within the society (Aldemir et al., 2003).  

Mysticism flourished with the influence of thinkers like Mevlana 
Celaleddin Rumi, Hayyam and Sadi world views (Güvenç, 2010). These views 
were carried to Anatolia by immigrations and found acceptance by people 
who experience battles, disturbances, and oppression of the state. These 
riots caused the communities to be more intimate with each other (Ülgener, 
2006). In addition, the views especially the ones of Ahmet Yesevi, Haci 
Bektashi Veli, Mevlana and Yunus differentiated Turkish Islamism from Arabic 
Islamism (Kongar, 2006). These processes increased family ties, 
emotionality, fatalism and religiosity in the society (Aldemir et al., 2003).  
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Hypocrisy had existed long ago in Turkish history due to corruption 
within the state and the society but it was surfaced once many riots and 
disturbances took place at the Ottoman period. These corruptions spilled 
over on many levels of the society including government, education, and 
legal systems (Ocak, 2003). These processes seeded materialism, hypocrisy, 
skepticism, extravagance, unfaithfulness, favoritism, factionalism, and 
tolerance (Aldemir et al., 2003). 

To sum up, Turkey and Germany are very different from each other in 
most of values. In order to understand value profile of Turkish immigrants, 
the study will first focus on socio-historical issues of Turkish immigrants 
because culture is based on historically derived and selected values (Kroeber 
& Kluckhohn, 1952). Once socio-historical information is given, value profiles 
will be discussed. And hypothesis about convergence or divergence of values 
will be stated. 
 
Turkish Immigrants in Germany 

 
The emergence of Turkish immigrants in Germany as a distinct social 

group has begun in 1960s (Kongar, 2002; Ortaylı, 2003). After the Second 
World War, German population was decreased due to the war, and thus 
working population was insufficient to respond industrial restructuring and 
development (Brummet et al., 2000). Turkey and Germany made a pact in 
order to fill this labor shortage gap in 1961 and allow many labors to migrate 
to Germany (Martin, 1991). The first intention from immigrants was to stay 
temporarily and gain money as much as they could, and then come back to 
Turkey (Türkdoğan, 1973). Ongoing years, Germany made it easier to get 
residency permits owing to labor shortages but after the oil crisis recruiting 
immigrants began to slow down in 1970’s (Bartsch et al., 2010). Even though 
going home policy is promoted by the German government in 1980s, the 
social, political and economical factors of Turkey and opportunities in 
Germany might have caused Turkish immigrants to stay permanently in 
Germany (Martin, 1991). Xenophobic attacks and petition against dual 
citizenship in 1990s intensely complicated the Turkish immigrants’ position in 
Germany (Bartsch et al., 2010).  

Without return policy of Turkey or integration policy of Germany for 
Turkish immigrants, integration problem arose and fueled the failed 
multiculturalism debate (Bartsch et al., 2010; Osborne, 2012). One of the 
reasons causing integration problem is language problems. Turkish 
immigrants’ German language education was poor and they were not 
motivated to improve their language skills because they were thinking of 
going back to Turkey. Nevertheless, when most of the immigrants decided to 
stay, language problem became an important issue which still poses 
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communication problems today (Hoff, 2011). Not only the language but also 
the Christian values frightened the Turkish immigrants and the families tried 
not to send their children to education institutions. Even when they wanted 
to send their kids to any of education institution, their lack of German 
language qualifies Turkish students to be accepted only to Handicapped 
Schools (Genç, 1986; Suğanlı, 2003).  

When Turkish immigrants are allowed to bring their families, they 
began to stay in the same streets. Building psychologically and physically 
close communities enabled them to use Turkish type of consumption, to 
reach Turkish mass media, to gather at mosques and teahouses, and these 
dynamics transformed local places to transnational places (Ehrkamp, 2005). 
Within these communities, Turkish immigrants transmitted more collectivistic 
values and parental goals to their youngsters, which reinforced tight 
community and kept alive some of the Turkish values (Phalet & Schonpflug, 
2001). So the Turkish immigrants’ lack of education, lack of language skills, 
transnational places, and fear of Christianity increased Turkish community’s 
in-group tendency (Suğanlı, 2003). This in-group tendency generally 
converges on religious values and it is still on the rise among Turkish 
immigrants (Şen, 2006). This contrast was so high that idioms and 
expressions were formed for Turkish people. For example “Cummin Turk” 
was used in order to state oriental people who have hypocrite values 
(Öztürk, 2000). However, these kinds of problems began to relieve with the 
second and the third generations. The first generation of immigrants might 
have been more divergent than the second and the third generation of 
immigrants (Şahin, 2010). The reason can be partly attributed to their 
improved language skills. For example Kristen et al. (2008) found out that 
Turkish immigrants are more likely to enter higher education institutions, 
which is contradictory to their poor educational performances at primary and 
secondary schools.  

