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At the time of this writing, the populations of seal North African and Asian
countries have just risen up against corrupt amtattirial regimes. After weeks of
protesting, the populations of Tunisia and Egypwehauccessfully ousted their
dictators. In Libya, however, the dictator decidedespond with violence, causing the
country to descend into civil war. At the same timdetch students are protesting in the
Hague against proposed educational reforms thatdaresult in higher tuition fees. A
couple of years earlier, youths from the suburb®arfis, France took to the streets to
protest against the disadvantaged societal posifitimeir group. These protests quickly
turned violent. Weeks later, when the smoke hatlesetthousands of cars had been
burned and damage was estimated to be over 200miLros (Landler, 2005).

The individuals protesting in these examples haxemal things in common.
First of all, they are members of groups that tgedved or disadvantaged. Second, they
chose to work together with other members of tgeup in order to change the group’s
disadvantaged position, a goal they would nevealide to achieve as single individuals.
In the psychological and sociological literaturéss tphenomenon of rising up as a
group is known as collective action and is defimsdcooperative behavior aimed at
achieving group goals (Simon et al., 1998; TajfeT&ner, 1979). This form of action
can be contrasted with individual action, whiclbéhavior aimed at achieving personal
goals. Because collective action often is the amfly to achieve important societal
goals (such as ousting a dictator), and becaus$ectioé action can be associated with
significant societal costs (as illustrated by thari$tan revolt) it is important to
understand how individuals become motivated to gaga collective action (versus
individual action) and, once they are committedhe collective goal, to understand
how they make a choice between different meansctrabe used to reach this goal.

In this dissertation, these questions will be assled using insights gained from
work on Regulatory Focus Theory (Higgins, 1997)heory that distinguishes between
two types of motivation: one that is gain-orienfgdomotion focus) and one that is
loss-oriented (prevention focus). | will argue ateimonstrate (1) that individuals under
prevention focus - because they tend to act basé¢ldeonegative aspects of the context -
are more likely than individuals under promotiorcde to respond to group-based
disadvantage with collective action rather thanividdial action in most real-world

societal contexts. Furthermore, | will argue andhdestrate that because individuals
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under prevention focus experience highly importargls as necessities (compared to as
desires under promotion focus), they should (2) modnto collective action even when
the likelihood that it will succeed is low and )nsider more hostile, aggressive forms
of collective action as justified means when thé&gce high importance on the goal of
collective action. By contrast, | will argue andshthat adoption of a promotion focus
should lead individuals to only engage in colleetiaction when the likelihood that
through this action highly important goals will &@ehieved is high.

However, before we turn to Regulatory Focus Themtypduce the predictions
and discuss the results, we must first considerwhags in which individuals can

respond to the disadvantaged position of theirad@bup.

Responding to Collective Disadvantage

Earlier work has identified three dimensions on alhiesponses to collective
disadvantage can differ: the individual — colleetidimension, the active — passive
dimension, and the hostile — benevolent (also dalermative — non-normative)
dimension (Wright, Taylor, & Moghaddamm, 1990). § tiree-dimensional framework
describes how members of disadvantaged groups twaweake three choices when
deciding how to respond to the disadvantaged positif their group, and that the
outcomes of these three decisions determine if, leowd they will act. First of all,
members of disadvantaged groups have to make aechetween taking individual and
collective action (Tajfel & Turner, 1979; Wright,aylor, & Moghaddam, 1990).
Individual action is aimed at improving the perdasacietal position of the individual,
and can take such forms as pursuing a universgyegeor asking one’s boss for a raise.
Collective action, by contrast, is aimed at impnavithe societal position of the group,
not just of the individual, and can take such forass collective protest and union
membership. Thus, to understand the situations hiclwmembers of disadvantaged
groups decide to take to the streets to engageatiolk protest, we need to understand
why they have chosen to attempt to improve thed¥sataged position of their group
instead of merely striving to improve their perdopasition (the usually preferred
strategy, Wright, Taylor, & Moghaddam, 1990).
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The second dimension, the active — passive dimensialicates that at some
point members of low status groups have to deciow much either individual or
collective status improvement is worth to them. Tiesultant is their level of
commitment: the costs they are personally williadéar in order to further the goal of
either personal or collective status improvementdéistanding individuals’ level of
commitment to the collective goal is important @asne forms of collective action
require more commitment than others. For exampignhirsy a petition can be
considered a relatively low cost, easy form of edilve action, and therefore requires
little commitment. By contrast, going on a hungeike can be life threatening and can
therefore be considered a high commitment form oflective action. At more
intermediate levels of commitment to collectivei@ttone might consider volunteering
(which costs time and effort) to further a collgetigoal. To understand individual
engagement in different forms of collective actimme thus has to keep in mind the
different levels of commitment these forms of actiequire.

Lastly, responses to group-based disadvantage agniv the extent to which
they are hostile or benevolent. There are ofteividdals or groups (such as dictators
and advantaged groups) that can be held responfiblehe ingroup’s collective
disadvantage. In this situation, collective actioay be directed at harming the interests
of these individuals or groups, not just at furihgrthe interests of the ingroup. When
this is the case, collective action can be constldrostile rather than benevolent.
Examples of hostile forms of action are violentirig (such as the events that unfolded
in the Parisian suburbs in 2005) and civil war.

In summary, in order to understand why and how nmemlf disadvantaged
groups decide to engage in collective action weettawnderstand (1) why they did not
choose to pursue individual position improvemenstead of collective position
improvement, (2) the extent to which they are wglito bear personal costs in order to
further the collective goal and (3) the extent thickh they are willing, or even
motivated, to harm the interests of those heldawesible for their group’s disadvantage.

In this dissertation, | will investigate these isswsing insights gained from
Regulatory Focus Theory (Higgins, 1997), a thedrat tdistinguishes between two
different types of motivation: promotion focus undehich strong motivation is

experienced as desire, and prevention focus undachwstrong motivation is
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experienced as necessity. | will argue and dematesthat understanding individual
tendencies towards either promotion focus or priéeenfocus is critical for
understanding the situations under which individuaécome committed to collective
action and for understanding the means by which luesue collective goals.

In the following section | will first introduce Ratatory Focus Theory. | will
then explain how activation of the promotion andvantion focus affects (1) members
of disadvantaged groups’ decision between takinmdividual and collective action,
(2) their level of commitment to collective acticamd (3) their choice between taking
hostile and benevolent forms of collective actibmill argue that in most real-world
societal contexts members of disadvantaged groogsryprevention focus will prefer
collective action over individual action, whereatoption of a promotion focus will
cause them to prefer individual action over collectaction. | will then argue that
because individuals under prevention focus percenmortant goals as necessities, to
the extent they see the goal of collective actieimgportant they (1) should be willing
to commit to this goal even if the likelihood thtawvill be reached is low and (2) should
become willing to use more hostile means in puretiithis goal. By contrast, | will
argue that adoption of a promotion focus shouldl lgalividuals to only engage in
collective action when the likelihood that througis action highly important goals will

be achieved is high.

Regulatory Focus Theory

Regulatory Focus Theory (Higgins, 1997; 1998) dmishes two motivational
systems, promotion focus and prevention focus. Btimm and prevention focus can
vary in strength momentarily, depending on the meguents of the situation. However,
they also have a strong chronic component thatoiméd during early childhood
(Higgins, Friedman, Harlow, Idson, Ayduk, & TayloR001; Keller, 2008). The
promotion and prevention systems differ in theindiion, lead to pursuit of different
types of goals, to the use of different strateglasing goal pursuit, as well as to
different emotional reactions to success and faikir goal pursuit. Furthermore - and
important for the current dissertation - promotiand prevention focus involve

gualitatively different ways in which strong mottian is experienced (Shah & Higgins,
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1997; Scholer, Zou, Fujita, Stroessner, & Higgi2@10). Below, | will discuss each of
these differences in more detalil.

First of all, the promotion and prevention systesas/e fundamentally different
needs and are consequently associated with difféypes of goals. The promotion
system serves the need for growth and accomplishiBenause this need is best served
by the achievement of goals that have a gain/nam-gfaucture (i.e. goals for which
achievement is more positive than non-achievengenegative, ideal goals) activation
of the promotion focus motivates goal pursuit wiieere is opportunity for gain, and
inhibits behavior when no opportunities for gaie aresent. The prevention system, by
contrast, serves the individual's need for safetg aecurity. Because the need for
safety and security is best served by the achientmok goals with a loss/non-loss
structure (i.e. goals for which non-achievemenmisre negative than achievement is
positive, “ought” goals), activation of preventidacus motivates goal pursuit when
there is a risk of loss. When loss has been aveotedo risk of loss is experienced,
activation of the prevention system inhibits bebavi

Activation of the promotion and prevention systeatso differentially affects
the way in which individuals pursue their goalsq®@e & Higgins, 1997). Goal pursuit
under promotion focus typically involves the useanfeager strategy in which matches
to desired end states are approached. By congyaat,pursuit under prevention focus
typically involves using a cautious strategy in efhimismatches to desired end-states
are avoided. This difference in strategy resultsvwo types of bias. Activation of
promotion focus gives rise to what is known asKyfsperceptual and behavioral
biases. These cause individuals to pay more attetdi - and act on - the possibility of
positive outcomes than on the risk of negative @autes. By contrast, activation of the
prevention system results in what is known as “eoretive” perceptual and behavioral
biases. These cause individuals to pay more atterit - and act on - the risk of
negative outcomes than the possibility of positegcomes. Thus, activation of the
promotion or the prevention system also affédww individuals pursue goals, not just
which goals are pursued, and creates attentional andvioeal biases towards the
positive or the negative, respectively.

Furthermore, promotion and prevention focus areo@sted with different

emotional reactions to success and failure of guabuit (Higgins, Bond, Klein, &
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Strauman, 1987). While under promotion focus, imtlials experience cheerfulness
when they are successful in the pursuit of thealgijoand dejection when they fail. By
contrast, individuals under prevention focus exgrare feelings of relaxation and
guiescence when success is experienced duringpgesikt, and agitation when they
fail.

Lastly, there is a difference in the subjective exgnce of strong motivation
under promotion and prevention focus. When undempition focus, outcomes that are
deemed highly important are viewed with desire. éingrevention focus, by contrast,
highly important outcomes are seen as necesshiggiis, 1997; Scholer, Stroessner,
& Higgins, 2008; Scholer et al., 2010; Shah & Hggi1997).

In the following sections | will explain how thesights gained from Regulatory
Focus Theory can enrich our understanding of (Ijividuals’ choice to pursue
individual-level or collective-level goals, (2) thdevel of commitment to collective
action, and (3) their willingness to engage in t@g$brms of collective action. In each
of these three sections, | will first outline theegictions and then discuss the results of

the studies that were carried out to test thesdigirens.

The Choice Between Individual Mobility and Collective Action

As explained earlier, to understand disadvantagedpgmembers’ motivation
to engage in collective action, we must first ustiend how they choose between
group-level or individual-level goals. Several amssvto this question have been offered
in the social psychological literature (cf. Elleme® Van Laar, 2011). For example,
work in the social identity tradition has shown ttlthe extent to which individuals
identify with their group tends to strengthen theitlingness to pursue group-level
instead of individual-level goals (Doosje, Spe&<llemers, 2002; Ellemers, Spears,
& Doosje, 1997; Tajfel & Turner, 1979). Work on scidentity theory has also
identified the degree to which societal group-bauiets are seen as permeable as a
primary determinant of the decision between indiaid and collective action (cf.
Ellemers, Van Knippenberg, & Wilke, 1990). The tgpermeability refers to the extent
to which it is possible for members of disadvanthgeoups to improve their status

individually. Members of disadvantaged groups témdgrefer individual action over
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collective action when the social system is conside'open” (i.e. as having a high
degree of permeability) and prefer collective attmver individual action when the
social system is perceived to be closed (i.e. agmban very low degree of permeability)
(Bettencourt, Charlton, Dorr, & Hume, 2001; Ellesye¥an Knippenberg, & Wilke,
1993; Ellemers, Wilke, & Van Knippenberg, 1993; dradle, & Silverman, 1994; Tajfel
& Turner, 1979; Wright, Taylor, & Moghaddam, 1990).

In most societies, however, group boundaries areommpletely open or closed
but can be considered semi-permeable (Wright, 2000lsat is, although individual
mobility for members of disadvantaged groups issis in these societies, it is more
difficult to achieve for them than for members alvantaged groups. In such semi-
permeable systems - also called token systems -bexsnof disadvantaged groups have
to choose between taking collective action (to geatine system) and individual action
(to make use of the limited opportunities the systefers). Surprisingly, research has
shown that even when the social system is almasptaiely impermeable, members of
disadvantaged groups still prefer to take individagtion over collective action (Boen
& Vanbeselaere, 1998; Lalonde & Silverman, 1994yridéds, Oakes, Haslam, Nolan,
& Dolnik, 2000; Wright, Taylor, & Moghaddam, 199%/right & Taylor, 1998; 1999;
Wright, 1997).

According to Wright (1997; see also Danaher & Bcamsbe, 2010; Richard &
Wright, 2010), this preference for individual matyilis caused by tokenism’s inherent
ambiguity. Wright notes that token systems can iee&ved in two ways. Viewed in a
positive light, token systems provide opportunifi@smembers of low status groups to
climb the social ladder. Viewed negatively, howeteken systems unfairly advantage
members of high status groups over members of tatus groups. Thus, as Wright has
noted, the extent to which members of low statusigs perceive and respond to the
positive or the negative aspects of the token syss@ould determine their choice
between individual and collective action. To untkng how members of disadvantaged
groups decide between taking collective and indialdaction, then, we need to
understandhowthey come to perceive, and act on the positivendhe negative aspects
of the social system. | propose that individualsgulatory focus should play an
important role in this process. Because the adtimabf promotion focus has been

shown to result in a perceptual and behavioral asrds the positive, individuals
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under promotion focus should be likely to act ore fositive opportunities for
individual mobility that token systems offer, arttetefore prefer individual mobility
over collective action in such situations. By castr because activation of prevention
focus has been shown to result in a perceptuabahdvioral bias towards the negative,
individuals under prevention focus should be likely act on thenegative
discriminatory aspects of the token system, and lvance be expected to prefer
collective action over individual mobility in susituations.

The results of the two studies reported in Chaptef this dissertation showed
support for the prediction that adoption of a prdiomo focus should lead to more
engagement in individual action under conditiont@fenism than the adoption of a
prevention focus. In both studies, the status systeas manipulated to be either
impermeable or semi-permeable (tokenism). StudysBdwed that individuals under
chronic promotion focus had stronger preferencesnidividual action when the social
system was semi-permeable than when it was impdrmekndividuals under chronic
prevention focus, by contrast, preferred engagingollective action over engaging in
individual action, irrespective of the level of perability. In Study 2.2 , regulatory
focus was manipulated and behavioral measuresinfidual and collective action were
used. The results of this study showed that ind&isl under induced promotion focus
spent more effort on achieving individual mobiland less effort on collective action
when the system was partially open than when itel@sed. Individuals under induced
prevention focus, by contrast, engaged almost ekaly in collective action,
irrespective of the level of induced permeability.

Thus, the results of these two experiments showed, tas predicted, the
opportunities for individual mobility that are pezg in token systems cause individuals
under promotion focus to engage in individual acttand abandon collective efforts
aimed at social change. Adoption of a preventi@u$o by contrast, was shown to cause
individuals to recognize and act on the negativeug-undermining aspects of such
token systems and to try and change them throulibctive action. Thus, in societal
contexts in which ambiguity exists surrounding #ppropriateness of individual and
collective action, adoption of a prevention focususes individuals to engage in
collective action, whereas adoption of a promofmrus causes them to seek individual

mobility.
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Commitment to Collective Action

As explained earlier, the second point we must tat@ account to understand
disadvantaged group-members’ collective action Wehas their commitment to the
collective goal (i.e. the extent to which they ailing to bear personal costs in order to
further the collective goal). Goal commitment hasdg been seen as the result of cost-
benefit analyses (Fishbein & Ajzen, 1975). Thatridjviduals are thought to commit to
goals when they highly value these goals, but g to the extent that they believe
these goals can be achieved. This approach hasapgdied to the study of collective
action as well. In general, research investigatihig possibility has shown that
members of disadvantaged groups tend to commiblteative action to the extent that
they place importance on its gaahd believe that achievement of this goal through
collective action is likely (Klandermans, 1984a848; 1986; Klandermans & Oegema,
1987; Mummendey, Kessler, Klink, & Mielke, 1998; WZomeren, Postmes, & Spears,
2008).

However, other research has demonstrated that ith&tsemental considerations
tend to form rather weak predictors of commitmentallective action, and sometimes
do not even relate to commitment to collectiveactt all (Fox-Cardamone, Hinkle &
Hogue, 2000; Fox & Schofield, 1989; Kelly, 1993;h8field & Pavelchak, 1989;
Simon et al., 1998; Stirmer & Simon, 2004, 200%ir@er, Simon, Loewy, & Jorger,
2003). Thus, members of low status groups may somstcommit to collective action
even though they do not believe that important g@aé likely to be achieved through
this action.

| will argue here that differences in promotion gmmdvention focus among the
groups and individuals involved in these actions ea&plain the relative instability of
cost-benefit calculations as predictors of committite collective action. As explained
before, individuals can perceive goals they deeghlfiiimportant in two qualitatively
distinct ways, depending on whether promotion foougrevention focus is active.
More precisely, research has shown that under gioméocus highly important goals
are regarded with desire, whereas under preverfbaas they are regarded as
necessities (Shah & Higgins, 1997; Scholer, Stroas® Higgins, 2008; Scholer, Zou,
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Fujita, Stroessner, & Higgins, 2010). This meara thassuming they highly value the
goal of collective action - individuals under pratioa focus would regard this goal as a
desire, whereas individuals under prevention foaasild regard it as a necessity.
Because promotion oriented individuals regard lyigimportant goals with desire, they
should commit to these goals when there are oppitigs for furthering them (Shah &
Higgins, 1997). By contrast, because preventioenteid individuals regard highly
important goals as necessities, they should conantliese goals even if the likelihood
that they can be achieved is low. This analysis imagortant consequences for
understanding the situations in which individualemmit to collective action.
Specifically, it means that individuals under prdimo focus should commit to
collective action when they believe it will lead toghly valuable outcomes. By
contrast, individuals under prevention focus shatddmit to collective action when
they place high importance on its goal (causingthe see the achievement of this goal
as necessary), even if the likelihood that thid gohbe achieved is low.

The results of the three studies reported in Chh&td this dissertation showed
support for these predictions. Studies 3.1 throBghdemonstrated that adoption of a
promotion focus, whether chronic or experimentafiguced, causes individuals to
commit to collective action only when the likelilbthat through this action important
collective goals will be achieved is high. Also@msdicted, the results of these studies
showed that individuals under prevention focus camancollective action when they
attach high importance to its goal, regardlessheféxtent to which they believe that
attainment of this goal was likely.

