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Chapter 2.

Responding to tokenism:
How promotion and prevention focus affect
commitment to collective and individual status

improvement






Responding to tokenism 31

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.

a1

I

= = = = Prevention
dominant

Closed Token

Promotion
dominant

N

improvement preferences
w

Individual (vs. group) status

[N

Permeability
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,



Responding to tokenism 39

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



Responding to tokenism 41

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.