Meanwhile Turkish immigrants who come as workers do dirtiest jobs 
and were subject to exploitation till 1980s and only recently their status is 
improved with the help of rigid citizenship laws (Hoff, 2011). This situation 
might also contribute to the reason of lower employment rates, lower 
tenured job rates and lower job prestige scores of Turkish immigrants than 
natives (Euwals et al., 2007). Even though Turkish immigrants have 
experienced employment disadvantages, they became important economic 
actors and their yearly contribution to German Economy reached to 116% of 
Luxemburg’s GDP, and 41% of Portuguese’s GDP by 1998. They not only 
raised capital through entrepreneurial endeavors but also employed family 
members, Germans, and ethnic minorities. These figures can give a message 
that Turkish immigrants are both important for cross-cultural issues and 
economical issues.  
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If we base cross-cultural value profiles on socio-historical issues of 
Turkish immigrants, they may have lower power distance than Turks but 
higher power distance than Germans because of doing business with 
Germans. They may exhibit higher collectivism than Turks and Germans 
because of transnational community dynamics. In order to survive 
economically in Germany where competition is higher than Turkey, 
immigrants may prefer to be more performance oriented and assertive than 
Turks.  

To sum up, the migration issue hasn’t been discussed enough by 
cross-cultural studies. However, it is evident that when two different value 
structures come together through immigrants, the interaction of two different 
value structures creates opportunity for the discussion of convergence and 
divergence (Calori & Woot, 1994). The historical analysis of Turkish 
immigrants shows that the immigration especially during the 1960s opened 
the way of acculturation. This acculturation through years might have 
changed some managerial values of Turkish immigrants. Turkish immigrants 
try to adjust the new environment which can be called as the “adapting 
period”. The interactions in the last three decades can increase divergence 
from some values and convergence in other values. Even though socio-
historical connections and cross-cultural profiles are discussed regarding very 
low information it could be better to describe value similarities and 
dissimilarities between these groups.  

RESEARCH METHODOLOGY 

Participants and Procedures  
 
The sample was taken from small business owners at Aachen 

(Germany) and İzmir (Turkey). 492 small businesses existed in Aachen in 
2005 (Handelwerk Kammer 2005 Analysis, Aachen, Germany) and 50 firms 
were randomly selected. In order to reach Turkish Immigrants who are small 
business owners convenience sampling is chosen since there were no specific 
data for immigrant business owners. For the Turkish sample, one of the 
İzmir’s districts is randomly chosen but the small business owners who 
operate in that district are chosen by convenience sampling. To sum up, 136 
value profiles were collected from small business owners at two different 
countries; 41 value profiles from Germans, 45 value profiles from Turkish 
immigrants and 50 value profiles from Turks. 

The Value Profile begins with a cover letter. The cover letter aimed to 
persuade German respondents, because it was very hard to get in contact 
with this kind of purpose. The cover letter was written by a Professor in 
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Fachhochschule Aachen University of Applied Sciences. After this cover letter, 
The TWM Value Profile is implemented with three sections.  

For three different social groups, two different language versions of 
the questionnaire are implemented. We followed the procedures of Brislin 
(1980) and back translation method is used. The value profile was first 
translated into German by a German language expert, then this translation 
was translated back again into Turkish by another German language expert. 
The two versions of Turkish value profiles were compared and differences 
were corrected. For Turks, Turkish version, for Germans German version and 
for Turkish immigrants both language versions of the value profile was 
provided. While some immigrants felt comfortable with Turkish translation, 
other immigrants preferred both languages to make correct decisions.  
 
Data Collection Method: Value Profile 

 
The study chooses Turkish Work Mentality value profile to detect 

Western and Middle Eastern value differences. This tool helps to measure the 
individuals’, groups’, and institutions’ value orientation which is derived from 
Western and Middle Eastern perspectives (Aldemir et al., 2000). 

The first section includes 11 questions in order to describe sample 
characteristics. The questions include gender, social classes, education 
levels, branch of education, types of industry; age, work experience through 
life time/recent job, number of coworker, and the places grown up. The last 
five questions are asked in open ended form, and remaining items are asked 
in 5 point Likert scale.  