Thus, the results of three experimental studiesvigeal support for our
prediction that prevention oriented individualscéese they see important goals as
necessities, engage in collective action when thlage high importance on its goal,
even when the likelihood that this action will beécsessful is low. Furthermore, the
results provided support for our prediction thabmotion oriented individuals, who
construe important goals as desires, become mateumental in their decision to
engage in collective action the more they placeoirtgmce on its goal, only becoming

willing to participate when the likelihood of sussas high.
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The Choice Between Hostile and Benevolent Collective Action

As explained earlier, the third point we must taki® account to understand
disadvantaged group-members’ collective action Wienhais what determines their
choice between hostile and benevolent forms oectile action. Specifically, members
of low status groups must decide to what extent #re willing to harm the interests of
the ones they hold responsible for their group&advantage. When this willingness is
high, hostile forms of collective action such abatage and terrorism may be seen as
justified, or even preferred over more benevolenins of collective action. Previous
research has shown that both laypeople and expedeactivists view these hostile
forms of collective action as clearly differentftdche more benevolent ones (Corning
& Myers, 2002; Lalonde & Cameron, 1994; LalonderoBik, & Aleem, 2002;
Scheepers, Spears, Doosje, & Manstead, 2006; WfsDpp, Dietz, & Green, 1994).

What is it then that convinces members of disachged groups that more
hostile, aggressive means of action are justifidifough to date there has been little
research on this topic, the studies that have baefed out suggest that members of
low status groups only turn to hostile collectiwi@n when their group lacks the power
to improve its position in more benevolent ways, vanen it is confronted with
exceptionally unfair and immoral treatment (Gurg92; Louis et al.,, 2011; Spears,
Scheepers, & Van Zomeren, 2011; Tausch, BeckerarSp€hrist, Saab, Singh, &
Siddiqui, in press; Wright et al., 1990a; 1990byvill argue here that regulatory focus
plays an important role in the willingness of memsbef disadvantaged groups to
engage in hostile forms of collective action. Asplained before, activation of a
prevention focus leads to the experience of stromgjivation as the pursuit of a
necessity. When pursuing a necessity, it shouldnmaiterhow a goal is achievedys
long as it is achievedrhis means that individuals under a preventiau$o when they
are convinced of the importance of the collectivealg should come to see the
achievement of this goal as a necessity, causiegn tto see any means as justified in
order to reach this necessary goal. Promotion fobyscontrast, should not lead to
engagement in hostile forms of collective actios: éxplained before, activation of a
promotion focus leads to initiation of goal-purswithen opportunities for goal

advancement are present, and to inhibition of gmabuit when no opportunities for
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goal advancement are present. Hostile forms ofectille action typically arise in
situations in which there is very little opportyniio further the collective goal (i.e.,
when the situation is desperate, Tausch et aprass). In these situations activation of
a promotion focus should thus lead to inhibitiontloé pursuit of the collective goal,
rather than to engagement in hostile forms of ctlle action.

Support for these predictions was obtained in ttumlies that are reported in
Chapter 4 of this dissertation. In these studies,extent to which participants held a
moral conviction about the fair treatment of thgroup was measured as an indicator of
the importance they attached to collective actioned at redressing their group’s
disadvantage (Skitka, Bauman, & Sargis, 2005; &k&ikMullen, 2002). The results of
the two studies offered support for the predicttbat individuals under prevention
focus, but not individuals under promotion focu®me to see hostile forms of
collective action (i.e. vandalism, sabotage) atifijed means when they see the goal of
collective action as highly important.

Study 4.1 showed that the extent to which partitipaattached high moral
importance to the goal of gender equality increabed support for both benevolent
and hostile forms of collective action, but onlyarg individuals with a strong chronic
prevention focus. Promotion focus had no effecthef relation between the extent to
which participants attached moral importance todgerequality and support for both
types of collective action. The results of Stud2 deplicated the effects of Study 4.1
and additionally showed that individuals under prgion focus who attach strong
moral importance to the goal of collective acti@me to see the ends as justifying the
means. More precisely, the results showed thatoadth for individuals under
prevention focus the extent to which they expemeinstrong moral objections to hostile
forms of collective action undermined their supgortsuch forms of collective action,
this only happened among prevention oriented idd@is that did not attach high moral
importance to gender equality. When they attachgid imoral importance to the goal of
gender equality, the strength of prevention oriénparticipants’ moral objections to
hostile forms of action had no effect on the suppar these forms of action. Neither
attaching moral importance to the goal of colleetiaction, nor holding moral
objections to hostile collective action affecteghmort for either benevolent or hostile

collective action among individuals under promotioaus.
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Thus, the results of two studies provided supportdur prediction that for
individuals under prevention focus who attach higtoral) importance to the goal of
collective action, this goal is perceived as a ssite, which causes them to see the ends
as justifying the means, paving the way for engag@nn hostile forms of collective
action. Promotion focus had no comparable effeaggesting that adoption of a
promotion focus, leading to an experience of strongtivation as desire, is not

associated with engagement in hostile forms okctilte action.

Discussion

Together the results of the 7 studies reportedhis tissertation point to
prevention focus as the motivational system thatast conducive to collective action.
Adoption of a prevention focus causes memberswfdtatus groups to work towards
group status improvement, even if the permeakilitthe social system permits (token)
members of their group to enter the high statusigréurthermore, individuals under
prevention commit to collective action when theyagd importance on its goal,
regardless of the likelihood that through this @ttimportant social change will be
achieved. Individuals under promotion focus tendb& more instrumental in their
responses to group-based disadvantage, only preferollective action when
individual action does not seem to provide a viabléernative path to status
improvement and then only committing to collectiaetion to the extent that it is
expected to be effective.

To some, the prevention oriented commitment toectilve action in situations
in which its success seems unlikely might seentefullowever, all social movements
have to start somewhere, and the individuals workinthe roots of these movements
must do so in spite of realizing that successp#sible at all, is very distant. Indeed,
adoption of the instrumental mentality that wasniwwo be characteristic of promotion
focus seems to preclude engagement in collectit@racinder these circumstances.
Engaging in collective action in circumstances unakich the ingroup seems to lack
the power to change its societal position may heomant for another reason as well. In
this situation, the fact that the ingroup is relalty powerless (for example because of

oppression by a high status outgroup, or by a g regime) creates a very
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compelling reason for engaging in collective actinrits own right. The instrumental
mentality that is characteristic of promotion focsisould lead individuals in these
circumstances to accept their group’s disadvantggesition. In the light of this, the
finding that individuals under prevention focus @ito see hostile forms of collective
action as justified can be seen as something pesifihat is, previous research has
shown that members of disadvantaged groups onlggmin hostile forms of collective
action when they lack the power to change theiitjposin democratic (Gurr, 1993),
peaceful (Louis et al., 2011) or normative waysudch et al., 2011). The results of the
current studies suggest that it would be individuahder prevention focus, not those
under promotion focus, who would be the ones tadstap to the oppression of their

group by engaging in hostile forms of collectivéi@t in these situations.

Theoretical | mplications

The results of the studies reported in this dissiert have important theoretical
implications. Specifically, the results show howgRktory Focus Theory can inform
predictions made by Social Identity Theory (Taj&lTurner, 1979). According to
Social Identity Theory, three socio-structural shtes impact on individuals’ collective
action behavior: the legitimacy, the stability, aheé permeability of the status system
(Ellemers, 1993; Tajfel & Turner, 1979; Wright, 20f). Legitimacy refers to the bases
on which status is distributed. When members dddiiantaged groups see these bases
as unfair, and thus see the status system adiithege, this increases their motivation to
change this system through collective action. 8talvefers to the extent to which the
status system is open to change. Low levels oksaicstability tend to cause members
of disadvantaged groups to try and achieve sodiahge through collective action.
Permeability refers to the extent to which it isgible for members of disadvantaged
groups to raise their status individually. Permigbitends to cause members of
disadvantaged groups to pursue individual mobdibgd to abandon collective efforts
towards social change.

The resemblance of these socio-structural variablélse independent variables
that were under investigation in the studies reggbiiere makes it possible to integrate

our findings with Social Identity Theory. First afl, the results of studies 2.1 and 2.2
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showed directly how the opportunities for indivitlmaobility that are offered by semi-
permeable status systems cause promotion oriemtidédduals, not prevention oriented
individuals, to prefer individual mobility over dettive action. Secondly, the stability
of the status system can be considered an impoitdidator of the likelihood that
collective action will succeed that was under iigagion in Studies 3.1 through 3.3
(Wright, 2001b; 2009). In this light, the results $tudies 3.1 to 3.3 suggest that that
adoption of a promotion focus, but not the adopwvéra prevention focus, determines
the effects of the instability of the status sysamthe decision to engage in collective
action. Finally, because individuals’ perceptiohshe illegitimacy of the status system
depend on the extent to which status distributtoeeien as breaking moral rules about
how status should be distributed in society, peroap of illegitimacy should cause
individuals to attach moral value to the goal oflemive action. This means that
illegitimacy of the status system should motivategagement in collective action
among individuals under prevention focus, not amordjviduals under promotion
focus.

The results of the studies also make it possiblentiegrate Regulatory Focus
Theory with the recent Social Identity Model of (@ctive Action (SIMCA, Van
Zomeren, Postmes, & Spears, 2008). According ® riimdel, there are three distinct
motivational pathways that lead members of lowustagroups to engage in collective
action: the perceived injustice of the social systéhe efficacy of their group, and the
strength of their identification with the group. llperceived injustice of the social
system closely resembles Social Identity Theoryosmcept of illegitimacy and is
thought to motivate members of disadvantaged graapsngage in collective action
through the emotion of group-based anger (Van Zeme$pears, Fischer, & Leach,
2004). The concept of group-efficacy refers tovitlials’ belief that their group is able
to perform the actions needed to achieve sociahgdathereby complementing SIT’s
socio-structural variable of instability as an wator of the likelihood of social change
(Wright, 2001b; 2009). Finally, like SIT, SIMCA sgéed the extent to which
individuals identify with their group as an impartapredictor of members of
disadvantaged groups’ willingness to engage inectilte action. Since injustice and
group-efficacy should strongly inform the moral ionfance and likelihood of social

change respectively, it is possible to integratguRgory Focus Theory into SIMCA.
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More precisely, the pathway of perceived injustit®uld cause individuals to attach
high moral importance to the goal of collectivei@attand thus motivate engagement in
collective action among individuals under prevemtfocus (see also Sassenberg &
Hansen, 2007). Furthermore, the results of theiesudiscussed here suggest that the
motivating effects of group-efficacy should depemd the strength of individuals’
promotion focus. At present, it is not yet cleamwhmegulatory focus influences the
effect of identification on engagement in colleet&ction, and this question thus forms

an interesting avenue for further research.

Practical Implications

The results of the studies discussed in this d&ssen also have important
practical implications. Specifically, they suggebat in most social circumstances,
individuals or groups looking to mobilize otherdanengaging in collective action
would do well to frame their message in termsnitior even eliciting, a prevention
focus (for example by framing its goal as an “olghtighlighting the negative
consequences of failing to achieve social chan@kg results of the current studies
suggest that doing so would motivate members of &atus groups to (1) prefer
collective action even when individual mobility prdes a seemingly alternative route
to status improvement, and (2) to commit to colectction even when the likelihood
that this action will succeed is low. This findirfggimportant because previous research
has identified societal permeability (i.e. tokeniskWright et al., 1990) and low
expectations of success (Hornsey et al.,, 2006)mgmortant reasons for people to
abandon collective efforts to achieve social change

However, in some exceptional situations, individuebmmitted to collective
action and looking to mobilize others to their causight do well to frame their
message in terms fitting, or eliciting, a promoti@cus. For example, if it suddenly
becomes apparent to people that, contrary to wtet previously believed, social
change is possible, then taking advantage of tlwngtion focus might be very
effective. For example, the people of Egypt tookhi® streets en masse when events in
the country of Tunisia made it clear that it wasgble to achieve social change

through collective effort. Framing mobilizing megsa in promotion oriented terms (for
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example by framing its goal as an “ideal”, hightigly the positive consequences of

achieving social change) could be very effectiveunh situations.

Avenuesfor Further Research

Even though the present work connected regulatocyd to a broad array of
predictors of collective action as well as to diffiet outcome variables related to this
form of behavior, there are still more ways in whiregulatory Focus Theory can be
integrated with work on collective action. Firstadf, the current work has not examined
the relation between regulatory focus and socehiification in the decision to engage
in collective action. Work on collective action r&tsown that politicized identification,
the extent to which individuals identify with a smlanovement or with its goals, forms
one of the strongest predictors of engagement lleative action behavior (Bliuc,
McGarty, Reynolds, & Mutele, 2007; Sturmer et 4B98; Van Zomeren et al., 2008).
Future research could investigate the role of pt@naand prevention focus in the way
politicized identification motivates collective awmi. The results of some recent work
suggest that specific moral convictions lie at fieart of politicized identities (e.g. a
moral conviction about gender equality forms theecof feminist identification, Zaal,
Saab, O'Brien, & Barnett, 2011, but see Van ZomeRostmes, & Spears, in press).
Connecting these findings to the results of Chapgtemwhich showed that moral
considerations motivate collective action throubk prevention system, would thus
suggest that politicized identification motivateslective action through the prevention
system as well.

Another interesting possibility for future researbés in further integrating
Regulatory Focus Theory with work showing that hesbrms of collective action tend
to arise only when more benevolent forms of acimdeemed to be ineffective (Gurr,
1993; Louis et al., 2011; Tausch et al., in prelssLChapter 4 of this dissertation, | show
that individuals under a prevention focus who de® goal of collective action as a
necessity come to support the use of hostile foaingollective action. However,
supporting hostile collective action does not neagly imply actual participation in
this form of behavior. Furthermore, activation bé tprevention focus has been shown

to cause individuals to become risk averse (Croweiggins), which could demotivate
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prevention oriented individuals from engaging irstile collective action, as this course
of action arguably carries considerable risk. Hosvethere is evidence that individuals
under prevention focus are not always risk avesgpecifically, work by Scholer and
colleagues (2010) has shown that prevention oreimaividuals, when pursuing goals
they deem necessities, are willing to take riskenvkafe avenues for goal achievement
are closed. This means that prevention orienteigidhls, when they construe the goal
of collective action as a necessity, should beinglito personally engage in hostile
(risky) forms of collective action when benevol¢sdfe) avenues towards social change
are closed. We are currently in the process ofstigating this possibility (Zaal, Van
Laar, Stahl, Ellemers & Derks, 2011b).

Conclusion

This dissertation discussed the results of a rebgamogram that examined the
effects of promotion and prevention focus on whed how members of disadvantaged
groups decide to engage in collective action. badythat to be able to answer these
guestions, we need to understand (1) how membedisafivantaged groups decide
between striving for individual and collective stimprovement, (2) how they come to
commit to collective action, and (3) how they chod®etween hostile and benevolent
forms of collective action. The results of the ddses discussed in this dissertation
show that knowledge of individual promotion and vanetion focus is crucial for
understanding members of low status groups’ collecaction behavior. Specifically,
adoption of a promotion focus was shown to make bemof disadvantaged groups
instrumental in responding to their group’s disadage, causing them (1) to prefer
individual action over collective action when thecsl system provided opportunities
for token mobility, and (2) to only commit to catkeve action when the likelihood that
this action would be successful was high. Promoftimus was unrelated to support for
hostile forms of collective action. Adoption of aepention focus, by contrast was
shown to (1) cause members of low status groupshtmse collective action, even
when individual mobility provided a different routéo status improvement.
Furthermore, to the extent that the goal of coNectction was seen as important,

adoption of a prevention focus was shown (2) toseamembers of disadvantaged



General introduction, discussion, and conclusion 27

groups to commit to collective action, even whee likelihood of social change was
low, and (3) to come to see hostile forms of calecaction as justified means to reach
the collective goal. In sum, the results of therentr dissertation show a strong
connection between the prevention focus and thesidecto engage in different forms

of collective action.

A noteto thereader

The empirical chapters of this dissertation (Chept to 4) were written as
separate journal articles in collaboration with €t van Laar, Tomas Stahl, Naomi
Ellemers and Belle Derks. As a result, these chagiave been written in the first-
person plural and may show some overlap in plaéestnotes are included at the end

of each chapter.
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Introduction

Despite strong endorsement of meritocracy beliefiehers & Van Laar, 2010)
in reality most societies offer less opportunities advancement to members of low
status groups (e.g. women, ethnic minorities) ttamembers of high status groups
(Wright, Taylor, & Moghaddam, 1990). In these syste(called token systems) social
status is distributed partly based on individualrimand partly based on group
membership (Wright et al., 1990). This mix betweearitocracy and discrimination
implies that token systems are ambiguous, and miakesclear for members of low
status groups whether they should try to take adgenof the positive, meritocratic
aspects of the social system and pursue indivishalis improvement, or whether they
should address the negative, discriminatory asp#dise system through group status
improvement (Wright, 1997). In the current reseaneh investigate how members of
disadvantaged groups respond to this ambiguity.c@feribute to current insights by
connecting knowledge about tokenism with reasomiegved from Regulatory Focus
Theory (Higgins, 1997). We argue that because iddals under promotion focus tend
to act upon the positive aspects of a situatioay should be motivated to exploit the
advancement opportunities token systems offer apd mdividual status improvement.
We predict prevention-oriented individuals to berentikely to act on the negative -
discriminatory - aspects of the token system. T$teyuld therefore be more inclined to
pursue collective status improvement.

In the next section, we will explain how the amhigwf token systems makes it
difficult for members of low status groups to decidetween pursuing individual or
group status improvement. We then connect theseetons to insights derived from
Regulatory Focus Theory (Higgins, 1997) to explaiow this helps predict and
understand when and why members of low statusasghéividual or collective status

improvement under token conditions.

Responding to Tokenism

In most societies, a person’s social status isonbt based on individual merit,
but also on group membership (cf. Crocker, MajoiSigele, 1998; Wright et al., 1990).
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As a result, members of low status groups tendetteive fewer opportunities for

individual status improvement than members of higtatus groups (Boen &

Vanbeselaere, 1998; Lalonde & Silverman, 1994; Rkg Oakes, Haslam, Nolan, &
Dolnik, 2000; Wright et al., 1990; Wright & Taylor1998; 1999). For example,

discriminatory practices in hiring and promotionvéaeen shown to make it more
difficult for women and ethnic minorities (compartm men and ethnic majorities) to
climb the social ladder and raise their statusviddially (Cotter, Hermsen, Ovadia, &

Vanneman, 2001; Crow, Folk, & Hartman, 1998; Mamis& White, 1988; Schwarz,

1971). Social systems in which status improvemegodunities are based both on
merit and on group membership, are called toketesysand can be distinguished from
fully open systems, in which status distributiom@sed completely on individual merit,
as well as closed systems, in which status digtabus completely based on group
membership (Wright et al.,, 1990). Thus, althouglketo systems offer some
opportunities for members of low status groups dbieve higher status individually,

they still are discriminatory in that they struetlly offer more opportunities to

members of high status groups.

Token systems thus create ambiguity for memberdsloaf status groups
regarding the most appropriate way to behave, lsecdhey encompass positive,
meritocratic features as well as negative, diseratory characteristics (Wright, 1997).
In this way, tokenism creates a dilemma for membétew status groups, as they have
to decide whether to exploit the opportunities teby the social system — and exert
effort to raise their personal standing — or toradd the discriminatory aspects of the
social system - by working towards group statusrowpment. Our current aim is to
examine how individuals decide between pursuingividdal or group status
improvement under these conditions. Understandimgse types of responses to
meritocratic status systems is important, not awypredict the strategies specific
individuals are likely to follow to pursue statusgrovement, but also because of the
more profound societal consequences of such resppnshich can range from
acceptance of the social system to rebellion agéins

To anticipate low status group members’ prefererfoesindividual-level or
group-level status improvement in token systemsaed to understand how they make

sense of the ambiguity present in such systemsgfw/riL997). This ambiguity allows
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individuals to view token systems in two ways. Vesvpositively, token systems
provide members of low status groups with oppotiesi for individual status
improvement. Viewed negatively however, token gysteunfairly disadvantage
members of low status groups. To be able to préaiat members of low status groups
decide between pursuing individual or collectivatis$ improvement under conditions
of tokenism, one therefore needs to understand they perceive and respond to the
positive and negative aspects of this system (Dam&tBranscombe, 2010; Richard &
Wright, 2010; Wright, 1997).

