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Chapter 1.

General Introduction, Discussion and Conclusion
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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



General introduction, discussion, and conclusion 20

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.