The second section deals with Turkish Work Mentality Value Profile 
and consists of 58 items. A sample item from the TWM profile is given in 
Table 1. As it can be seen, TWM Profile uses a five point Likert scale 
(1=Completely Disagree, 5=Completely Agree).  

 

Table 1: A Sample Item of the TWM Value Profile 

Fairness 

(Respecting the rights, obeying the law and acting in truth at work) 

 Strongly 

Disagree 
Disagree 

Neither Agree 

nor Disagree 
Agree 

Strongly 

Agree 

Your work 

mentality 
1 2 3 4 5 
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The third section deals with the work satisfaction level and percentage 
of possibility of opening a new job except than the recent one. The work 
satisfaction uses a Five point Likert scale (1=Completely Disagree, 
5=Completely Agree).  

It should be stressed that this German version of TWM Value Profile 
was administered to both Germans and Turkish immigrants. Apparently, 
Turkish immigrant was the only social group that had both versions of the 
TWM Value Profile. The reason is the lack of language skills; staying so many 
years in Germany reduced their Turkish language skills, but staying together 
in similar places also prevents their German language skills to advance.   
 
Sample Characteristics 

 
The demographics of the social groups are summarized in Table 2. The 

gender composition of the three social groups largely consists of male 
participants, but Turkish and German sample is the highest in male 
domination. The other important information about sample characteristics is 
the education level. 53% of the Germans have a Master Degree, unlike the 
others. Turkish immigrants have very limited knowledge. The 80% of the 
immigrants have a High school diploma or lower degree. The participants 
were asked how many years of total work experience they had and how 
many years they had been working for the recent job. According to the 
results of the former question, 74% of Turks have a work experience of 1-15 
years, 63% of Germans have a work experience of 8-23 years, and 68% of 
Turkish immigrants have a work experience of 16-39 years. This indicates 
that the small business owners in Germany who are Turkish could be the first 
generation of immigrants. This was also reinforced by the question of 
“Where had the participants grown up before? (The first fifteen years)” The 
results for the question was 57% of Turks in Germany sample had grown up 
in Turkey, 22% were brought up in both Germany and Turkey, but only 20% 
had grown up in Germany.  
 
Data Analysis Procedure  

 
The study incorporates multivariate analysis of variance. It examines 

the significant group differences on the basis of multiple dependent variables 
(Harlow, 2005). Through MANOVA, type one error rate can be partly 
controlled and it takes into consideration the inter-correlations of dependent 
variables (Meyers et al., 2003). The study ensures the convenience of data to 
MANOVA by checking the Bartlett’s test of sphericity and the correlation 
levels between dependent variables which should be at moderate levels. 
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Table 2: Demographics of the Sample 

 
 
Findings 

 
Before doing any analysis, data assumptions are checked such as 

normality, linearity, and homoscedasticity. The findings indicate that there 
are 30 values significantly different, which are reported at in Table 3. Six of 
these values are significantly different between Germans and Turks but they 
are not significantly different from Turkish immigrants. For example; 
Germans are significantly different about the perception of knowledge 
sharing. They perceive themselves as much more sharing and not 
withholding the information at work when compared to Turks’ and Turkish 
immigrants’ perceptions. Another value that significantly differentiates 
Germans from Turks is discipline. Germans are working much more 
according to a program in a systematic and timely manner much more than 

 

Germany Turkey 

Germans 

Turkish 

Immigrants Turks 

Gender 
Female 36.8% 6.7% 24.0% 

Male 63.2% 93.3% 76.0% 

Age 

20-29 9.8% 13.3% 42% 

30-39 31.7% 31.1% 32% 

40-49 34.1% 31.1% 20% 

50-59 22.5% 17.8% 4% 

60+ 2.4% 6.7% 2% 

Education 

Elementary 19.5% 44.5% 8.0% 

High School 9.8% 35.6% 34.0% 

Undergraduate 17.1% 20.0% 58.0% 

Graduate 53.7% 0.0% 0.0% 

Years of work experience 

at the country 

95% CI  

[15.83, 21.77] 

95% CI  

[17.35, 23.82] 

95% CI  

[9.79, 16.16] 

n 41 45 50 
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Turks. Germans are also enterprising when compared to Turks rather than 
Turkish immigrants. They are beginning a work and establishing relations 
with people easily. Germans are thrift and trying to use money and time 
effectively. Spending unnecessary money, time and etc., acting in a prodigal 
way is not a German’s business value. Turks like to value artificial behaviors 
and arrangements in order to impress others at work. This is significantly 
different from Turkish immigrants and Germans. Inquisitiveness is another 
value which differentiates Germans from Turks. Turks have higher tendency 
to question people, institutions and authorities while working. 