In the next section we introduce regulatory fodusoty (Higgins, 1997) as a
novel approach to the psychology of tokenism. Wgarthat adoption of a promotion
or a prevention focus is relevant in this sensdhisbiases individuals towards acting
on the positive or the negative aspects of the rtokgstem. This in turn should
determine the choice they make between striving ifalividual or group status

improvement.

The Self-regulation of Responding to Tokenism

Regulatory focus theory (Higgins, 1997) distingeistbetween two motivational
systems that regulate goal-directed behavior: ptmmdocus and prevention focus.
Promotion and prevention focus serve different sesit differentially affect the way
goals are construed and subsequently pursued. Roonand prevention focus vary in
strength both chronically across individuals andmantarily across situations (Higgins,
Friedman, Harlow, Idson, & Ayduk, 2001). Promotimcus functions to serve the need
for gowth and accomplishment. Under promotion foaustivation is experienced as
desire, causing success during goal-pursuit toele@ s more positive than failure is
seen as negative (Higgins, Bond, Klein, & Straumi®86; Shah & Higgins, 1997). As
a consequence, individuals under promotion focasstrategically inclined to approach
positive outcomes, rather than avoiding negatieaues (Crowe and Higgins, 1997).
Prevention focus, by contrast, functions to seheerteed for safety and security. Under
prevention focus, motivation is experienced as s&te causing failure of goal-pursuit

to be seen as more negative than success is s@asitige. Consequently, adoption of
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a prevention focus leads to the strategic inclamato avoid negative outcomes, rather
than approaching positive outcomes.

In view of the specific characteristics of these tmotivational systems, we
argue that activation of a promotion or preventimtus should have important
consequences for the way members of low statuspgreespond to the ambiguity
present in token systems and, consequently, for tleeision to pursue individual or
group status improvement. Because promotion-oriermelividuals are strategically
inclined to approach positive outcomes they shquidharily base their actions on
positive aspects of the token system. Likewiseabse prevention-oriented individuals
are strategically inclined to avoid negative outegmtheir actions should mainly
respond to the negative aspects of this systens. dias towards the use of positive or
negative cues for action should have especialhngtreffects in ambiguous situations
(i.,e. weak situations, Snyder & Ickes, 1985) susht@kenism, where the positive
aspects of the situation motivate a fundamentalfer@nt course of action than the
negative ones. Put differently, when under prommfiocus, members of low status
groups should be particularly sensitive to the fpasiaspects of the token system (i.e.
the opportunities for individual mobility it proved) and become willing to engage in
individual action. When under prevention focus hegre members of low status groups
should base their behavior on the negative aspafcthe token situation (i.e. its
restricted nature), causing them to see collecteon as the more appropriate course
of action. We thus predict that under conditions tokenism the adoption of a
promotion focus should lead to more engagementforte towards individual status
improvement and less engagement in efforts towgwolgp status improvement than the
adoption of a prevention focus. Importantly, whésere is no ambiguity about the
properties of the situation (e.g., in completelyseld conditions) there is no reason to
anticipate that action preferences depend on remyldocus as there is less room for
interpretation that would bring to the fore diffeti@l sensitivity to specific aspects of
the situation.
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Overview of the Present Resear ch

Two studies were conducted to test our predictibat tregulatory focus
determines whether members of low status groupsupuimndividual or group status
improvement under conditions of tokenism. A paradigas used in which participants
were members of a low status group that engagadciompetition with a higher status
group. We used different ways to examine our ptais. In Study 2.1, regulatory
focus was assessed as a chronic individual diféererariable, and participant were
asked to indicate their preferences for individesalgroup status improvement. In Study
2.2 , regulatory focus was experimentally manimdaand we assessed actual efforts
towards achieving individual and group status improent. In both studies the
permeability of group boundaries was experimentaijuced. We contrasted our focal
condition where token permeability was allowed watlcontrol condition where group

boundaries were completely closed.

Study 2.1

M ethod

Participants and Design

Eighty-eight female students from Leiden univergMage = 21.65,SD = 4.09)
participated in this study in exchange for €4.50 course credit. Promotion vs.
prevention focus was assessed as an individuakrdiite variable before the
experiment. We manipulated group boundary permigakitiosed vs. token) in a
between-participants design. Participants’ prefegenfor individual vs. group status

improvement served as the dependent variable.

Procedure

Participants were told that they would be taking patwo unrelated studies: a
short survey and an experiment. The short survesisted of our pre-measure of
regulatory focus. We measured participants’ chrgnévention ¢ = .81) and promotion
focus @ = .68) using the Regulatory Focus Questionnailigdids, Friedman, Harlow,

Idson, Ayduk, & Taylor, 2001) and created a reguhatfocus dominance measure by
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subtracting the standardized prevention scores ff@rstandardized promotion scores.
High scores on this variable indicate a dominardnpotion focus, low scores a
dominant prevention focus (cf. Sassenberg, Jored) & Brazy, 2007).

Participants were then informed that the first gtudis completed and that the
second study would now commence. This part of #peement was introduced as a
study on competition between groups. To createdfft groups, all participants were
(ostensibly at random) assigned to a team of 4iddals (Team B), and told that they
were going to compete with another team of 4 (Tegmin reality, no teams were
formed and all participants worked individually doghout the entire experiment. To
increase involvement in the competition, particigawere informed that the winning
team would get to take part in a fun and intergstask following the experiment,
whereas the losing team would have to take paatmore tedious task (Wright et al.,
1990). Participants were then told that the contipatiwould consist of two rounds: a
preliminary and a final. To allow for the later njauation of permeability, participants
were informed that the team that would win the iprelary would get the chance to
influence the rules of the final.

At this point the preliminary commenced. This rowwhsisted of an anagram-
task. Participants tried to solve as many fiveeletinagrams (e.g. KTAES [SKATE]) as
possible in 3 minutes. To create a status diffexdretween the teams, all participants
were then informed that their team had solved #lidass anagrams than the other team
and that they had thus lost the preliminary (Ellsn&pears, & Doosje, 1997; Ellemers,
Wilke, & Van Knippenberg, 1993).

To introduce the manipulation of permeability (Eflemers et al., 1997; Wright
et al., 1990), participants were told that teambAcause it had won the preliminary,
would now get to decide whether or not to let orenher of the participant’s team join
team A after the final. If team A would allow this,was explained, then the members
of the participant’s team would each have to chdieteveen working for their group (to
win the final as a team) and working individualtg fain entry into team A) during the
final. If team A would not allow a member of teamtd@enter their team, participants
were told, then they would have no other option fautvork for their team if they
wanted to win the competition. Finally, all pantiants were informed that working for

themselves during the final would not help thesntewin the competition, and that
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working for their team during the final would noicrease their chances of individually
entering team A.

At this point thepermeabilityof the status difference between the two groups
was manipulated. In thelosedcondition, participants were informed that team &kl h
decided not to give the members of Team B the ahamenter team A. In thimken
condition, participants were informed that Team &d decided to let the member of
Team B with the highest individual score in theafsnenter Team A. Participants were
then asked to answer some questions before thertinad of the competition would

commence. These were the dependent variables.

M easur es

All variables were measured on 9-point Likert ssaknging from 1qompletely
disagre@ to 9 completely agree

Manipulation checkThe effectiveness of the manipulation of permegbilias
checked with two items (e.g. “It is possible fomamber of my team to enter team A”,
r(88) = .90,p < .001).

Preference for individual vs. group status improeatwas measured with six
items (e.g. “l intend to solve as many anagranyoasible for myself during the final”,
“l intend to solve as many anagrams as possiblenfoteam during the final” [reverse
scored],a = .78). High scores on this variable indicate efgnence for individual status
improvement over group status improvement. Paditip were then informed that the
experiment was finished and the final round of ¢henpetition would not take place.
They were then fully debriefed, thanked and paid.

Results

M anipulation Check

As intended, an ANOVA on the manipulation checkvsd that participants in
the token condition viewed the intergroup structasemore permeabl®i(= 7.35,SD =
1.11) than participants in the closed conditivh< 3.27,SD = 2.56,F[1, 87] = 89.51p
<.001,n? = .51).
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Preferencesfor individual vs. group status improvement

Participants’ preferences for pursuing individuather than group status
improvement were analyzed using hierarchical limegression. In step 1, the effect-
coded manipulation of permeability (-1 for the @dscondition, 1 for the token
condition) and the standardized regulatory focusasuee were entered. Their
interaction term was entered in step 2. The reseligaled the predicted interaction
between the manipulation of permeability and reiguafocus,B = 0.37,SE = 0.12,
F(1, 84) = 9.78p = .002,AR? = .09, see Figure 2.1. As expected, simple slopdysis
(Aiken & West, 1991) showed that, in the token dbad, chronic promotion focus
dominance increased participants’ preferences farsying individual status
improvement over group status improveméht; 0.52,SE= 0.17,F(1, 84) = 9.27p =
.002.,There was no such effect of regulatory fanuke closed conditior8 = -0.22,SE
=0.16,F(1, 84) =1.79p = .18.
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Figure 2.1.Individual (vs. group) status improvement strategie a function of chronic
regulatory focus and permeability (Study 2.1).

Discussion

Study 2.1 offered preliminary evidence for our peéidn regarding the effect of
regulatory focus on the choice between pursuingividdal and group status

improvement in token systems. As predicted, undeditions of token permeability,
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promotion-oriented individuals preferred to pursaere individual status improvement
and less group status improvement than individualder prevention focus. Also as
predicted, no such effect of regulatory focus wasfl when the status hierarchy was
closed. Thus, under conditions of token permeabilite adoption of a promotion focus
seems to cause members of low status groups t@rpsefeking individual status

improvement over group status improvement.

This study thus offers initial evidence for our giictions but also has some
limitations. First, self-declared preferences farrquing individual vs. group status
improvement that served as the dependent variablgtudy 2.1 do not necessarily
imply actual engagemernih efforts towards individual or group status immpement.
Second, because regulatory focus was assessedchsomic individual difference
variable in this study, alternative explanations fieese results (e.g., due to a third
variable that covaries with chronic promotion vseyention orientation) can not be
ruled out. To be able to draw more unequivocal kgions, but also with an eye on
designing interventions, it would be important twolv whether or not the situational
adoption of a focus on promotion vs. preventionually has a causal effect on
commitment to individual and group status improvamender token conditions. This is
why Study 2.2 included a manipulation of regulatfogus and behavioral measures of

engagement in efforts towards individual and grstgtus improvement.

Study 2.2

M ethod

Participants and Design

Fifty-nine students from Leiden University (51 womlage= 20.39,SD=5.12)
participated in this study in exchange for €4.5Gourse credit. They were randomly
assigned to the conditions of a 2 (regulatory foqu®motion or prevention) X 2
(permeability: closed vs. token) experiment. Engaget in efforts towards individual

and group status improvement served as the depevaieables.
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Procedure

Study 2.2 employed the same procedure as StudyiH the exception of the
added manipulation of regulatory focus and the ieinal measures of efforts towards
individual and group status improvement. In thstfipart, we manipulategegulatory
focus with an adapted version of the procedure esigg by Higgins and colleagues
(Higgins, Roney, Crowe, & Hymes, 1994; see alsol,24an Laar, Stahl, Ellemers, &
Derks, in press, a; in press, b). Participants evedtout what they would ideally like to
achieve promotion conditioh or felt they ought to achieverevention conditionin
their working life. According to Higgins and colgpaes (1994) the priming of ideals
leads individuals to adopt a promotion focus, wheréhe priming of oughts causes
them to adopt a prevention focus. Participants wleee informed that the first part of
the experiment was completed and that the secomd gbathe experiment would
commence. The procedure of the second part of xperinent was the same as in
Study 2.1 up to the measurement of the dependeables.

M easur es

The manipulation check of permeabildgnsisted of the same two items as in
Study 2.1((59) =.79,p < .001).

The perceived difficulty of the anagram tasias measured as a control variable
using two items (e.g. “l think the anagram taskvésy difficult/not difficult at all
[reverse scored]t(59) = .71p <.001).

Manipulation check of regulatory focuShe time participants needed to report
their (promotion- and prevention-related) emoticstates was measured to serve as the
check of the regulatory focus manipulation. Accogdto Shah and Higgins (2001),
individuals under promotion focus are faster atrajging how cheerful or dejected a
stimulus makes them feel, whereas individuals ungtevention focus are faster at
appraising how quiescent or agitated a stimulusemakem feel. We thus measured
participants’ promotion-relatedd¢jection and cheerfulnessand prevention-related
(agitation and quiescenremotions using six items and recorded the time tremded
to indicate their answers. We created a measuregoflatory focus by subtracting the
mean log-transformed response-times on the promeatootions items from the mean

log-transformed response-times on the preventiontiem items. High scores on this
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variable indicate dominant promotion focus, low resodominant prevention focus
(Zaal et al., in press, a).

In contrast to Study 2.1, Study 2.2 also includéé final round of the
competition. During this round participants had rfaminutes to solve five-letter
anagrams. Before attempting to solve each anagrarticipants had to decide whether
they wanted to solve this anagram for their persbanefit (to gain entry into Team A)
or for the benefit of their team (to win the groopmpetition against Team A). The
number of anagrams participants solved for thamt@nd for themselves were recorded
and served as the measures of effort invested dividual and group status
improvements (Ellemers, Pagliaro, Barreto, & Lea2@08). Finally, all participants

were debriefed, thanked and paid.

Results

Analyses

Both manipulation checks were analyzed with ANOVAssing the
manipulations of permeability and regulatory focas independent variables.
Engagement in effort towards individual and grotgius improvement were analyzed
with separate ANCOVAs using the manipulations afmpeability and regulatory focus
as independent variables and the perceived difficof the anagram task as a
covariate’ Significant interactions were further analyzedhwsimple effects analyses
(Aiken & West, 1991).

M anipulation checks

As intended, the intergroup boundary was seen as permeable in the token
condition M = 7.16,SD =1.60) than in the closed conditiod & 1.77,SD= 1.37,F[1,
57] = 187.17,p < .001,1? = .77). No other effects emergeds(> .68). Also as
intended, the results of an ANOVA revealed fastesponding on the promotion
(compared to prevention) emotion items in the prioomocondition M = 0.69,SD =
1.24) than in the prevention conditidv & -.58,SD = 1.56,F[1, 50] = 4.60p = .04,1?

=.08)3 No other effects emerged' > .83). Thus, both manipulations were successful
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Effort towardsindividual statusimprovement

The results revealed the predicted interaction betwthe manipulations of
regulatory focus and permeability on the numberam@grams participants solved for
themselvesk(1, 54) = 4.44p = .04,1]p2 = .08, see Figure 2.2. Analyses showed that in
the token condition, induction of a promotion foateused participants to engage in
more efforts aimed at individual status improvem#ran induction of a prevention
focus,B = 2.64,SE= 0.85,F(1, 54) = 9.72p = .003. No effect of regulatory focus on
engagement in effort towards individual status iowement was found in the closed
condition,B = 0.16,SE=0.81,F(1, 54) < 1p = .84.
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Figure 2.2. Effort towards individual status improvement as unction of the

manipulations of permeability and regulatory fo¢8tudy 2.2).

Effort towards group statusimprovement

The results revealed the predicted interaction eetwthe manipulations of
permeability and regulatory focus on the numbeamdgrams participants solved for
their teamF(1, 54) = 4.78p = .03,11p2 = .08, see Figure 2.3. Analyses showed that in
the token condition induction of a prevention fooasised participants to spend more
effort on group status improvement than inductiba @romotion focusB = -4.44,SE
=1.19,F(1, 54) = 13.87p < .001. No effect of regulatory focus on engagemeeffort
towards group status improvement was found in thsed conditionB = -0.82,SE =
1.14,F(1, 54) < 1p = .47.
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Discussion

Study 2.2 replicated the results of Study 2.1 axdreled them by employing a
manipulation (instead of a measure) of regulatagus and by using behavioral
measures of efforts towards individual and grougtust improvement. The results
provided further evidence for the prediction thdbgtion of a promotion focus leads
members of low status groups to pursue individtetus improvement instead of group
status improvement under conditions of tokenisne &Hoption of a prevention focus,
by contrast, was shown to cause individuals to cantongroup status improvement,
even when there were opportunities for individuatiss improvement as implied in the

token system.
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Figure 2.3.Effort towards group status improvement as a fanctf the manipulations

of permeability and regulatory focus (Study 2.2).

General Discussion

The current research was designed to investigatedie of regulatory focus in
the choice between pursuing individual and grougtust improvement. Connecting
existing insights on token systems with a self-ftajon perspective allowed us to
provide important new insights into how memberowf status groups respond to token
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systems in which access to the benefits associgitedhigh social status is restricted.
According to earlier work (Danaher & Branscombel@0Wright, 1997), token systems
are ambiguous and individuals’ choices between ydugs personal or group status
improvement in these situations depend on whethey tecognize, and act on, the
positive aspects or the negative aspects of thibigamus system. Acting on the
positive aspects of the token system, such asaétietliat it offers low status group
members some opportunities for individual statupromement, leads to the pursuit of
individual mobility as a status enhancement stsatd8y contrast, acting on the
negative, discriminatory aspects of token systemasld to the adoption of collective
action as a status enhancement strategy. In thenturesearch, we proposed that
promotion and prevention focus represent importam@chanisms through which
members of low status groups make sense of toké&niambiguity. We argued that,
compared to those under prevention focus, indivg@uader promotion focus should be
more inclined to base their actions on the posaisgects of the token system and hence
should be more likely to engage in efforts towadrdhvidual status improvement while
they tend to commit less effort towards group staitmprovement in such token
systems. Conversely, we argued that individualsupdevention focus should be more
likely than individuals under promotion focus tot am the negative aspects of the
system and, consequently, to pursue group stau®iament.

To investigate this prediction we used a paradigmvhich participants were
assigned to an experimentally created low statospythat engaged in a competition
with a high status outgroup. In Study 2.1 we agsks$ironic individual differences in
promotion and prevention focus prior to the expenin manipulated the permeability
(closed vs. token) of the high status group’s bawmndcand measured preferences for
individual vs. group status improvement as a dependariable. In Study 2.2, we
manipulated regulatory focus as well as the pd#sibof entering the high status
outgroup, and measured actual engagement in eflogsted towards individual and
group status improvement. Importantly, becausehef éxperimental nature of the
studies and the behavioral nature of the dependmbles employed, we can draw
firm causal conclusions about actual engagemengffiorts towards individual and

group status improvement.
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As predicted, under conditions of tokenism particts spent more effort on
pursuing individual status improvement and lessoréffon pursuing group status
improvement when promotion focus was chronicallymd@nt (Study 2.1) or
experimentally induced (Study 2.2) than when pré&weenfocus was chronically
dominant or experimentally induced. No such diffees between individuals with a
promotion vs. prevention focus were found when siteation was unambiguous —
because the boundary of the high status group lwasa

These results have clear implications for both theory and practice of
collective action. First of all, the current resgarshows that the adoption of a
prevention focus can ensure commitment to collectietion even in situations in which
an individual mobility strategy also appears a dagiy viable alternative strategy
towards status improvement. This finding adds keeotvork that links prevention focus
to collective action. More precisely, this work re®wn that adoption of a prevention
focus (compared to adoption of a promotion focuakes individuals willing to engage
in collective action even when the chances of dkison leading to the desired outcome
are low (Zaal et al., in press, a). Furthermorés fbrior research has shown that
prevention-oriented individuals committed to coliee action also become willing to
engage in more hostile forms of action (Zaal etialpress, b). Thus, by showing that
activation of the prevention focus causes indivisutb commit to group status
improvement, even when opportunities for individsshtus improvement exist, the
results of the current work complement existing kviinking the prevention focus to
engagement in collective action.

The current data also have important implicatiamstfie practice of collective
action. More specifically, they suggest that induals interested in mobilizing others to
the cause of group status improvement in tokeresystwould do well to frame their
messages in prevention-oriented terms (e.g. byeptie their goals as oughts rather
than ideals). This should lead the targets of sneksages to adopt a prevention focus,
making it less likely that they will be seduced ttye possibility of individual status
improvement and abandon efforts towards group stanprovement. By contrast,
framing the collective action’s goal in promotioriemted terms (e.g. by framing it as

an ideal) should be less effective, as this shealdse those who consider supporting
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the group to adopt a promotion focus and put théemsk of being lured away from

engaging in collective action by the possibilityidividual status improvement.

Conclusion

The results of two experiments showed that adopifaam promotion focus leads
members of a low status group to pursue individsttus improvement under
conditions of token permeability, whereas the adopbf a prevention focus causes
them to pursue group status improvement. No effgicgsomotion and prevention focus
were observed when the properties of the statugrsysiere unambiguous, as group
boundaries were closed. These results show howgmé&ing the distinction between
promotion and prevention orientations can help ndeustand how low status group
members make sense of token situations, as thes foe different situational aspects
and the (im-)possibilities for status improvemdrdse imply as a way to decide which

course of action to adopt.
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Footnotes

! This chapter is based on Zaal, Van Laar, Stakéntgrs, and Derks (2011a)

> The measures of engagement in efforts towardspgema individual status
improvement would be interdependent when all pigditts would complete the same
number of anagrams. Instead, these two measuresomér modestly correlated(69)
= -.44,p < .001), indicating that effort exerted not ongfars to the choices made for
each anagram (i.e., to work at individual vs. gretgtus improvement) but also to the
number of anagrams solved during the four minutey tvere allotted. To make sure
that these differences were due to participantgllef motivation, not their level of
ability, we controlled for perceived difficulty ¢fie anagram task in these analyses.

% Although we analyzed the log-transformed mean nespdatencies, we report
the untransformed mean response latencies anddfagidard deviations (in seconds)

here in order to facilitate interpretation of tlesults.
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Introduction

Sometimes members of disadvantaged groups aregvit face overwhelming
odds to improve their group’s position. An examehe recent uprising in Burma.
Although the Burmese regime - a military junta elently quashes any threat to its
power and protest has very little chance of su¢ad#lkin 2007 hundreds of thousands
of Burmese citizens took to the streets to progegtinst their government. At other
times, people’s motivation to engage in collectasion appears more instrumental;
they participate only when they believe that cdilec action will help achieve social
change. For example, in the context of union asrivithe perceived likelihood that
collective action will achieve its desired goal legn found to be a strong predictor of
participation in collective action (Flood, 1993;akldermans, 1984a, 1984b, 1986).
Thus, previous work has established that someriostaof collective action are driven
by the perceived likelihood that they will succeshereas others are driven by the
importance attached to their goal (Klandermans &edbea, 1987; Van Stekelenburg,
Klandermans, & Van Dijk, 2009). Building on thessights, the purpose of the present
research is to examiwehenandwhy collective action is driven by instrumental mosve
or by the perceived importance of its goal. Morecsjically, we aim to address this
guestion using insights from regulatory focus tlge@tiggins, 1997; Shah & Higgins,
1997). We will show that for individuals under protion focus, the motivation to
engage in collective action is driven by the likelbd that through this action important
social change will be achieved. By contrast, wd shlow that for individuals under
prevention focus the motivation to engage in cdiMecaction is unaffected by the
likelihood of social change, provided its goal eeched sufficiently important.

In the next section, we will discuss existing workthe motivation to engage in
collective action. We then introduce regulatory usctheory (Higgins, 1997) and
explain how insights relevant to self-regulatiomn cadvance our understanding of

individual motivation to engage in collective actio
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Individual Motivation to Engagein Collective Action

Collective action - cooperative effort towards gsogoals - can be a powerful
instrument for low status groups to increase thedaial status (Tajfel & Turner, 1979).
Previous research has demonstrated that perceai@g group as being disadvantaged
increases an individual’s motivation to engage dliective action aimed at improving
the group’s relative position (Bettencourt, Charjt®orr, & Hume, 2002; Smith &
Ortiz, 2002). Thus, the disadvantaged position sb@al group is likely to increase the
importance group members attach to social changetarelicit their motivation to
engage in collective action.

Nevertheless, even when they recognize the diséalyad position of their
group, members of low status groups do not alwasgive collective action as an
attractive option (Lalonde & Silverman, 1994; Wrigh Taylor, 1998). One reason for
this is that they may not believe that collectivai@n will result in the desired social
change. Research exploring this possibility hasdiotinat the perceived likelihood that
collective action will result in social change gmlly increases the motivation to
engage in collective action (Van Zomeren, Postr&eSpears, 2008). However, there
are also a number of studies that have failedrid §upport for this relationship (e.g.,
Fox-Cardamone, Hinkle & Hogue, 2000; Fox & Schafjell989; Schofield &
Pavelchak, 1989). Likewise, research among realewoollective activists has not
consistently shown that the perceived likelihoodatial change is a strong predictor of
enduring commitment to collective action (Kelly,9B9 Simon et al., 1998; Stirmer &
Simon, 2004, 2005; Sturmer, Simon, Loewy, & Jorg2003). Thus, individuals’
commitment to collective action is not always detiered by how likely they perceive
that through this action important social changd e achieved. This raises the
guestion as to when individuals commit to collegtaction, and why sometimes they
may be willing to do so regardless of the perceiMeglihood that this action will lead
to social change. We propose that the principlefinead by regulatory focus theory
(Higgins, 1997) can help answer this question.
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A Self-regulation Approach to Engagement in Collective Action

Regulatory focus theory distinguishes between twativational systems that
regulate goal-directed behaviour: promotion focod prevention focus. Activation of
the promotion and prevention foci differentiallyfeafts the way in which goals are
construed (i.e. as ideals or as oughts respec}jvidlg preferred strategies for pursuing
these goals (i.e. through approach or avoidanoe) e emotional reactions associated
with success and failure (cheerfulness and dejeatso quiescence and agitation). The
strength of promotion and prevention focus variethlchronically across individuals
and momentarily across situations (Higgins, Friednkéarlow, Idson, & Ayduk, 2001).
Adoption of a promotion focus indicates a conceithwain and the achievement of
growth and accomplishment goals. Individuals ummemotion focus construe goals as
ideals, or as maximal goals that they would ideldg to accomplish, and initiate goal
pursuit when they perceive opportunities for gahlamcement (Shah & Higgins, 1997).
By contrast, a prevention focus indicates a conedth safety and the fulfilment of
duties and responsibilities. Individuals under prgion focus construe goals as
“oughts”, or as minimal goals that should be acdishpd, and initiate goal-pursuit out
of a sense of necessity (Shah & Higgins, 1997).

We connect to current insights on promotion andveméon orientation to
predict when, and for which individuals, the im@arte and/or the likelihood of social
change motivate engagement in collective actionedimt achieving this change.
Individuals under promotion focus should be indiin® construe social change as a
maximal aspiration they would ideally like to acqaish, which affords them flexibility
in waiting for opportunities for goal advancemeAs a result, individuals under
promotion focus initiate goal-pursuit based on appaty for goal-advancement rather
than out of necessity (Shah & Higgins, 1997). Thwisen social change increases in
perceived importance, individuals under promotiocuts should therefore become more
attentive to opportunities for attaining this go&rovided they believe that social
change is important, individuals under promotioou® should be motivated to engage
in collective action by the perception that achieeat of its goal is likelyHypothesis
1).
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By contrast, under prevention orientation, indidatushould construe social
change as a minimally acceptable outcome. When suafinimal goal increases
in importance, it becomes a necessity that mugbtursued regardless of the expected
outcome (Shah & Higgins, 1997). Thus, individuatsler prevention orientation should
construe the achievement of highly important sodi@nge as a necessity, which should
cause them to pursue this change, even if thahiked that it will be achieved is low.
When the perceived importance of social changeelstively low (i.e., when social
change is not seen as a necessity), preventiomtedeindividuals should be more
sensitive to the likelihood of social change initheecision to engage in collective
action. In this case investing in unsuccessfuleotive action should represent a loss of
time and effort, whereas engagement in succesdbllective action should be
considered a safe investment. Thus we predictititi¢iduals under prevention focus
should be motivated to pursue social change whey dke it as highly important. This
should be the case even if the perceived likelirthad this goal will be achieved is low.
When social change is deemed relatively unimportartividuals under prevention
focus should only be motivated to engage in callecaction to the extent that they

believe that the likelihood of social change ishhigypothesis 2

Overview of the Present Research

To test these predictions we conducted three stuifiee used a paradigm in
which women were made aware of the unfair treatroénibeir gender-group in work
situations. They were told that because of gen@richination, women earn less and
receive fewer opportunities for job-advancemenntin@en. To give participants the
possibility to take a stance against this discration, a collective action group was
then introduced (in actuality this group was fiotts). The extent to which the
participants were actually willing to commit therves to collective action was
measured through the support they gave to theatieaction group on its (bogus)
website.

Across the three studies we used different waysxtmine the prediction that
regulatory focus influences the way in which theartance and likelihood of social

change affect commitment to collective action. lludy 3.1, we assessed chronic



Social change as an important goal or likely outeom 55

individual differences in regulatory focus and matly occurring variations in the
perceived importance of the collective action greugoal, while manipulating the
likelihood that the goal would be reached. In St@d¥, we assessed chronic individual
differences in regulatory focus in a different waayd experimentally manipulated both
the importance of the group’s goal and the likedithahat this goal would be achieved.
Finally, In Study 3.3 we manipulated regulatorydscand assessed naturally occurring
differences in the importance of the group’s gaal perceived likelihood that the goal
would be achieved. Thus, across the three studlesdependent variables were
manipulated at least once, allowing us to ruleatt@rnative causal interpretations of the
results. In all three studies participants’ comneifinto collective action served as the

dependent variable.

Study 3.1

M ethod

Participants and Design

Eighty-two female undergraduate students from Leidéniversity Mage =
19.65,SD= 2.33), participated in exchange for €3 or cowrsglit. They were randomly
assigned to the conditions of a one-factor (likedith that the collective action group
would reach its goal: high vs. low) between-papicits design. Participants’ chronic
regulatory focus and the importance they placedhengoal of the collective action
group were measured and treated as independeablesi Commitment to collective

action formed the dependent variable.

Procedure

Participants were told that they would be taking patwo unrelated studies: a
short survey and an experiment. The survey comsistéhe pre-measure of regulatory
focus. Participants’ chronic promotion and prevaemtfocus were assessed with the
RFQ-Proverb Questionnaire (Van Stekelenburg, 2088).items assessed promotion
strength (e.g., “Nothing ventured, nothing gained.= .75) and six items prevention
strength (e.g., “Cobbler, stick to thy last,= .54). We created a regulatory focus

dominance measure by subtracting the standardcmdsson the prevention scale from
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the standardized scores on the promotion scalelgiKé&l Bless, 2006; Sassenberg,
Jonas, Shah & Brazy, 2007Hligh values on this measure indicated a dominant
promotion focus; low values a dominant preventiocus.

Participants were then informed that the first gtucis completed and that the
second study would now commence. Subsequentlyicipamts read a research report
supposedly written by two well-known Dutch reseamianizations. In reality, this
report was constructed to make participants awhtieeodisadvantaged position of their
group (women) in work situations. Participants réaat women earn approximately 7
percent less than men for the same work, and reciwer opportunities for job
advancement. Finally, participants read a pamphlethich a collective action group
presented a plan to counter the discrimination worface in work situations (in
actuality the group was fictitious). In the pamjltlee collective action group asked the
participants to indicate their support on its wahsi

To manipulate the likelihood that the collectivetiac group would reach its
goal, we varied the contents of the research regadt the collective action group’s
pamphlet. In the high likelihood condition, pantiants read that initiatives against
gender discrimination in work situations tend tadnv@onsiderable effects and that the
collective action group expected to achieve itslgola the low likelihood condition,
participants read that initiatives against gendseramination in work situations tend to
be low in success and that the collective actimugrexpected the achievement of its

goals to be quite difficult.

M easur es

All variables were measured on 9-point Likert ssaknging from 1qompletely
disagre@ to 9 completely agree unless otherwise indicated.

Manipulation check The perceived likelihood that the collective antigroup
would be successful was measured with a single {térthink the collective action
group will be successful in its struggle againsidgr discrimination in work
situations”).

The importance participants attached to the goalhef collective actiorgroup
was measured with four items (e.g., “I think it'ery important to counter gender

discrimination in work situationsM = 7.43,SD= 0.92,a = .85).



Social change as an important goal or likely outeom 57

Commitment to collective actiorParticipants were then connected to the
(fictitious) website of the collective action grauphere they could choose to support
the collective action group by 1) signing a petiti@) becoming a member of the group,
and/or 3) signing up for participation in a demoatson by the group against gender
discrimination. These items were constructed tosueacollective action at increasing
levels of commitment, thus forming a cumulative Bw#n scale (Guttman, 1947).
Analyses confirmed the Guttman nature of the staléerefore, we summed the
number of ways in which each participant choseujgpsrt the collective action group
to form the measure of commitment to collectiveicact(Green, 1956; Kelloway &
Barling, 1993).

Results

Manipulation Check

As intended, an ANOVA on the manipulation checkvsto that participants in
the high likelihood condition expected the colleetiaction group to be significantly
more successfuM = 6.93,SD = 1.03) than participants in the low likelihoodhdition
(M = 6.34,SD= 0.99,F(1, 87) = 6.85p = .01,1,> = .08).

Commitment to collective action

The data for the commitment to collective actionamge were analyzed with
hierarchical multiple regression using the effemtied likelihood manipulation, the
standardized regulatory focus dominance and impogtascales and their two- and
three-way interactions as predictors. The three-inggraction between the likelihood
manipulation and the regulatory focus dominanceiammbrtance scales was significant
(B = .26, SE = .08, F(1, 74) = 11.55p = .001,AR? = .12). We used simple slope
analysis to break down this three-way interactidikén & West, 1991). The results
revealed the predicted interaction between the itapoe of the collective action
group’s goal and the likelihood that this goal wbiide achieved among individuals
under promotion focusB(= .34,SE= .10,F(1, 74) = 11.85p < .001, Figure 3.1). As
expected Klypothesis ), for individuals under promotion focus who plackdh
importance (+1 SD) on the goal of the collectiveacgroup, commitment to collective
action was higher in the high likelihood conditittvan in the low likelihood condition
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(B =.30,SE=.12,F(1, 74) = 6.75p = .01). When they placed low importance (-1 SD)
on the goal of the collective action group, comneitinto collective action was actually
lower in the high likelihood condition than in thav likelihood condition B = -.39,SE

= .15,F(1, 74) = 6.80p = .01).
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Figure 3.1.Commitment to collective action as a function loé importance of social
change and the manipulation of the likelihood ofigbchange for individuals with a

dominant promotion orientation (Study 3.1).
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Figure 3.2.Commitment to collective action as a function le¢ importance of social
change and the manipulation of the likelihood afigbchange for individuals with a

dominant prevention orientation (Study 3.1).

For individuals under prevention focus the residigealed a different interaction
between importance and likelihood € -.18,SE= .10,F(1, 74) = 3.58p = .06, Figure
3.2). As predictedHypothesis P when individuals under prevention focus placaghh
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importance on the goal of the collective actionugrothere was no effect of the
likelihood that the collective action group would successfulg = -.13,SE= .13,F(1,
74) = 0.99,p = .32). Only individuals under prevention focus ovplaced low
importance (-1 SD) on the goal displayed slightigrencommitment to collective action
in the high likelihood condition than in the lovkélihood condition B = .24,SE= .14,
F(1, 74) = 3.15p = .08).

Discussion

The results of this first study offer support ftwetprediction that regulatory
focus influences how the importance and likelihodbdocial change affect individuals’
motivation to engage in collective action. As expdc for individuals under a dominant
promotion focus, the likelihood that collective iaot would be successful increased
commitment to collective action, provided that geal was seen as important. By
contrast, individuals under a dominant preventiocués who perceived the goal of the
collective action group as important were willimysupport the group regardless of the
likelihood that it would be successful. For thesdividuals, the likelihood that the
collective action group would be successful onlgldly) increased commitment to
collective action when relatively low importancesmalaced on its goal. In addition to
these predicted effects, there was also an unpatez observation. For individuals
under a dominant promotion focus who placed redditivlittle importance on the
collective action group’s goal, commitment to cotiee action was actually lowered by
the perceived likelihood that this goal might behiaged. We expected perceived
likelihood to have less of an effect in this sitaat but not necessarily to lower
commitment to collective action. We will assess tiedability of this unexpected
finding in Studies 3.2 and 3.3.

Importantly, because two of the independent vaemlffegulatory focus and the
importance of the collective action group’s goaBrev assessed as naturally occurring
differences between participants, the usual olgestto making causal inferences based
on (partial) correlational data apply to this studiherefore, in Study 3.2 we
experimentally manipulated both the importancehaf tollective action group’s goal
and the likelihood that this goal would be achieviedaddition, we used a different

measure of regulatory focus to obtain convergeppstt for our predictions.
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Study 3.2

M ethod

Participants and Design

One hundred and fifty-three female undergraduatedesits from Leiden
University Mage= 20.39,SD = 2.29) participated in exchange for €3.50 or sewredit.
They were randomly assigned to the conditions @& @mportance of the collective
action group’s goal: high vs. low) X 2 (likelihodldat this goal would be achieved: high
vs. low) between-participants factorial design. tiegrants’ regulatory focus was

measured as an independent variable prior to thergrent.

Procedure

We used the same procedure as in Study 3.1, withdifferences. First, we
used a different measure to assess regulatory .f@amond, we manipulated - rather
than measured - the importance placed on the dadleocollective action group. We
used the same manipulation of the likelihood thet ¢ollective action group would
reach its goal as in Study 3.1. As in Study 3.Ifigipants were informed that they
would be taking part in two unrelated studies: @arsburvey and an experiment.

The short survey consisted of the pre-measuregofiatory focus. Participants’
chronic promotion and prevention focus were meabwsng eight items taken from
the Lockwood scale (Lockwood, Jordan, & Kunda, 200Rour items assessed
promotion strength (e.g., “I often think about fexrson | would ideally like to be in the
future”, a = .66). and four items prevention strength (€lgrequently think about how
| can prevent failures in my life'y = .61). As in Study 3.1, we calculated a regulator
focus dominance measure by subtracting the staizeéargrevention scores from the
standardized promotion scores.