However the focus of this study is Turkish immigrants. Therefore 24 
values are especially important to understand value shift of Turkish 
immigrants. The study can categorize value shifts of Turkish immigrants at 
three levels as explained in the previous section. The first category is 
“divergence from German values”, the second category can be “convergence 
to German values” and the last category can be “divergence from both 
German and Turkish values”.  

Divergence from German values: Turkish immigrants’ and Turks’ family 
ties are similar to each other but are significantly different and stronger than 
the German sample. Turkish immigrants’ and Turks’ are also similar in 
protecting and looking after certain people, groups and institutions when 
compared to Germans. In other words Turkish immigrants and Turks are 
much more protectionist. Obedience is another value that differentiates 
immigrants from Germans. Turkish immigrants follow orders less from 
Germans, but this habit of immigrants is very similar to Turks. Turkish 
immigrants’ and Turks’ fatalism is very similar and significantly different from 
Germans. Immigrants and Turks believe in fate at work and they act 
accordingly.  

Turkish immigrants perceived themselves as more competent and risk 
taker than Germans. Immigrants give high priority to the importance of 
knowledge, skill and ability at work and they can able to face the danger of 
losses in work. Nationalism and centralism are strong among Turkish 
immigrants and Turks. It is significantly higher from German sample. In 
other words they consider the nation’s material and moral interests with 
utmost importance and support the centralization of work and authority. 

Dependency is a value that significantly differentiates Turkish 
immigrants from both Turkish and German sample. While Turkish immigrants 
feel less dependent, Turks and Germans feel much more dependent on the 
power of the people, groups and institutions. Rigidity is another value that 
significantly differentiates Turkish immigrants from both Turks and Germans. 
Immigrants perceive themselves as rule oriented and having no tolerance to 
conditions that violate rules. Turkish immigrants are traditionalist and  
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Table 3: Value Analysis of Turkish Immigrants, Germans and Turks 

 

*p <= 0.05; A; B; C indicates significant differing means.   

Value I tems Germans 
Turkish 

Immigrants 
Turks F 

Value Shift of 

Turkish Immigrants 

Centralism 2.72A (0.99) 3.41B (1.08) 3.35B (1.06) 4.08* Divergence  

Competency 3.93A (0.88) 4.54B (0.50) 4.28B (0.55) 6.64*  Divergence 

Competitiveness 2.89A (1.20) 3.29A (1.27) 3.89B (1.09) 6.18* Convergence 

Contented 2.58A (1.08) 4.09B (0.87) 3.35C (1.06) 16.25* Divergence 

Continuity 3.72A (0.75) 4.45B (0.50) 3.94A (1.09) 5.86* Divergence 

Dependency 3.00A (1.28) 2.32B (1.16) 3.33A (1.30) 5.67* Divergence 

Discipline 4.58A (0.50) 4.22 (0.80) 3.82B (0.94) 7.88* Neither con. nor div. 

Entrepreneurship 4.41A (0.68) 4.25 (0.72) 3.84B (1.22) 3.33* Neither con. nor div. 

Extravagance 1.55A (0.68) 2.16 (1.12) 2.56B (1.37) 6.66* Neither con. nor div. 

Family Ties 2.89A (1.26) 4.06B (0.92) 3.84B (1.20) 8.89** Divergence 

Far Sightedness 3.51A (0.73) 4.19B (0.65) 3.82B (0.79) 6.39* Divergence 

Fatalism 1.86A (1.18) 3.38B (1.35) 2.64B (1.38) 9.97* Divergence 

Favoritism 1.55A (0.82) 3.06B (1.20) 2.23C (1.01) 16.25* Divergence 

Inquisitiveness 3.86A (0.63) 4.16 (1.06) 4.38B (0.71) 3.60* Neither con. nor div. 