Participants then read the research report abeuirifair treatment of women in
work situations. After this, we manipulated the ortance placed on the collective
action group’s goal. Research on the behavioutuddi link (cf., Festinger &
Carlsmith, 1959; Janis & King, 1954; King and Jadi@56) has shown that individuals-
when presenting a persuasive argument- adaptgheate opinions in the direction of

the position they argue. We used this as the Hasishe importance manipulation.
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Participants wrote a short paragraph in which thegued either in favour of (high
importance condition) or against (low importancedition) the importance of striving
for gender equality in work situations (the goaltleé collective action group). Next,
participants read the collective action group’s phlet and completed the dependent

measures.

M easures

All variables were measured on 9-point Likert ssaknging from 1qompletely
disagre@ to 9 completely agree unless otherwise indicated.

Manipulation checksThe perceived importance of the collective actiooug’s
goal was measured with a single item (“I think dewimg gender discrimination in
work situations is not crucial’ [reverse scoredlhe perceived likelihood that the
collective action group would reach its goal wasamwged in the same way as in Study
3.1.

Commitment to collective actioAs in Study 3.1, participants were connected to
the (fictitious) website of the collective actiomogp. There they could choose to
support the collective action group by 1) signingedition, 2) signing up for the action
group’s newsletter (item added in Study 3.2), 3ydmeing a member of the action
group, and/or 4) signing up for participation in d@monstration against gender
discrimination (items ordered from low to high coitment). Analyses confirmed the
Guttman nature of the scdlale thus summed the number of ways in which each
participant chose to support the collective actgnoup to form the measure of
commitment to collective action.

Results

M anipulation checks

As intended, an importance x likelihood ANOVA oretinanipulation check of
importance showed that participants in the highdartgnce conditions reported placing
more importance on the goal of the collective actooup M = 8.01,SD = 1.17) than
participants in the low importance conditions £ 7.51,SD = 1.45,F(1, 149) = 6.13p
= .01,1,° = .04). No other effects emerggais(> .30).
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An importance x likelihood ANOVA on the manipulaticheck of likelihood
showed that participants in the low likelihood ciiachs reported a somewhat lower
perceived likelihood that the collective action gpavould reach its goaM = 5.96,SD
= 1.46) than did participants in the high likelildooonditions 1 = 6.40,SD = 1.33,
F(1, 149) = 3.80p = .06,1*|p2 =.02). No other effects emergeuis(> .66).

Commitment to collective action

The results for the commitment to collective actiorasure were analyzed in
the same way as in Study 3.1. As expected, theethey interaction between the
regulatory focus dominance scale and the manipuatof importance and likelihood
was significant® = .17,SE= .06,F(1, 145) = 8.54p = .004,AR? = .05). Simple slope
analysis (Aiken & West, 1991), revealed the presdicinteraction Klypothesis 1
between the importance and likelihood of social ngfea among individuals under
promotion focus® = .15,SE= .08,F(1, 145) = 3.50p = .06,AR? = .02, Figure 3.3). As
expected, the likelihood that the collective actgzoup would reach its goal increased
commitment to collective action among individuatsdar promotion focus in the high
importance conditiong = .28, SE =.14,F(1, 74) = 4.04p = .05) but not in the low
importance conditiong = -.02,SE=.09,F(1, 71) < 1p = .84).

Promotion dominant

O Low likelihood

action
=

B High likelihood

Commitment to collective

Low High

Importance

Figure 3.3.Commitment to collective action as a function loé imanipulations of the
importance and likelihood of social change for udiials with a dominant promotion
orientation (Study 3.2).
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As in Study 3.1, we found a different interactiopteeen importance and
likelihood among individuals under prevention otaion B = -.18,SE= .07,F(1, 145)
= 6.02,p = .02,AR? = .04, Figure 3.4). As expectedypothesis . among individuals
under prevention focus who placed high importancethe collective action group’s
goal, the likelihood that this goal could be ackiwlid not increase (and even slightly
decreased) commitment to collective actién=-.21,SE= .11,F(1, 74) = 3.59p =
.06). Among individuals under prevention focus whlaced low importance on the
collective action group’s goal, the likelihood afcgal change did not reliably affect
commitment to collective actioB(= .15,SE=.09,F(1, 71) = 2.60p = .11).

Prevention dominant

O Low likelihood

1 l B High likelihood
0

Low High

action
-

Commitment to collective

Importance

Figure 3.4.Commitment to collective action as a function loé imanipulations of the
importance and likelihood of social change for widiials with a dominant prevention
orientation (Study 3.2).

Discussion

The results of this study offer additional suppéot the prediction that
individuals’ regulatory focus influences the waywhich the importance and likelihood
of social change affect commitment to collectivéat As predicted, individuals under
promotion focus were motivated to engage in cdllectaction by the perceived
likelihood that it would be successful, provideegyhperceived its goal as important.
Also as predicted, among individuals under prewentfocus who placed high

importance on the collective action group’s gdad, likelihood of social change did not
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increase commitment to collective action. For bisttividuals under promotion and
prevention focus, the likelihood of social changed mo effect on commitment to
collective action when low importance was attactethe goal of the collective action
group. Thus, the unexpected negative effect ofliketihood that the collective action
group would be successful that was found amongiehgials under promotion focus in
Study 3.1 did not emerge in Study 3.2.

Study 3.2 extends the results of Study 3.1 by shgwihe causal role that the
perceived importance of social change plays inviddal commitment to collective
action. Also, Study 3.2 demonstrates similar resaé Study 3.1 using a different
measure of regulatory focus, attesting to the rofass of these findings. However, we
wished to demonstrate that inducing a promotionpogvention focus would be
sufficient to produce the same results. Therefoeecanducted a third study in which

regulatory focus was experimentally manipulated.

Study 3.3

M ethod

Participants and Design

Fifty-two female undergraduate students from Leitkriversity Mage= 20.86,
SD = 3.02), participated in exchange for €3 or couwsedit. They were randomly
assigned to the conditions of a one-factor (regwyatocus: promotion vs. prevention)
between-participants design. The perceived impoetanf the collective action group’s
goal and the likelihood that this goal would beiaebd were measured as independent

variables.

Procedure

We used the same procedure as in Studies 3.1 @pdvBh two exceptions.
First, we manipulated - instead of measured - eguy focus. Second, this time we
measured - instead of manipulated - the importancklikelihood of social change.

We manipulatedregulatory focus with an adapted version of theceduore
suggested by Higgins and colleagues (Higgins, RoGegwe, & Hymes, 1994). Prior
to being presented with the other materials, ppgits wrote about what they would
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ideally like to (promotion condition) or felt theyught to (prevention condition) achieve
in their working life. According to Higgins and éshgues (1994) the priming of ideals
causes individuals to adopt a promotion focus, ea®rthe priming of oughts causes
individuals to adopt a prevention focus.

Participants then read the same research repaut & disadvantaged position
of women in work situation as in Studies 3.1 ar@2l Jhe time they needed to report
their (promotion- and prevention-related) emotiomctions to this information served
as the check of the regulatory focus manipulatidocording to Shah and Higgins
(2001), individuals under promotion focus are fasie appraising how cheerful or
dejected a stimulus makes them feel, whereas oha$ under prevention focus are
faster at appraising how quiescent or agitatedirauis makes them feel. We thus
measured participants’ promotion-relatetkjéction and cheerfulnésand prevention-
related égitation and quiescengemotions using six items and recorded the time they

needed to indicate their answers to serve as tigpaiation check of regulatory focus.

M easur es

All variables were measured on 9-point Likert ssakinging from 1qompletely
disagre@ to 9 completely agrée unless otherwise indicated.

The importance participants placed on the collectaction group’s goalvas
assessed with three items (e.g., “lI think it isyvémportant to counter gender
discrimination in work situationsM = 7.51,SD= 1.22,a = .88).

The likelihood that the collective action group Wbbe successfubas assessed
with six items (e.g., “I think the collective aatiogroup will be successful in their
struggle against gender discrimination in workagitons,M = 6.13,SD= 1.03,a = .76).

Commitment to collective actiovas measured and treated in the same way as in
Study 3.2

Results

M anipulation Check

We created promotion- and prevention-latency scdrgslog-transforming
response times on the promotion-related (cheerslrend dejection) and prevention

related (agitation and quiescence) emotion iterhs $hah & Higgins, 2001). We then
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created a regulatory focus measure by subtradt@gtomotion latency scores from the
prevention latency scores (with high scores indhigatfaster responding to the
promotion items than to the prevention items wisiginifies promotion dominance) and
analyzed the effect of the manipulation of regulatéocus on this variable using
ANOVA. As intended, the results revealed strongesnmtion focus (and weaker
prevention focus) in the promotion conditioM (= 0.44, SD = 1.38) than in the

prevention condition\] = -0.46,SD= 1.44,F(1, 50) = 5.27p = .02,1° = .10)®

Commitment to Collective Action

The results for the commitment to collective actiorasure were analyzed in
the same way as in Studies 3.1 and 3.2. Threecjpantits had to be excluded from
these analyses because they indicated doubtinguthenticity of the collective action
group’s websité. As in Studies 3.1 and 3.2, the three-way intesacthetween the
manipulation of regulatory focus and the importarered likelihood scales was
significant @ = .51,SE = .17,F(1, 41) = 8.87p = .005,AR? = .12). In the promotion
condition, we found the predicted interactidfypothesis P between the importance
and likelihood of social chang® & .19,SE= .09,F(1, 21) = 4.97p = .04,AR? = .09,
Figure 3.5). As expected, in the promotion conditithe perceived likelihood that the
collective action group would be successful inceelasommitment to collective action
among participants who attached high importanceSP} to the group’s goaB(= .34,
SE=.14,F(1, 21) = 5.92p = .02), whereas it had no effect on commitmertaitective
action among participants who attached low impasafal SD) to the group’s go& (
=-.04,SE=.12,F(1, 21) <1p =.73).

In the prevention condition, the results revealadifferent interaction between
the importance and likelihood measurBs=-.82,SE = .40,F(1, 20) = 4.32p = .05,
AR? = .15, Figure 3.6). As expectedHypothesis ), in the prevention condition,
commitment to collective action among participamtso placed high importance (+1
SD) on the collective action group’s goal did nefpdnd on the likelihood that this
group would be successfuB  -.05,SE = .33,F(1, 20) < 1,p = .88), whereas it did
among participants who placed low importance (-) 8Dthe group’s goalB = 1.60,
SE=.60,F(1, 20) = 7.06p = .02).
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Figure 3.5. Commitment to collective action as a function o€ ttmportance and

likelihood of social change in the promotion cormtit(Study 3.3).
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Figure 3.6. Commitment to collective action as a function oé timportance and
likelihood of social change in the promotion cormatit(Study 3.3).

Discussion

Study 3.3 provided additional support for our petidn that regulatory focus
influences the way in which the importance andliiled of social change affect
commitment to collective action. As hypothesizedividuals under promotion focus
were motivated to engage in collective action g perceived likelihood that it would
be successful, provided that they perceived itd godnighly important. The likelihood
that the collective action group’s goal would b&iaged had no effect on commitment

to collective action among individuals under promotfocus who perceived the
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group’s goal as unimportant. Also as predictedividdals under prevention focus who
placed high importance on the goal of the collectaction group were willing to
commit to collective action regardless of the peee likelihood that this group would
reach its goal. Among individuals under preventioous who placed relatively little
importance on the collective action group’s goainmitment to collective action was
increased by the likelihood that this goal wouldaoeomplished.

Study 3.3 replicates and extends the results ai&tu3.1 and 3.2 by showing
that the same results can be obtained using arrieygrgal manipulation of regulatory
focus, thereby demonstrating the causal influenteegulatory focus on how the
decision to commit to collective action is madegé&iher with Studies 3.1 and 3.2,
Study 3.3 thus confirms that the impact of the intgoace and likelihood of social
change on commitment to collective action dependsthe individuals’ regulatory
focus.

General Discussion

The current research was designed to investigatefiiect of regulatory focus
on individuals’ motivation to engage in collectiation. Taking a self-regulatory
perspective allows us to provide new insights itite predictors of the motivation to
engage in collective action. We argued that becadieiduals under promotion focus
initiate goal-pursuit when they see opportunities §oal-advancement, they would
engage in collective action when they both placegh importance on its goaind
believed attainment of this goal to be likely. Byntrast, because individuals under
prevention focus initiate goal pursuit when theg g®al-attainment as necessary, we
expected that they would engage in collective actiben attached high importance to
the goal of the collective action, regardless @f plerceived likelihood that this action
would be successful. Individuals under preventionus who placed relatively low
importance on the goal of social change were erpettd engage in collective action
only to the extent that they believed it likely thhis action would reach its goal (i.e.,
when goal attainment is assured).

To investigate these predictions, we used a pamadigwhich women were
made aware of the unfair treatment of their grompnirk situations. Across three

studies, we used different ways to investigate phediction that regulatory focus
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influences the way in which the importance andlilii@d of social change affect
individuals’ motivation to engage in collective iact In Study 3.1, we assessed chronic
individual differences in regulatory focus and e fperceived importance attached to a
collective action group’s goal, while manipulatitig likelihood that this goal could be
achieved through collective action. In Study 3.2 wsed a different instrument to
assess regulatory focus and manipulated both tleeiped importance of the collective
action group’s goal and the likelihood that thisagwould be achieved. Finally, in
Study 3.3, we manipulated regulatory focus. Becagsess studies each independent
variable was manipulated at least once, alternatwesal explanations of the results can
be ruled out.

Importantly, we used a behavioural measure of camarit to collective action.
In all studies, the extent to which participantsrevactually willing to commit to
collective action (e.g., by signing a petition, bbgycoming a member of the collective
action group) served as our dependent variable.résats of the current studies thus
reflect actual engagement in collective action, aad attitudes or intentions as is
common in research on collective action.

The results offer consistent support for our prieaiis. In all studies, individuals
under promotion focus who attached importance toaation group’s goal were
motivated to support this group to the degree tiney perceived that the group would
be successful in achieving this change. Additignatl all studies we found that among
individuals under prevention focus who placed highortance on the collective action
group’s goal, support for this group did not depemdthe likelihood that the group
would reach its goal. Only when they placed re#dtivlittle importance on the
collective action group’s goal did the likelihodehat this goal would be achieved affect

prevention oriented individuals’ engagement inextive actiort?

Implications

These results show that not all individuals dedid¢he same way whether to
engage in collective action or not. Individuals engromotion focus become motivated
to engage in collective action by the perceptiat through collective action important

social change is likely to be achieved. By contragaching high importance to the goal
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of the collective action made prevention orientedividuals less instrumental in their
decision to engage in this action.

Importantly, the current research sheds light @omsistencies in previous work
surrounding the effect of the likelihood of soathlange on the motivation to engage in
collective action (cf., Hornsey et al., 2006; Kell993). Specifically, the likelihood of
social change has consistently been shown to begspredictor of union activism (e.g.,
Flood, 1993; Klandermans, 1984a; 1984b; 1986) noutof anti-nuclear activism (e.qg.,
Fox-Cardamone et al., 2000; Fox & Schofield, 19€ndermans & Oegema, 1987,
Schofield & Pavelchak, 1989) The current resultsy m#ier an explanation for this
inconsistency. Specifically, engagement in antileaiccollective action serves the need
for safety, and should as such be regulated byptkeention system. This would
explain why the likelihood of social change haslmeén found to be a strong motivator
of this form of action. By contrast, engagemenuimon activism aimed at attaining
employee benefits could be considered behaviotiisdraes the need for growth, and as
such should be regulated by the promotion systems @&xplains why the likelihood
that through this action important goals will béniawved has been found to be a strong
predictor of engagement in union activism.

Furthermore, the current work suggests that depgnati the societal context in
which collective action takes place, different wayfstrying to motivate people to
participate will be most effective. By framing thenessage in either promotion or
prevention terms collective action groups can ifice their potential followers into
adopting either a promotion or prevention focuse TRsults of the current studies
suggest that doing so should also influence thes lmeswhich these potential followers
decide whether or not to engage in collective actpecifically, in contexts in which
the achievement of social change seems unlikelgvan impossible (for example
because of insufficient support or oppression bytlzer social group), activist groups
that frame their message in prevention terms, (&) presenting social change as a
minimally acceptable outcome), are likely to be tneffective in attracting followers.
By contrast, activist groups that frame their mgesa promotion terms (e.g., by
presenting social change as a maximal ideal outtomk be most effective in
attracting followers when the achievement of soct#inge seems likely. The present

findings also suggest that activist groups adoptagpromotion frame in their
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mobilization attempts would do well to also conumyth the importance of their goal
and the likelihood that this goal can be achievetheir communications. By contrast,
when they use a prevention frame, emphasizing rtipoitance of the collective goal

should be enough.

Limitations and directions for futureresearch

The current work investigated the role of regukatdocus in the way
instrumental considerations motivate collectiveiact In doing so, it complements
work that suggests that prevention (but not proomjtioriented individuals are
motivated to engage in collective action by peroest of group-based injustice or
immorality (Sassenberg, & Hansen, 2007; Zaal, VaarlL Stahl, Ellemers, & Derks, in
press, b). In terms of theoretical integrationseheesults show how regulatory focus fits
into the model by Van Zomeren and colleagues (Vameten, Spears, Fisher, &
Leach, 2004) in which instrumental consideratiomsl @erceptions of group-based
injustice are held to form two distinct routes togagement in collective action.
However, instrumental and justice motives only fdmo of several possible pathways
to engagement in collective action. Previous wois halso identified collective
identification and ideology as motives for engagingollective action (Simon et al.,
1998; Van Stekelenburg et al., 2009). A fruitfuttpéor future research may therefore
be to examine how regulatory focus relates to tpeseways.

In the current studies we focused on a specifissclaf collective action.
Specifically, the forms of behaviour consideredha present studies can all be seen as
normative collective action (Wright, 2001b). Prawsoresearch has identified non-
normative forms of collective action, such as emggagn violent protest, as an
alternative way to achieve social change. These cearly distinct from more
normative and peaceful forms such as examined (Rening & Myers, 2002; Lalonde
& Cameron, 1994; Lalonde, Stroink, & Aleem, 2002poN&feld, Opp, Dietz, & Green,
1994). An interesting issue for further researcludherefore be to examine how the
choice is made between normative and non-normédivaes of collective action, and to
what extent differences in regulatory focus impact this choice. For example,
prevention oriented individuals who perceive sock@nge as highly important (i.e. as a

necessity) might become willing to use more dra&irens of action and pursue this
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goal “by any means necessary”. Two studies invastig this possibility are presented

in Chapter 4 of this dissertation..

Conclusion

In conclusion, the results of three studies shotkad regulatory focus influences how
the importance and likelihood of social change dffendividual commitment to
collective action. For individuals under promotifutus, the likelihood that important
social change will be achieved is the primary comde their decision to engage in
collective action. By contrast, as the goal of abchange increases in importance,
individuals under prevention focus become less eored about the likelihood of
achieving the goal when deciding whether or notetmage in collective action.
Together the results show that both the likelihaad the importance of social change
affect commitment to collective action, but in difént ways depending on whether

individuals are under promotion or prevention focus
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Footnotes

* This chapter is based on Zaal, Van Laar, Staléntgrs, and Derks (in press,
a)

> As in earlier work that used a Guttman scale tcessscommitment to
collective action (Kelloway & Barling, 1993), wesessed the quality of the Guttman
scale by calculating its coefficients of reprodildyp (Guttman, 1947), and scalability
H (Mokken & Lewis, 1982; Van Schuur, 2003), and bitirig to it the structure
assumed by the Guttman scale model: the Simplextr{tan, 1954). Coefficients of
reproducibility exceeding .90, coefficients of sdality exceeding .40, and good fit to
the Simplex model indicate high quality GuttmanlesaThe measure showed a high
coefficient of reproducibility (.99), a high degreescalability H = .69), and a good fit
to the Simplex modelf(1, N = 82) = .33p = .57, NNFI = 1, CFl = 1, RMSEA = 0).

® The commitment to collective action scale showeddgreproducibility (.99)
and scalability i = .44), and fitted well to the Simplex structug&8, N = 153) = 3.58,
p =.31, NNFI =.94, CFl = .97, RMSEA = .04).

" The commitment to collective action scale showeddgreproducibility (.99)
and scalability il = .80), and fitted well to the Simplex structug&®, N = 49) = 1.19,
p=.75 NNFI =1, CFl = 1, RMSEA = 0).

8 We report the untransformed mean response lateranel their standard
deviations here in order to facilitate interpragatof the results.

° Including these participants in the analyses ditl substantially alter the
results (three-way interactign=.006).

10 Although likelihood did not significantly increas®mmitment to collective
action in Study 3.2 among prevention oriented irligls who placed relatively low
importance on the collective action group’s goattamanalysis of this effect (Hedges &
Olkin, 1985) showed that it was reliable acrossthiree studiesr(= .23,SE=.09,Z =
2.56,p =.01).
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Introduction

In late 2005, youths from the poor suburban houpiogects of Paris took to the
streets to protest against their seemingly hopetesstion. These protests quickly
turned violent. Rioting soon spread to other Freritibs. At the end of the civil unrest,
weeks later, thousands of cars had been burnedi@mdge was estimated to be over
$230 million (Landler, 2005). As this example demstoates, people sometimes respond
to the disadvantaged position of their group byagnug in violent protests and riots. At
other times they do so by participating in moregadal forms of protest. In the current
research we investigate how individuals decide betwtaking peaceful vs. more
violent forms of collective action from the perspee of regulatory focus theory
(Higgins, 1997). By taking a self-regulatory perspes in our investigation of
collective action, we aim to provide a further ursfending of when and why members
of low status groups sometimes choose to go beybadrules of society, or even
beyond what they themselves would normally find atlgracceptable, to try to improve
their group’s disadvantaged position.

We argue that perceiving immoral treatment of tiggaup should form a strong
motivation to engage in collective action amongvpreion-oriented individuals but not
among promotion-oriented individuals. Crucially, w®opose that a prevention
orientation entails the kind of rationality in whistrong motivation is experienced as
necessity. This “necessity” is predicted to cause grevention-oriented - when they
hold a strong moral conviction about the fair tne@nt of their group - to perceive any
means as justified in order to achieve group statygsovement. This should also be
true for those means that are intended to harnmtleests of those held responsible for
the group’s disadvantage: hostile or non-normdlfirens of collective action (Wright,
Taylor, & Moghaddam, 1990).

In the next section we discuss hostile and benavdtems of collective action.
We then turn to work on moral conviction and reg¢uia focus and explain how
integrating insights from these fields can helptHar our understanding of the

willingness to engage in hostile and benevolenmhfoof collective action.
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Hostile and Benevolent Forms of Collective Action

Collective action — cooperative effort towards gratatus improvement— can be
a powerful instrument for low status groups to ioy@ their societal position (Tajfel &
Turner, 1979). In the last decades, a large volafreocial psychological research has
attempted to identify factors that motivate membafréow status groups to engage in
this form of behaviour (cf. Ellemers, Spears, & B@p 1997; Ellemers, Wilke, & Van
Knippenberg, 1993; Klandermans, 1984; Mummendegskee, Klink, & Mielke, 1999;
Simon et al., 1998; van Zomeren, Spears, Fischdre&ch, 2004). This research has
taught us much about the conditions under which $tatus group members become
motivated to improve the societal position of thgrioup. However, most of this work
has focused on the motivation to engage in relgtibenevolent responses to group-
based disadvantage, such as signing petitionscipating in peaceful demonstrations
and aligning oneself with legitimate political mowents. In doing so, social
psychological research has provided less insigbttime willingness to engage in more
hostile forms of collective action that are exiliciaimed at harming the interests of
those held responsible for the group’s disadvantageh as committing acts of
vandalism and participating in riots (Brewer, 1988t see Louis, Taylor, & Douglas,
2005; Reicher & Levine, 1994; Wright, Taylor & Maadtdam, 1990a; 1990b; Wright &
Taylor, 1998 for notable exceptions, see Gurr, 11892 sociological account).

Importantly, previous work has found that both\dsts and lay people perceive
these hostile forms of collective action to be diedistinct from the more benevolent
ones, indicating that individuals committed to eotive action are not always willing to
turn to hostile means such as rioting and vandatsmeach their goals (Corning &
Myers, 2002; Lalonde & Cameron, 1994; Lalonde, iBko& Aleem, 2002; Scheepers,
Spears, Doosje, & Manstead, 2006; Wolfsfeld, Opietd) & Green, 1994). What is it
that makes some members of low status groups déwdechievement of group status
improvement justifies the use of these extremetileaneans? Existing research on this
topic suggests that people may only become willmgengage in hostile forms of
collective action when their group is confrontedhaéxceptionally unfair and immoral
treatment (Wright et al., 1990a; 1990b). For theason we believe that in order to

understand the willingness to take hostile formscoflective action we must first
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examine the role of morality in the decision to &g in collective action in more

detail.

Moral Conviction

The extent to which individuals hold a moral cotign about the fair treatment
of their group should form a strong motivator ofllective action. The term moral
conviction refers to a strong and absolute beliat something is right or wrong, moral
or immoral (Mullen & Skitka, 2006; Skitka, 2002; ifda et al., 2005; Skitka &
Bauman, 2008; Skitka & Mullen, 2002). Moral coniacis differ from other strong, but
non-moral attitudes in that they are seen as uséllgrapplicable truths. For example,
the preference for one form of music over anotter be a strong attitude, but as a
matter of personal taste or opinion it is not aahattitude (Spears, Ellemers, & Doosje,
2009). By contrast, attitudes about issues su@bagion, ethnic cleansing and murder
are usually considered “moral” in nature in thaythrefer to the distinction between
right and wrong. Individuals holding these moraltadles 1) believe that their stance
reflects what is objectively right, not just perabropinion, 2) contend that others,
regardless of their background, should share th&ince on these issues and, 3)
experience feelings of anger when confronted witlatws seen as “immorality” (Skitka
et al., 2005). Moreover, moral conviction, morernthaher types of attitudes, carries
within it the obligation to act (Skitka et al., ZB)Qand is even seen to justify aggression
against those who do not share the same moral @ems (Mullen & Skitka, 2006).
We apply these individual-level findings to underst group-level concerns. Based on
these findings we argue that when group membershlieb a moral conviction about
the fair treatment of their group are confrontethwinfair group-based treatment, they
should experience group-based anger and feel ar iopligation to act against the
disadvantage (Van Zomeren, Postmes, & Spears,essprBoth of these experiences
are considered to be strong motivators of collectetion (Stirmer, Simon, Loewy, &
Jorger, 2003; Van Zomeren, et al., 2004).

However, we do not believe that having a strongahoonviction about the fair
treatment of the group motivates actual engagenmentollective action for all

individuals or in all situations. In the next sectiwe will argue that because moral
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considerations function as “oughts” (Higgins, 19&kitka, 2003), their motivating
force should depend on the strength of individugi€vention focus. We will then
argue that prevention-oriented individuals who @egan collective action out of their
moral convictions about the fair treatment of thggwup view the goal of this behaviour
as a necessity, causing them to see the endstigingsthe means and paving the way
for hostile forms of collective action.

A Self-Regulation Approach to Collective Action

Regulatory focus theory (Higgins, 1997) distingeisietween two motivational
systems that regulate goal directed behaviourptbheention system and the promotion
system. These systems affect which kinds of gaalgparsued and how the motivation
to pursue these goals is experienced. Preventidrmpesmotion focus vary in strength
both chronically across individuals and momentardgross situations (Higgins,
Friedman, Harlow, Idson, & Ayduk, 2001).

We argue that holding a moral conviction aboutfthetreatment of one’s group
should predict engagement in collective actionesponse to group-based disadvantage
among individuals with a strong prevention focusirtRermore, we argue that this
moral conviction should be less important in defamg the way individuals with a
weak prevention focus or individuals with a proroatifocus respond to group-based
disadvantage. Adoption of a prevention focus inmisaa concern with safety and the
fulfilment of duties and responsibilities, alsoeetd to as “oughts”. Under prevention
focus, strong motivation is experienced as the smtye of goal attainment, which
causes unsuccessful goal pursuit to be seen asmagegive than successful pursuit is
seen as positive (Higgins, 1987; ldson, LibermarHi§gins, 2000; Shah & Higgins,
1997). Notably, moral considerations function asidiots” (Higgins, 1987; Skitka,
2003; Skitka & Mullen, 2002), as immorality is juslty to be more negative than
morality is judged to be positive (Skowronski & Géon, 1987; 1989). Viewed in this
way, moral conviction forms the strong motivatiom pursue specific prevention-
relevant goals. The fact that moral consideratifumetion as oughts implies that the
motivating effects of moral convictions should degeon the strength of the

individual's prevention focus. Thus, we predicttthalding a moral conviction about
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the fair treatment of one’s group should motivatélective action to redress to group-
based disadvantage among individuals with a stgmegention focus but not among
individuals with a weak prevention focudy(pothesis 1L

By contrast, adoption of a promotion focus indisaeconcern with gain and the
achievement of growth and accomplishment goals eratithan duties and
responsibilities. Promotion-oriented individualse amotivated to pursue ideals, or
maximal goals. A promotion orientation involves espncing strong motivation as
desire which causes successful goal pursuit to dé®n sas more positive than
unsuccessful pursuit is seen as negative. (Higdifi87; ldson, Liberman, & Higgins,
2000; Shah & Higgins, 1997). Thus, because monasiderations function as “oughts”
and not as “ideals”, we don’t anticipate that ho¢da moral conviction about the fair
treatment of the group should motivate collectivetica to redress group-based

disadvantage among individuals under promotiongocu

Hostile For ms of Collective Action

We propose that holding a strong moral convictibow the fair treatment of
their group should cause prevention-oriented imlligls to overcome normative
objections (and even their own moral objectionshastile forms of collective action.
Prevention-oriented individuals construe stronglgaach as those mandated by moral
conviction, as necessities (Scholer, Zou, Fujitapessner, & Higgins, 2010; Shah &
Higgins, 1997; Zaal, Van Laar, Stahl, Ellemers, &rks, in press, a). When pursuing a
goal of which the achievement is seen as a negegsshould not matter how this goal
is achieved, as long as it is achieved. This melaais prevention-oriented individuals
(but not promotion-oriented individuals) who holgt@ong moral conviction about the
fair treatment of their group should consider Hestorms of collective action as
justified means to a necessary end. Thus, we predat for prevention-oriented
individuals, holding a strong moral conviction abdlie fair treatment of their group

should motivate support for hostile forms of cdiilee action Hypothesis P
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Overview of the Studies

Two studies were conducted to test the predictioascerning individual
prevention focus and engagement in different foohgollective action. We used a
paradigm in which women were made aware of theridigtation of their group in
work situations. They were then asked to indichtrtsupport for several hostile and
benevolent forms of collective reactions to thiscdimination (Corning & Myers, 2002;
Wolfsfeld, Opp, Dietz, & Green, 1994). The exteatwhich participants supported
these hostile and benevolent forms of collectiiioacserved as the dependent variable
in both studies.

We used different ways to examine how support fostte and benevolent
forms of collective reactions to social discrimipat among women is affected by
regulatory focus and by the strength of their marahviction about the equality
between men and women. In Study 4.1, chronic idd&i differences in promotion and
prevention focus and the strength of participamsral conviction about the equality
between men and women were assessed as indepgadahbtes. In Study 4.2, we used
a situational induction of regulatory focus, insteaf assessing it as an individual
difference variable, and again assessed naturatlyrdng variations in the strength of
participants’ moral conviction about the fair tmant of their group as an independent
variable. In addition, we included an assessmemafal objection to hostile forms of

collective action as a potential moderator.

Study 4.1

M ethod

Participants

One hundred and eighty-two female undergraduatelests from Leiden
University Mage= 20.44,SD = 2.24) participated for €3 or course credit.

Procedure
Participants were informed that they would be tgkpart in two unrelated

studies: a short survey and an experiment. Thet showey consisted of our pre-
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measure of regulatory focus. We measured partitspahronic promotiond = .81)
and prevention focusa(= .76) with a shortened version of the Lockwooalsc
(Lockwood, Jordan & Kunda, 200%).Participants were then informed that the first
study was completed and that the second study wasdcommence. Next, they read a
research report supposedly written by two well-knolwtch research organizations,
which was constructed to make participants awatbeflisadvantaged position of their
group (women) in work situations. Participants réaat women earn approximately 7
percent less than men for the same work, and reciwer opportunities for job

advancement.

M easur es

All variables were measured on 9-point Likert ssaknging from 1qompletely
disagre@ to 9 completely agree The correlations between the measures are iaedlud
in Table 4.1.

The strength of participants’ moral convicticebout gender equality was
measured using five items (e.g. “Equality betweemmand women is part of the core of
my moral convictions”a = .76).

Support for benevolent forms of collective actiwas measured by asking
participants to report the extent to which they parged four different types of
benevolent collective action (e.g. “Becoming a memtf a collective action group that
takes a stance against gender discriminatio’,92).

Support for hostile forms of collective actiomas measured by asking
participants to report the extent to which theypmarfed four different types of hostile
(and illegal) action (e.g. “Committing sabotagehintdiscriminating organizationsd,
=.78)13

Results

We used hierarchical regression analyses to teshypothesis that prevention
focus influences the effect of the strength ofriiwal conviction about gender equality
on support for hostile and benevolent forms ofamillye action. For the analyses of
both dependent variables the standardized promatiahprevention measures and the

standardized measure of moral conviction aboutgtireder equality were entered into
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the analysis in the first step. In the second stke,two two-way interaction terms
between the moral conviction measure and eacheofaulatory focus measures were
included.

Table 4.1 Correlations between measures (Study 4.1)

2. 3. 4. 5.

1. Prevention focus A2 14 25%* 14
2. Promotion focus 28*** 12 .03
3. Moral conviction about gender equality L26%*F* 3 rx*
4. Support for benevolent collective action 37

5. Support for hostile collective action

*p< .05, *p< .01, ** p<.001

Support for benevolent forms of collective action

Analysis of the support for benevolent forms oflediive action showed the
predicted interaction between prevention focus #edstrength of participants’ moral
conviction about gender equalit,= .23,SE= .10,F(1, 176) = 5.47p = .02, AR® =
.03, see Figure 4.1. Simple slope analyses ofeffifiest (Aiken & West, 1991) revealed
that the strength of participants’ moral convictiabout gender equality increased
support for benevolent forms of collective actionag participants high in prevention
focus (+1SD), B = .54, SE = .13, F(1, 176) = 16.10p < .001, but not among
participants low in prevention focus, (8D), B = .09,SE= .16,F(1, 176) < 1p = .56.
Promotion focus was unrelated to support for beleemtdorms of collective actioB =
.02, SE= .11, F(1, 176) < 1,p = .84, as was its interaction with the strength of
participants’ moral conviction about gender eqyalB = -.11, SE= .09,F(1, 176) =
1.47,p = .23.

Support for Hostile forms of Collective Action

Analysis of the support for hostile forms of cotige action measure showed
the predicted interaction between prevention foand the strength of participants’
moral conviction about gender equaliB/= .30,SE= .10,F(1, 176) = 8.29p = .004,
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AR? = .04, see Figure 4.2. As expected, simple slopdyses revealed that the strength
of participants’ moral conviction about gender dijyancreased support for hostile
forms of collective action among individuals highgrevention focus, (+$D), B = .73,
SE= .14,F(1, 178) = 26.82p < .001, but not among participants low in prevemti
focus, (-1SD), B = .13,SE= .16,F < 1. Promotion focus was unrelated to support for
hostile forms of collective actio® = -.12,SE=.12,F(1, 176) = 1.05p = .31, as was
its interaction with the strength of participantsoral conviction about gender equality,
B=-.01,SE=.09,F < 1.

- - - - Low prevention

-~ focus

- High prevention
focus

Support for benevolent forms of
collective action
w

Weak Strong

Moral conviction

Figure 4.1.Support for benevolent forms of collective actamna function of prevention

focus and the strength of the moral conviction altioel gender equality (Study 4.1).
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collective action
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Figure 4.2. Support for hostile forms of collective action agunction of prevention

focus and the strength of the moral conviction algemder equality (Study 4.1).
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Discussion and Introduction to Study 4.2

The results of this first study provide initial dence for the hypothesis that
support for both hostile and benevolent forms dfective action in response to social
discrimination can best be seen as preventiondmienresponse to perceived
immorality. As expected, among participants higtpmvention focus, the strength of
moral conviction about gender equality increasedoesement of both hostile and
benevolent forms of collective action. Among papants with low prevention focus,
the strength of this moral conviction had no effectthe endorsement of either form of
collective action. Also as expected, promotion ®dalid not influence the relation
between the strength of the moral conviction algsutder equality and the support for
either form of collective action.

However this first study does have some limitatiofisst of all, the fact that
regulatory focus was assessed, rather than mategulaaves open another explanation
of the results. Previous work has shown that bengraware of being a member of a
disadvantaged group in itself can cause individualsadopt a prevention focus
(Oyserman, Uskul, Yoder, Nesse & Williams, 2007ipbE& Forster, 2004). Therefore,
it could be the chronic awareness of being a merberdisadvantaged group, rather
than the chronic prevention focus resulting fromhat causes support for hostile forms
of collective action when this disadvantage is sseimmoral. In addition, recent work
has identified some shortcomings of the Lockwoalesthat was used as a measure of
regulatory focus in Study 4.1 (Summerville & Roe2€08). For these reasons a
different, experimental, operationalisation of reagory focus was employed in Study
4.2

A second concern with the current study is thasebeaon its results, we cannot
yet rule out that it is thperceived importancef countering gender inequality rather
than themoral convictionwith which this goal is pursued, that is respolesior the
effects (cf. Skitka, Bauman, & Sargis, 2005). Hois treason, we controlled for the
effects of the perceived importance of counteriagdgr inequality when examining the
influence of moral convictions in Study 4.2.