Integrity 4.48 (0.57) 4.80A (0.40) 4.30B (0.89) 4.69* Divergence 

Intuitiveness 3.55A (0.82) 4.25B (0.63) 3.46A (1.04) 8.15*  Divergence 

Knowing One’s 

Limitations 
2.96A (1.08) 4.38B (0.84) 4.02B (0.90) 18.45* Divergence 

Modesty 2.58A (1.08) 4.09B (0.87) 3.35C (1.06) 16.62* Divergence 

Nationalism 1.55A (0.98) 3.74B (1.50) 3.20B (1.54) 20.26* Divergence 

Obedience 3.27A (1.22) 4.03B (0.75) 3.43 (1.18) 4,20* Divergence 

Protectionism 3.00A (1.19) 3.67B (1.04) 3.66B (0.98) 4.05* Divergence 

Respectability 3.75A (0.98) 4.48B (0.50) 4.20B (0.73) 6.93*  Divergence 

Rigidity 2.62A (1.20) 3.41B (1.40) 3.38B (1.24) 3.75* Divergence 

Risk Taking 2.86A (0.99) 3.90B (1.35) 3.56B (1.09) 6.34**  Divergence 

Rules 3.75A (0.75) 4.48B (0.62) 4.07 (0.83) 6.84* Divergence 

Sharing Information 4.20A (0.49) 3.67 (1.10) 3.53B (1.37) 3.28* Neither con. nor div. 

Skepticism 2.17A (0.92) 2.61A (1.20) 3.51B (1.14) 13.17* Convergence 

Traditionalism 2.20A (0.90) 3.54B (1.31) 2.87C (1.17) 10.21* Divergence 

Waste 1.72A (0.84) 2.35 (1.08) 2.61B (1.33) 5.31* Neither con. nor div. 

Collaboration  4.27A (0.71) 4.09A (1.04) 3.63B (1.15) 8.15* Convergence 
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significantly different from Turks and Germans. They support working 
according to the cultural habits, customs and knowledge that are inherited, 
approved and valued by the society. Turkish immigrants perceive themselves 
as being able to see the future outcomes while working. 

Convergence to German values: Competitiveness is an important value 
and significantly differs from Turks. They support the idea of being in a 
competition with people, group and institutions that have similar work 
objectives. Turkish immigrants are much more cooperative than Turks. Just 
as Germans, Turkish immigrants are collaborating with people, group and 
institutions that have similar work objectives. Skepticism is another tendency 
to guide Turks behaviors at work when compared to Germans and 
immigrants. They prefer being suspicious of other people’s goals and 
intentions at work. 

Divergence from both German and Turkish values: Contentedness as 
being able to work with few and not wanting more and favoritism as 
obtaining privileges for certain people, groups and institutions differentiate all 
three samples at the same time. Turkish immigrants score highest in terms 
of favoritism and contentedness, and Turks score slightly but significantly 
less from immigrants. Germans are being the least contentedness and 
favoritism oriented.  

In addition, Turkish immigrants are different in terms of being modest 
at work when compared to Germans and Turks. In other words Turkish 
immigrants are neither bold nor self-assertive. Turkish immigrants perceive 
themselves as more intuitive and attentive to intuitions than Germans and 
Turks. 

DISCUSSION 

One of the most important driving factors of the cultural systems is 
values in order to predict norms, attitudes and behaviors. So, it is very 
crucial to understand values in predicting managerial values. This step 
started in 1980s with the intersection of “Culture” and “Management”. 
Afterwards, the number of cross-cultural studies has increased in order to 
map societies based on values.  

These cross-cultural value studies examine cultures in an isolated way 
and compare them. However these cross-cultural value studies miss some 
social groups who are aware of and interact with two or more cultures. 
These can be immigrants who grow up at their home countries but try to live 
and run businesses in another cultures. These groups can be very important 
to understand the change in value structures. Therefore the study focuses on 
Turkish immigrants in Germany, and conducts a value survey to examine the 
value shifts of immigrants. Concerning value shifts, there are two poles of 
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this argument; the first one is convergence because of globalization debate 
and the second one is divergence because of local culture debate. Each 
debate has its own merits and it would be important to examine these value 
shifts.  

One would expect that immigrants will change their values towards 
the culture where people live and run business but how immigrants are 
acculturated becomes a key topic to predict the value shift. Historical and 
structural analysis indicates that Turkish immigrants were unprepared to 
interact with German culture in an appropriate way. Economic, 
accommodation, language, and homesick issues open the way to divergence 
from German culture but living and running in the same culture converges 
some values to German culture.  

The analysis indicates that 30 values are significantly different 
between Turks, Germans and Turkish immigrants. These values are 
centralism, competency, competitiveness, continuity, dependency, discipline, 
entrepreneurship, extravagance, family ties, far sightedness, fatalism, 
favoritism, inquisitiveness, integrity, intuitiveness, knowing one’s limitations, 
modesty, nationalism, obedience, protectionism, respectability, rigidity, risk 
taking, rules, sharing information, skepticism, traditionalism, waste, 
collaboration with others.  