In addition, an important question that is left neaered by Study 4.1 concerns
the moral objections people may have against leo$titms of collective action. If

prevention-oriented individuals base their decisibrwhether or not to support hostile
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forms of collective action on moral reasoning, tlarthe same time these individuals
may be deterred from the use of such forms of ctille action by the perception that
these behaviours are immoral. While we acknowletthige possibility, we also argue
that moral objections to hostile forms of colleetiaction will not always decrease
support for this form of action among preventiorented individuals. More
specifically, we argue that for prevention-orientedividuals strong motivation (such
as the motivation to pursue gender equality foséhavho hold this goal with moral
conviction) is experienced as necessity of goalratient (Shah & Higgins, 1997; Zaal
et al., in press, a). We argue that this percewedessity of goal attainment may
supersede moral objections to the way these goalpwsued, causing individuals to
believe thain this particular instancehe use of “immoral” hostile forms of collective
action is justified. Therefore, we predict thatdin moral objections to hostile forms
of collective action should decrease support fesghforms of action among prevention-
oriented individuals without a strong moral coniint about gender equality, but not
among prevention-oriented individuals holding @ty moral conviction about gender
equality. Among individuals under promotion focugither the strength of moral
objections to hostile forms of collective actionrribe strength of moral convictions
about gender equality were expected to influenppau for hostile forms of collective

action. These predictions were investigated in ptua.

Study 4.2

M ethod

Participants and Design

One hundred and fifty-one female undergraduate esiisd from Leiden
University Mage= 20.30,SD = 2.28) participated for €3.50 or course crediteyl were
randomly assigned to the conditions of a one-fa¢tegulatory focus: promotion or
prevention) between-participants experiment. Theength of participants’ moral
convictions about gender equality and the streodttheir moral objections to hostile
forms of collective action were measured as inddpenvariables. As in Study 4.1,
support for benevolent (behavioural) and hostiten®of collective action served as the

dependent variablés.
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Procedure

We used the same procedure as in Study 4.1, withdifferences. First, we
manipulated (instead of measured) participantailetgry focus. Second, we included a
measure of moral objections to hostile forms oflemive action. We manipulated
regulatory focus with an adapted version of thecpdure suggested by Higgins and
colleagues (Higgins, Roney, Crowe, & Hymes, 199%alzet al., in press, a). Prior to
being presented with the other materials, partidpavrote about what they would
ideally like to (promotion condition) or felt theught to (prevention condition) achieve
in their working life. According to Higgins and ¢ehgues (1994) the priming of ideals
leads individuals to adopt a promotion focus, wheréhe priming of oughts causes
individuals to adopt a prevention focus. Particigathen read the same research report
about the discrimination of women in work situasas in Study 4,1.

M easur es

All variables were measured on 9-point Likert ssabmnging from 1 (completely
disagree) to 9dompletely agreeunless otherwise reported. The correlations betwe
the measures are included in Table 4.2.

The importance of countering gender inequalitys measured with three items
(e.g. “Countering gender discrimination is very orant to me” o = .85).

The strength of moral conviction about the gendpradity was measured with
five items (e.g. “Equality between men and womermast of the core of my moral
convictions”,a = .72).*

Moral objections to hostile forms of collective iaatwere measured with four
items (e.g. “Harming the interests of organizatiahsit discriminate is morally
objectionable”o = .63).

To measuresupport for benevolent collective actione gave participants the
option to sign a petition calling for measures aghigender discrimination within
organizations.

Support for hostile forms of collective actiomas measured by asking
participants to report the extent to which theyparged five different forms of hostile

action (e.g. “Committing sabotage at discriminatimganizations”’p = .71).
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Table 4.2Correlations between measures (Study 4.2)

1. Moral conviction about gender equality A3 - 03, 27 23**
2. Importance of countering gender inequality -16 .21 17*
3. Moral objections to hostile collective action =17 -.04
4. Support for hostile collective action .20*

5. Signed the petition (benevolent collective atio

* p < .05, ** p < .01, *kk p < .001

Results

M anipulation Check

To check whether or not the manipulation of regulatfocus was successful,
seven judges, who were blind to condition, indepatig rated the focus of the
paragraphs that the participants wrote as -1 (jptewe-oriented), O (unclear), or +1
(promotion-oriented). The judgments showed a vegh ldegree of consistency &
.94) and were thus collapsed into a single bipwkmiable which reflects the mean
judgment of the coders. High scores on this vagiainidicate promotion-oriented
paragraphs, low scores prevention-oriented paragrafinalysis of variance showed
that the essays of participants in the promotiondd@mn, M = .75, SD = .31, were
coded as significantly more promotion focused (dahds also as less prevention
focused) than those of participants in the preeantionditionM = -.57,SD = .59,F(1,
149) = 301.60p < .001,1? = .67. We therefore concluded that the maniputatié

regulatory focus was successful.

Benevolent Collective Action

Benevolent collective action (signing the petitiamys analyzed using logistic
regression. Ninety-six participants (out of a tattll51) signed the petition (64%). The
effect-coded manipulation of regulatory focus (@t the prevention condition, 1 for the
promotion condition), the standardized moral cotieitscale and their interaction term

were entered into the analysis. To rule out thesipdgy that the importance of
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countering gender inequality - instead of the gftierof participants’ moral conviction
about gender equality - could be responsible feretfiects, we entered into the analysis
this variable and its interaction with the manipiola of regulatory focus (see Yzerbyt,
Muller & Judd, 2004}° The results revealed the predicted interactiorween the
strength of participants’ moral conviction abouhder equality and the manipulation of
regulatory focusHypothesis 1B = -.52,SE=.23,5* (1) = 5.20p = .02, see Figure 4.3.
As anticipated, moral conviction increased the od@issigning the petition among
participants in the prevention conditidh= 1.08,SE= .38,)(2 (1) = 8.22p =.004, but
not among participants in the promotion conditiBrs .05,SE= .25,5 (1) = 0.04,p =

.84. No other effects reached significars,> .221"

1,0

Prevention

— - - Promotion

0,2

Predicted Probability of signing the petition

0,0

Moral conviction

Figure 4.3.The predicted probability of signing the petitias a function of the strength
of the moral conviction about gender equality ire tpbromotion and prevention
conditions (Study 4.2).

Support for Hostile Forms of Collective Action

Support for hostile forms of collective action wasalyzed using regression
analysis. The effect-coded manipulation, the statided moral conviction and moral
objection scales, as well as their two- and threg-imteraction terms were entered into
the analysis as independent variables. We entdredstandardized measure of the

importance of countering gender inequality andvits- and three-way interactions with
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the manipulation of regulatory focus and the sttieraj moral objection measure into
the analysis as covariatés.
The results revealed a three-way interaction betwtbe manipulation of regulatory
focus, the strength of moral conviction about geretpiality and the strength of moral
objections to hostile forms of collective actionthie support for these forms of action,
=-.25,SE=.11,F(1, 139) = 5.07p = .03,AR? = .03. To break down this interaction,
we performed two additional regression analyses: fon the promotion condition and
one for the prevention condition. In both of thesmlyses, we entered the strength of
moral conviction about gender equality, the strengt moral objections to hostile
forms of collective action, and their interacti@mh into the analysis while controlling
for the effect of the perceived importance of ceuing gender inequality and its
interaction with the strength of moral objectionshstile forms of collective action.
The results revealed the predicted interactiorha grevention condition between the
strength of moral conviction about gender equalitg the strength of moral objections
to hostile forms of collective action on the supgdor these forms of actio®® = .47,SE
= .16,F(1, 64) = 8.57p = .005,AR? = .08, see Figure 4.4.

Prevention condition

. - = = = Weak moral
. conviction

Strong moral
conviction

Support for hostile forms
of collective action
w

Weak Strong

Moral objections

Figure 4.4.Support for hostile forms of collective actionaafunction of the strength of
moral objections to these forms of action and tinength of moral conviction about

gender equality in the prevention condition (Stdd3).

Simple slope analyses showed that in the prevertodition, moral objections

to hostile forms collective action only decreasegport for these forms of action
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among individuals with weak moral conviction abgender equalityB = -1.01,SE=
.25,F(1, 64) = 16.81p < .001. As hypothesized, moral objections to tedgtrms of
collective action did not affect support for thésems of action among individuals with
a strong moral conviction about gender equaltys -.08, SE = .21,F < 1. In the
promotion condition, support for hostile forms ofllective action was influenced
neither by the strength of moral conviction abcender equality, nor by the strength of
moral objections to hostile forms of collectiveiant nor by their interaction (alf’s <
1). Importantly, neither the perceived importan¢eauntering gender inequality, nor
any of its interactions with the manipulation ofjuéatory focus and/or with the strength
of moral objections to hostile forms of collectiaetion were significantly related to the
support for these forms of collective action, @ < 1.87,p’s > .17. Thus, the results
reported above cannot be attributed to differeniceshe perceived importance of

countering gender inequality.

Discussion

The results of Study 4.2 provide additional eviderior the prediction that
support for hostile and benevolent forms of collectaction in response to social
discrimination can best be seen as a preventian@id responses to perceived
immorality. As predicted, holding a strong moraheiction about gender equality was
shown to cause individuals under prevention foausupport benevolent as well as
hostile forms of collective action, even when tipeyceived hostile forms of collective
action as immoral. Among individuals under promotfocus, neither holding a strong
moral conviction about gender equality, nor holdingral objections to hostile forms of
collective action affected support for either besient or hostile forms of collective
action. These findings are in line with our arguinttiat the ends justify the means for
prevention-oriented individuals with a strong mazahviction about the fair treatment
of their group.

Study 4.2 thus extends the results of Study 4.kHmywing that the different
responses of promotion and prevention-orientedviddals can be obtained using a
manipulation of regulatory focus instead of a meastn addition, we were able to rule
out the possibility that it is the importance oluotering gender inequality rather than

the moral conviction with which this goal is heldat causes the observed effects.



By any means necessary 93

Moreover, this second study extends the resulthe@fprevious study by taking into
account the strength of participants’ moral obgetdi to hostile forms of collective
action.

General Discussion

The current studies were designed to investigaeetfects of regulatory focus
on the way moral considerations motivate hostild hanevolent forms of collective
action. Previous research has already shown thedlroonvictions can motivate people
to engage in benevolent forms collective actionnM@meren, Postmes, & Spears, in
press). With the current studies, we build on axdrel these findings by demonstrating
that moral considerations also motivate hostilemrof collective action and by
elucidating why this is the case. We argued thatibse moral considerations function
as “oughts” (i.e. goals of which non-achievementseen as more negative than
achievement is seen as positive; Skowronski & @ar|s1987, 1989), they should
affect behaviour through the prevention self-retpriasystem. Furthermore, because a
prevention focus involves construing strong goalsclh as those mandated by moral
conviction) as necessities (Scholer, Zou, Fujitapessner, & Higgins, 2010; Shah &
Higgins, 1997; Zaal et al., in press, a), we argtied the effects of holding a strong
moral conviction about the fair treatment of thgioup should cause the prevention-
oriented to perceive any means to be justifiedrd®eoto reach the necessary goal. Thus,
we predicted that prevention-oriented individualBut( not promotion-oriented
individuals) who hold a strong moral conviction abthe fair treatment of their group
would be willing to support hostile forms of coltae action, even when they
themselves would consider these forms of actiononai

We examined these predictions in two studies. Asligted, the results of both
studies showed that moral convictions motivate buaiktile and benevolent forms of
collective action through the prevention self-regaty system. When the prevention
system was chronically active (Study 4.1) or experntally activated (Study 4.2),
holding a strong moral conviction about the faatment of the group increased
support for hostile and benevolent forms of collectaction. By contrast, when the

prevention system was chronically inactive (Studl) 4r when a promotion focus was
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induced (Study 4.2), holding a strong moral coneittabout the fair treatment of the
group had no effect on support for either form cian. In addition, and as predicted,
Study 4.2 showed that for prevention-oriented imlials holding a strong moral
conviction about the fair treatment of the grouprmides moral objections to hostile
forms of collective action. More specifically, pention-oriented individuals with a
strong moral conviction about the fair treatmenthadir group supported hostile forms
of collective action even when they perceived thHess as being immoral. Thus, for

them the ends appeared to justify the means.

Implications

The present work provides a deeper understandingdofiduals’ willingness to
engage in hostile forms of collective action. Theults of the studies reported in this
contribution suggest that violent, hostile forms aifllective action may be better
understood as prevention-oriented responses to iwlparceived as immoral treatment
of the ingroup. Prevention-oriented individuals swne strong goals (such as those
mandated by moral conviction) as necessities, wbatlses them to become insensitive
to objections to the way these goals are pursudwnrevention-oriented individuals
come to believe that their group is treated in mmoral way, they become highly
motivated to rectify this situation. Because ungl&vention focus strong motivation is
experienced as necessity (instead of as “desirefhftividuals under promotion focus)
prevention-oriented individuals become insensitovenoral objections to the way group
status improvement is pursued, paving the way tlierdccurrence of hostile forms of
collective action such as terrorism (Kruglanski &Hhman, 2006; Skitka & Mullen,
2002).

On a practical level, the results of the presenkvebow that there may be risks
associated with using moral arguments to promotkeative action. More precisely,
because moral considerations affect behaviour girahe prevention system, those
swayed by moral argumentation will come to seectilkective goal more as a necessity
than as a desire, paving the way for the use dfilaaneans in pursuit of this goal.
Activists who use moral argumentation to mobilizbers for their cause may thus
inadvertently create the conditions that facilitéte occurrence of hostile forms of

collective action. Alternatively, activists couldresider framing their moral message in
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terms fitting a promotion focus (i.e. by presentih@s representing a maximal goal,
[Janoff-Bulman, Sheikh, & Hepp, 2009]). This shoallise those mobilized to see the
goal of collective action less as a necessity, ettyerdecreasing the likelihood that
hostile forms of collective action will be underéak However, this approach may have
drawbacks of its own. Because goal commitment urgiemotion focus depends
heavily on expectations of success (Shah & Higdif9y7), trying to motivate collective
action through reframing its moral goal in promatariented terms should only be
effective when the likelihood that collective actiwill succeed is high (Zaal et al., in
press, a), a precondition that is rarely met (Heyret al., 2006).

Applying regulatory focus theory to the study oé tmotivation to engage in
collective action appears to be a fruitful endeavon a broader theoretical level as
well. In recent years, the collective action litera has benefited greatly from work
investigating the relative strength of different timators (e.g. instrumentality,
perceptions of injustice and different forms of iabadentification) on commitment to
collective action (e.g. Kelly, 1993; Stirmer & Sim@005; Van Zomeren, Postmes, &
Spears, 2008). A logical next step would be to stigate the situations under which,
and the individuals for whom, some factors fornmoisger motivators of collective
action than others, or have different effects omesahan on others. Understanding the
self-regulatory processes underlying the motivattonengage in collective action
promises to be especially important in this nexotietical step. For example, in our
own work (Zaal et al., in press, a) we have shoWwat tthe distinction between
promotion and prevention focus helps to understaod instrumental motives affect
the decision to engage in collective action. Morecjsely, this work has shown that
instrumental considerations (i.e. those relatinght® expectation that collective action
will succeed or not) only motivate promotion-orietit(and not prevention-oriented)
individuals to engage in collective action, promglian explanation for inconsistent
support for the role of instrumental considerationsthe motivation to engage in
collective action (Van Zomeren et al., 2008). Threspnt work complements these
findings by showing that perceptions of injusticelammorality motivate prevention-
oriented (and not promotion-oriented) individuatseingage in collective action (see
also Sassenberg & Hansen, 2007). Together, theaadst of research show how

regulatory focus nicely fits into the perspectiveogpsed by Van Zomeren and
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colleagues (2004) in which perceptions of injustiel instrumental considerations are
held to form two separate motivational paths toagiegnent in collective action.

In this research we investigated individuals’ suppfmr hostile forms of
collective action on behalf of their group. Thisedonot necessarily imply that our
results generalize foersonalengagement in hostile forms of collective actidatively
engaging in (vs. passively supporting) hostile ferai collective action may involve
additional risk. Previous research has suggestatl ahprevention focus involves an
aversion towards risk (Crowe & Higgins, 1997). Besm of this risk aversion, it could
be that prevention-oriented individuals personaliyrain from engaging in hostile
forms of collective action, even if they supporénin While this may seem plausible,
recent work has shown that prevention-orientedviddals are not always risk averse
(Scholer, Stroessner, & Higgins, 2008; Scholer, ,ZBujita, Stroessner, & Higgins,
2010). More specifically, prevention-oriented indivals, when pursuing goals they
deem necessities, are willing to take risks if tigkiisks is the only way to reach their
goal. If, as we claim, prevention-oriented indivédki construe the goal of collective
action as a necessity when they hold this goal withial conviction, then they should
be willing to personally engage in hostile (riskiprms of collective action when
benevolent (safe) avenues towards social changel@sed. Importantly, research has
found hostile forms of collective action to occuegsely in these situations (Gurr,
1993; Louis et al., 2011; Spears, Scheepers, & Xameren, 2011; Tausch, Becker,
Spears, Christ, Saab, Singh, & Siddiqui, in preBbls, because they see social change
as a necessity, prevention-oriented individual$ aitstrong moral conviction about the
fair treatment of their group should be especitikgly to actually engage in hostile

forms of collective action in these situations.

Conclusion

In conclusion, the results of two studies demonstrahat regulatory focus
affects the extent to which holding a strong meiviction about the fair treatment of
their group leads individuals to become willingsigpport both hostile and benevolent
forms of collective action. Holding a strong mocahviction about the fair treatment of
the group motivated individuals under preventiouiy but not individuals under

promotion focus, to engage in benevolent collectetion. Furthermore, prevention
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(but not promotion) oriented individuals holdingsaong moral conviction about the
fair treatment of their group were also willinggopport more extreme, hostile forms of
collective action. This was even the case whenetlsgsne individuals viewed these
hostile forms of collective action as inherentlynioral. Thus for prevention-oriented
individuals the ends (social change) appeared stfyuthe means (hostile forms of

collective action).
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Footnotes

Y This chapter is based on Zaal, Van Laar, Stakéntgrs, and Derks (in press,
b)

12 Confirmatory factor analyses showed that the pt@noand prevention
scales could be empirically distinguished. The psagl two-factor structure fit better
than the one-factor structur&yf = 211,Adf = 1,p < .001).

13 Confirmatory factor analyses showed that the stppor hostile and
benevolent collective action scales could be ewgligi distinguished. The proposed
two-factor structure fit better than the one-facstnucture 4y* = 168,Adf = 1, p <
.001).

14 Confirmatory factor analyses showed that the scabeasuring the moral
conviction of gender equality and the importanceaintering gender inequality could
be empirically distinguished. The proposed two-dactructure fit better than the one-
factor structurefy? = 60,Adf = 1,p < .001).

15 Because of methodological difficulties associateith assessing personal
engagement in actual hostile forms of collectiveomcunder controlled circumstances,
we could not measure this as a behavioural variable

% Not including the importance of countering gendeequality and its
interaction with regulatory focus does not subssdigtalter the results (focus x moral
conviction interactionp = .007).

17 Benevolent collective action was unrelated to rhafsjections to hostile
forms of collective actionr(151) = .04,p = .66) and to any of its interactions with the
other independent variables ¥ .79), attesting to the fact that signing thetjmet was
not seen as hostile. The interaction between th@puktion of regulatory focus and
moral conviction on the odds of signing the petitiwas not further qualified by moral
objections to hostile forms of collective actiohrée-way interactiop = .93).

8 Not including the importance of countering gendeequality and its
interactions with the manipulation of regulatoryciie and the measure of moral
objections to hostile forms of collective action kea the hypothesized three-way
interaction marginally significantp(= .08). However, in the prevention condition the

predicted interaction between the measures of noaraliction and moral objections to
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hostile forms of collective action is still sigrdéint f = .01) and the separate lines

consistent with predictions.
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Samenvatting

2011 was het jaar van het collectieve protest. €figd de Arabische lente
kwamen de inwoners van verschillende landen in dabiache wereld (Tunesié,
Egypte, Libi€, Syrié, Bahrein, Jemen) in opstargetede dictatoriale regimes in die
landen. Nederlandse studenten protesteerden tegmuinigingen in het universitair
onderwijs, scholieren protesteerden tegen de “oplicdk” in het middelbaar onderwijs,
Britten uit de lagere sociale klassen trokken gezdijk de straat op om te plunderen en
een wereldwijde “Occupy” beweging werd gevormd oen grotesteren tegen de
oneerlijke verdeling van welvaart. Wat bezielt nenslie aan deze vormen van protest
deelnemen? Snappen ze niet dat het protest elgeelijzo veel kans van slagen heeft
zonder hen als met hen, en dat het dus eigentjis¢ber is om niet protesteren en om
anderen het vuile werk op te laten knappen? Snappeniet dat protesteren toch
eigenlijk weinig zin heeft? Of protesteren ze omzatgeloven dat ze samen juist wél
kans hebben op succes? En wat bezielt extremigtenadr geweld en wapens grijpen
om hun doelen te bereiken? In dit proefschrift lg@ap zoek naar antwoorden op deze
vragen.

De mensen die deel uitmaakten van het protest inodenstaande voorbeelden
hebben verschillende zaken met elkaar gemeen. @esteedelen ze het idee dat hun
groep (bestaande uit bijvoorbeeld studenten of 3iéng), en daarom ook zij
persoonlijk, op een onrechtvaardige manier benddeerden door anderen. Ten
tweede hebben zij ervoor gekozen om samen te wearkeinandere mensen die in
hetzelfde schuitje zitten om het behalen van humegmschappelijke doelen mogelijk te
maken. In de sociaal psychologische en sociologiditératuur wordt dit verschijnsel
waarbij mensen handelen om de belangen van hup geoeehartigen collectieve actie
genoemd. Omdat collectieve actie vaak de enige enaiom maatschappelijke doelen
te bereiken, en gepaard kan gaan met hoge maapstifie kosten (bijvoorbeeld
wanneer een vreedzame actie uit de hand looptjdeihs een gewelddadig protest) is
het belangrijk te weten hoe mensen gemotiveerdnrake over te gaan tot collectieve
actie en hoe ze vervolgens kiezen om deel te nexaarvreedzame of gewelddadige
vormen van actie. In dit proefschrift doe ik eergipg antwoord te geven op deze
vragen vanuit het perspectief van de regulatiefdlasrie (1997), een theorie die twee

verschillende vormen van motivatie beschrijft, ®grste de motivatie om doelen te
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behalen die memgraag wil behalen(promotiefocus) en ten tweede de motivatie om
doelen te behalen waarvan men vindt dat die belraaktenworden (preventiefocus).

Voor ik deze theorie introduceer en uitleg hoe dmze begrip van collectieve actie kan
vergroten is het nodig om wat achtergrondinformaéegeven over de keuzes die

mensen moeten maken wanneer ze met collectieveldlemate maken krijgen.

Reacties op collectieve benadeling

Volgens Wright en collega’s (Wright, Taylor, & Mogtidam, 1990a; 1990b,
Wright, 2001) krijgen mensen die benadeeld wordep basis van hun
groepslidmaatschap te maken met drie keuzes, éuansreactie op deze benadeling
afhankelijk van de uitkomsten van deze keuzes. €erste moeten leden van
benadeelde groepen kiezen tussen het nastrevevevagtering van hun eigen positie
(individuele actie) en het nastreven van verbegeman de positie van de gehele
benadeelde groep waarvan ze lid zijn (collectiewtiep Leden van structureel
benadeelde groepen in de samenleving (zoals lealeretnische minderheden) kunnen
hun eigen maatschappelijke positie bijvoorbeeldbetaren door een opleiding te
volgen, of vooruit te komen in hun werk. De straptgaan om te demonstreren tegen
discriminatie is een voorbeeld van gedrag dat geris op het verbeteren van de
maatschappelijke positie van de gehele groep. Obegeijpen waarom mensen ervoor
kiezen om de straat op te gaan om te protestenepldats van zich in te zetten voor
bijvoorbeeld hun eigen carriere) moeten we dusredist weten hoe zij de keuze
hebben gemaakt tussen het nastreven van hun pbjisoaloelen en het nastreven van
de doelen van hun groep.

Een tweede keuze die leden van benadeelde groepetem maken is te
beslissen hoe toegewijd ze zijn aan het doel valledatizve of individuele
statusverhoging dat ze hebben gekozen. Het deeinerae sommige vormen van
collectieve actie (zoals het in hongerstaking ga@né¢ist bijvoorbeeld een hogere mate
van toewijding dan het deelnemen aan andere voraarcollectieve actie (zoals het
tekenen van een petitie). Om te begrijpen waaromnsge mensen in hongerstaking
gaan om de belangen van hun groep te dienen temdgren slechts een petitie tekenen
om hetzelfde doel te bereiken moeten we dus wetelkewfactoren bepalen hoe

toegewijd mensen zijn aan het collectieve doel.
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Ten derde gaan sommige vormen van collectieve detials gewelddadig
protest) gepaard met het schaden van de belangedegenen die gezien worden als
verantwoordelijk voor de benadeelde positie vamgep, terwijl dat niet voor andere
vormen geldt (zoals vreedzaam protest). Leden @aradieelde groepen moeten voor
zichzelf beslissen in hoeverre ze het schaden gaa dnderen gerechtvaardigd vinden
in hun streven naar positieverbetering van hungroe

Dus, om te begrijpen hoe en waarom mensen in &Botieen om de belangen
van hun groep te behartigen moeten we weten l)eoérzoor gekozen hebben om
groepsdoelen na te streven in plaats van indiveddeklen, 2) hoe toegewijd ze zijn aan
deze groepsdoelen, en 3) in welke mate ze vindehetaschaden van de belangen van
degenen die zij verantwoordelijk houden voor dealleelde positie van de groep
gerechtvaardigd is. Hieronder zal ik deze vrageb@ren te beantwoorden vanuit het
perspectief van de regulatiefocus theorie. Ik zdrgumenteren dat mensen in een
preventiefocus (in tegenstelling tot mensen in @eomotiefocus) 1) zich minder
gemakkelijk laten verleiden tot individuele actientkoste van collectieve actie.
Wanneer ze het doel van collectieve actie als lefanzien zullen mensen in een
preventiefocus 2) meer toegewijd zijn aan de amtigeacht de kans van slagen die ze
de actie toedichten, en 3) extremere vormen vaeat@ve actie niet schuwen. Om te
kunnen begrijpen waarom dit zo is, zal ik eerst egarzicht van de regulatiefocus
theorie geven.

Deregulatiefocustheorie

Volgens de regulatiefocus theorie van Higgins (399B8), beschikken mensen
over twee verschillende motivationele systemenmoitefocus en preventiefocus. Deze
verschillen van elkaar in functie en leiden tot hastreven van verschillende soorten
doelen, tot het gebruik van verschillende stratagibij het nastreven van doelen. Ze
roepen ook verschillende emotionele reacties opesuen falen op, en zorgen ervoor
dat sterke motivatie op verschillende manieren woedvaren. Promotie- en
preventiefocus variéren van moment tot moment, nmaltben ook een stabiele
(chronische) component die wordt gevormd in de ditil (Higgins, Friedman,
Harlow, Idson, Ayduk, & Taylor, 2001; Keller, 2008)
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De promotiefocus helpt mensen te voldoen aan dedie aan groei en
ontwikkeling. Activering van de promotiefocus leititt gedrag dat is gericht op het
behalen van maximale doelen (doelen waarvan hetléelals positiever wordt gezien
dan het niet behalen als negatief). Als gevolgvaierleidt de promotiefocus tot de
strategische neiging om toenadering te zoeken deted (Crowe & Higgins, 1997).
Mensen die succes behalen in een promotiefocugegrvgevoelens van blijdschap,
falen geeft gevoelens van verdriet of teleurstgl(Higgins, Bond, Klein, & Strauman,
1987). Motivatie binnen de promotiefocus wordt eeva als verlangen om een
aantrekkelijk doel te bereiken (Shah & Higgins, 29Scholer, Zou, Fujita, Stroessner,
& Higgins, 2010).

De preventiefocus daarentegen helpt mensen teewldan de behoefte aan
veiligheid en zekerheid. Activering van de prevefucus leidt tot het nastreven van
minimale doelen (doelen waarvan het niet behalsmegatiever wordt gezien dan het
behalen ervan als positief). Als gevolg hiervandtlede preventiefocus tot de
strategische neiging om alternatieven van doelewetenijden (Crowe & Higgins,
1997). In een preventiefocus roept succes gevoei@msust op, terwijl falen gepaard
met gevoelens van agitatie (Higgins, Bond, Klein,S&auman, 1987). Tot slot, en
belangrijk voor deze samenvatting (en de rest \@mptoefschrift): een sterke motivatie
binnen de preventiefocus wordt ervaren als noodpaaket gestelde doel te bereiken
(Shah & Higgins, 1997; Scholer, Zou, Fujita, Stsres, & Higgins, 2010).

De keuze tussen individuele actie en collectieve actie

Zoals eerder uitgelegd is het, om te begrijpendroevaarom mensen in opstand
komen tegen de benadeelde positie van hun grodpndsgk om te weten hoe zij
kiezen tussen het nastreven van verbetering van gareoonlijke positie en het
nastreven van de positie van hun gehele groepeEertterzoek heeft de mate waarin
leden van benadeelde groepen gemakkelijk individseeces kunnen behalen (de
permeabiliteit van groepsgrenzen) geidentificedsd beelangrijke voorspeller van de
keuze tussen individuele en collectieve actie (B#les, Van Knippenberg, & Wilke,
1990). In situaties waarin er veel mogelijkhedgn »m individueel succes te behalen
(men spreekt hier van een open sociaal systeerm@rkileden van benadeelde groepen

over het algemeen eerder voor individuele actisitimties waar weinig of geen kansen



Samenvatting (Dutch summary) 114

op individueel succes bestaan (ook wel: een geslsteiaal systeem) verkiezen zij
eerder collectieve actie boven individuele actiaak echter ligt de werkelijke mate van
permeabiliteit tussen die van het open systeemiervah het gesloten systeem in.
Leden van benadeelde groepen hebben in dergeilijlaties (men spreekt hier van een
token systeem) in principe wel kansen op individueaatschappelijk succes, maar
deze kansen zijn beduidend kleiner dan die vannleden bevoordeelde groepen.
(Wright, 1997; Richard & Wright, 2001). In deze g#en is het voor leden van

benadeelde groepen dus moeiljk om te bepalen weata@hgewezen strategie is
(collectieve actie of individuele actie). Onderzaghn Wright (1997) laat zien dat leden
van benadeelde groepen zich in dergelijke situatesal richten op individueel succes
ten koste van gezamenlijke pogingen tot collectistadusverhoging. Volgens Wright

(1997; Richard & Wright, 2001) wordt de keuze vaatividuele actie in deze situatie

veroorzaakt doordat men zich richt op de positigueritocratische) aspecten van het
systeem en minder aandacht besteedt aan de negétiseriminatoire) kanten van het
systeem.

In de twee studies die in hoofdstuk twee van diefschrift worden besproken
heb ik onderzocht of (en hoe) hier wat aan verahdeu kunnen worden. Het idee
achter deze studies was als volgt. Als het problsedat mensen zich in hun handelen
te veel op de positieve (meritocratische) aspectenhet token systeem richten, is dit
wellicht indicatief voor een promotiefocus. Proimgerichte mensen handelen immers
om positieve uitkomsten te benaderen. Het verleggenhun motivationele oriéntatie
naar de preventiefocus zou hun aandacht meer maeatbten op de negatieve
(discriminatoire) aspecten van het systeem. Dit wnolgens moeten leiden tot meer
steun voor collectieve actie tegen de negatievecsp van het systeem. In twee
experimenten vonden we precies dat. Mensen met (eleronische of door ons
geinduceerde) promotiefocus richtten zich vooral et verbeteren van hun
persoonlijke positie. Ze waren minder gericht op\Jerbeteren van de positie van hun
groep in token situaties dan in een controle camditaarin geen individueel succes
mogelijk was. Voor mensen met een (chronische oidyeeerde) preventiefocus bleek
dit niet het geval. Zij waren vooral gericht op Wetrbeteren van de positie van hun

groep. Het maakte in dit geval niet uit of ze degeiijkheid kregen hun individuele
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positie te verbeteren (zoals in de token condifepiet (zoals in de gesloten controle
conditie).

Toewijding aan collectieve actie

In de psychologische literatuur wordt aangenomenedde mate van toewijding
aan een doel kunt berekenen. Dit is mogelijk daosubjectieve waarde van het doel te
corrigeren voor de kans dat dit doel behaald zabtles (Fishbein & Ajzen, 1975). De
redenering is dat men bereid is om tijd en energigteken in het nastreven van doelen
waaraan men belang hecht, maar alleen voor zoveeergoede kans bestaat deze
doelen te behalen. In de collectieve actie litaragpreekt men in dit verband van het
collectieve motief. Men neemt deel aan collectiagée omdat men waarde hecht aan
het verbeteren van de positie van de groep én ditkdit doel bereikt kan worden door
samenwerking met andere leden van de groep (chde€lamans, 1984a). Onderzoek
naar actiebereidheid onder activisten laat echésr dat dit “collectieve motief’ niet in
alle gevallen een goede voorspeller vormt voor rdeak aan collectieve actie (cf.
Sturmer, Simon, Loewy, & Jorger, 2003). Dit betdkdat in sommige gevallen mensen
bereid zijn om zich toe te wijden aan collectiewtiea zelfs wanneer ze weinig
vertrouwen hebben in de goede afloop ervan.

In hoofdstuk 3 van dit proefschrift worden drie ermbeken besproken die
ingaan op deze kwestie. In deze onderzoeken wardindoed van regulatiefocus
onderzocht op de mate waarin instrumentele ovemgegi mensen motiveren tot
collectieve actie over te gaan. Het uitgangspuns wat individuele regulatiefocus
bepaalt hoe men sterke motivatie ervaart: als ngén (bij een promotiefocus) of als
verplichting (bij een preventiefocus). Promotieghte mensen zien voor hen
belangrijke doelen als verlangens, preventiegezichénsen zien voor hen belangrijke
doelen als noodzakelijkheden (cf. Scholer, Zoujt&kuStroessner, & Higgins, 2010).
Wanneer men waarde hecht aan het doel van collect&etie, betekent dit dat
promotiegerichte mensen dit als verlangen zoudeneteno ervaren terwijl
preventiegerichte mensen het behalen ervan als zaakdzouden moeten zien.
Noodzakelijke doelen zijn doelen die behaaidetenworden, zelfs als de kans op
succes gering is. Daarom werd verwacht dat prexgetichte mensen die veel waarde

hechten aan het doel van collectieve actie (enbkétlen van dit doel dus als een
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noodzaak zien) bereid zouden zijn deze actie tenste ongeacht de succeskans ervan.
Van promotiegerichte mensen die veel waarde headarhet doel van collectieve actie
werd daarentegen verwacht dat ze dit doel vooskah verlangen zouden zien. Met
deze visie op collectieve positieverbetering is fietstandig te wachten op goede
kansen om dit doel te bereiken. De resultaten vea dnderzoeken waren in
overeenstemming met deze voorspellingen. Promatidde mensen bleken vooral
toegewijd aan collectieve actie wanneer ze zowel waarde aan het doel hechtten als
een hoge succesverwachting koesterden. Preventiegemensen bleken toegewijd
wanneer ze waarde hechtten aan het doel, ongeackrdiachting dat het collectieve
doel behaald zou kunnen. Dit was het geval wanmezrmensen vergeleken die
chronisch verschillen in promotie- en preventieggthieid, maar ook wanneer we met

instructies tijdens het onderzoek promotie- of preiegerichtheid induceerden.

De keuze tussen vr eedzame en gewelddadige vor men van actie

Zoals eerder uitgelegd zijn sommige vormen vanectiktve actie (zoals rellen
en sabotage) gericht op het schaden van de belaagede mensen of groepen die als
verantwoordelijk voor de benadeelde positie vangdeep worden gezien. Om te
begrijpen hoe mensen ertoe komen deel te nemedeagalijke extremere vormen van
actie is het belangrijk om te begrijpen in welkeiaiies zij deze vormen van actie als
gerechtvaardigd zien.

In hoofdstuk 4 van dit proefschrift worden twee ermbeken besproken die erop
gericht waren deze vraag te beantwoorden. Net mlshaofdstuk 3 waren de
voorspellingen gebaseerd op de bevinding dat memse¥en preventiefocus sterke
motivatie anders ervaren (nl. als noodzaak) darserem een promotiefocus (die sterke
motivatie ervaren als verlangen). Het idee wasydatsen die het behalen van een doel
als noodzakelijkheid zien het gebruik van extrentasthoden om dit doel te behalen
gerechtvaardigd vinden. Dit geldt niet wanneerdwoal als een verlangen wordt gezien.
Immers, wanneer het behalen van een doel als nkelijkavordt gezien, dan maakt het
niet uithoedit doel bereikt wordtzolanghet maar bereikt wordt. De voorspelling voor
mensen in een preventiefocus was dus dat het bdktrze aan het doel van collectieve

actie hechten het gebruik van extremere, geweldeaglivormen van collectieve actie
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zou moeten rechtvaardigen. Dit zou niet het gevaéten zijn voor mensen in een
promotiefocus.

De resultaten van twee onderzoeken waren in ovste@mming met deze
voorspellingen. Studie 4.1 liet zien dat alleenrvownsen in een preventiefocus, het
belang dat zij hechten aan het collectieve doeb@rzorgt dat extremere vormen van
collectieve actie als gerechtvaardigd worden geZienresultaten van Studie 4.2 lieten
zien dat dit zelfs geldt wanneer mensen sterke lemndsezwaren ervaren tegen het
gebruik van deze extremere vormen van actie. Hetren van morele bezwaren tegen
extremere vormen van collectieve actie weerhielthsaa in een preventiefocus ervan
dergelijke vormen van actie te steunen, maar alle@ang zij geen sterk belang
hechtten aan het doel van de actie. Mensen in eevemtiefocus die veel belang
hechtten aan het doel van collectieve actie (enbkeéalen van dit doel dus als een
noodzakelijkheid zagen) steunden deze extrememesivan actie, zelfs wanneer zij
deze vormen normaal gesproken immoreel zouden nindaor hen heiligt het doel dus

de middelen.

Conclusie

Samengevat laten de resultaten van de zeven prakifschrift gerapporteerde
onderzoeken zien dat de preventiefocus de meeshigts motivationele oriéntatie is
voor het bevorderen van deelname aan collectietie. ddensen in een preventiefocus
bleken - meer dan mensen in een promotiefocusleati@ve actie te verkiezen boven
individuele actie, zelfs wanneer individuele pesigrbetering een reéle mogelijkheid
vormt. Wanneer ze voldoende waarde hechten aan dbet van collectieve
positieverbetering, zijn mensen in een preventigdo¢maar niet mensen in een
promotiefocus) bereid om deel te nemen aan cadeetiactie, zelfs wanneer de
succeskansen beperkt zijn, of de actievormen exiraiin dan ze normaal gesproken

acceptabel zouden vinden.
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