Specifically, collaboration with others and entrepreneurial values are 
the only significant values where Germans had scored higher than Turks. 
However, Turkish immigrants scored high in collaboration with others, 
entrepreneurship, risk taking, respectability, competency, far sightedness, 
competitiveness, intuitiveness, conformism, and hardworking. Turks scored 
significantly high in risk taking, respectability, competency, far sightedness, 
and competitiveness values.  

The study focuses on small business owners therefore entrepreneurial 
values such as risk taking, competitiveness, far sightedness, and intuitiveness 
are also very important to consider. The findings indicate that Turkish people 
seem more willing to open a new business. The reason could be accredited 
to industry types. Even though half of the participants from each social group 
operate in service activities, nearly the rest of the half operates in 
commercial activities. This could indicate that sharing information, 
entrepreneurial and discipline values used in these sectors could be similar; 
therefore the variances among social groups could be low and this can result 
in very few significant values. Actually, Germans generally work in highly 
qualified jobs whereas Turkish immigrants in Germany and Turks in Turkey 
generally work in less qualified jobs. As a result, the level of rational values 
implemented in their job should have degree differences. These findings 
were also parallel with the education level of social groups. The education 
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level is high in Germans in Germany sample, so it is very probable that the 
jobs include more rational values.  

Turks scored significantly higher in skepticism, extravagance, 
wastefulness, factionalism, rigidity, religion, family ties, centralism, 
dependency, continuity, contented, knowing one’s limitations, and 
protectionism values than German sample. On the other hand, Turkish 
immigrants score significantly high not only in these values but also in 
favoritism, traditionalism, and fatalism values. However Turks in Germany 
and Turks in Turkey showed no significant differences in terms of centralism, 
dependence, continuity, and obedience values. 

One of the reasons why Turkish immigrants act like this is the aim of 
not being affected by Christian values. The other reason is that they were 
thinking not to stay permanently and go back when their job has finished. 
However, life standards and other opportunities in Germany increased the 
rate of immigration and Turkish people became the most crowded ethnic 
group in Germany. It should be mentioned that influence of migration 
transmitted by laborers and their families. These laborers and their families 
had limited knowledge of German language, and tried to live a commune life 
(Turan, 1997). 

 In retrospect, the disturbances and oppressions could have made 
them closed and fatalistic groups (Tanilli, 2005). The Turkish immigrants in 
Germany also became closed and more sensitive to religious activities, 
because they believe that as long as they practiced religious values, they 
could not be assimilated and could have an opportunity to come back to 
Turkey.  

When sample characteristics are examined in detail, Turkish 
immigrants who participated in this study can be the first generation of 
immigrants. They had low level of education and had ghetto living style. 
They brought Turkish culture of 1960s and of this culture it belongs to the 
rural areas of Turkey. That might explain why nationalism is still high among 
Turkish immigrants. The way they lived and their organization formation 
were very similar with Guilds in the 13th century. They closed themselves to 
systems and behaved in religious and fatalistic ways. The family ties, 
religious values and fatalism also increased the similarities between Turkish 
immigrants and Guilds.  

Turkish immigrants value profile and value shift may not be the same 
in other countries. For example Ersanilli & Koopmans (2009) find that ethnic 
retention is strongest in Netherlands, where multicultural policies exist, 
whereas host culture adoption is strongest in France, where assimilation 
policies exist. Kaya (2005) also noted possible different patterns for Turkish 
immigrants in USA because of immigrants’ high educational profile. These 
types of immigration histories and integration policies could result in 
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integration at value structures rather than marginalization (Berry, 1997). 
Therefore it is important to limit the findings only for Turkish immigrants in 
Germany and more research is needed at other cultures about Turkish 
immigrants.  

One of the limitations of the study is related with the TWM value 
profile. The instrument is too long. The TWM value profile in the study is 10 
pages long and consists of 71 questions. The core of value profile includes 58 
items, which are administered in two-way (region and individual) 
comparison. Therefore the participant should make at least 116 comparisons. 
This makes it difficult for respondents to fill the value profile. The TWM value 
profile should be asked in different forms. Values are asked directly and 
could cause irritation or social desirable position. Therefore, the value profile 
should be asked in a similar way to attitude or behavioral surveys. The 
etymological problem is one of the most important obstacles in front of 
cross-cultural studies of TWM. Even though the definition of value is given in 
order to avoid confusion, each value could have different meanings across 
cultures like in Sapir-Whorf thesis.  
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