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ABSTRACT

This thesis investigated the effects of intergroup contact on different types of collective
action tendencies among advantaged and disadvantaged groups. Studies 1 and 2 tested
the simultaneous effects of intergroup contact and established predictors of collective
action on collective action tendencies and ingroup and outgroup oriented policies
among Blacks and Whites in South Africa, and compared the effects of intergroup
contact and social identity on collective action tendencies via relative deprivation and
group efficacy. The findings revealed that while social identity was positively
associated with collective action tendencies, both directly and indirectly, effects of
contact were negative and indirect via relative deprivation and group efficacy. Studies 3
and 4 investigated the effects of contact and social identity on collective action
tendencies via perceived threats. Using data from Turkish and Kurdish groups in
Turkey, | found that social identity predicted collective action tendencies positively,
both directly and indirectly, while it predicted outgroup attitudes negatively and
indirectly via perceived threats. Intergroup contact, on the other hand, predicted
outgroup attitudes positively, both directly and indirectly, and collective action
tendencies negatively via perceived threats. In Study 5, intergroup contact was
positively associated, both directly and indirectly, via perspective taking and collective
guilt, associated with outgroup oriented collective action tendencies. In Study 6, the
effect of social identity on ingroup oriented collective action was positive and direct.
Intergroup contact with the weaker minority group, on the other hand, was positively
associated with outgroup oriented collective action tendencies via perspective taking.
Additionally, intergroup contact with the majority outgroup moderated this relationship.
When participants reported more contact with the majority group, intergroup contact
with the weaker minority was not associated with outgroup oriented collective action
tendencies. However, when the participants reported less contact with the majority
group, intergroup contact positively predicted outgroup oriented collective action
tendencies. Finally, Study 7 investigated the effects of two different dimensions of
contact, contact with the majority and minority on collective action, via outgroup
attitudes, dual-identification, and common ingroup identity in a three wave longitudinal
design (N=610) among Turkish Cypriots in northern Cyprus. While the results did not
support findings from the previous studies on the so-called paradoxical effects of
contact on collective action tendencies, they revealed a robust negative reciprocal
relationship between outgroup attitudes toward Greek Cypriots and collective action
tendencies.



EXTENDED ABSTRACT

This thesis reports the differential effects of contact on different dimensions of
collective action tendencies among advantaged and disadvantaged groups in various
countries. My main focus is how contact influences collective action tendencies among
different ethnic and racial groups which have been involved in violent conflict in the
past. | built on earlier research which suggests that intergroup contact has paradoxical
effects on collective action tendencies especially among disadvantaged groups (J.
Dixon, Levine, Reicher, & Durrheim, in press; Reicher, 2007) and elaborate on the
differential effects of contact on collective action tendencies (Pettigrew & Tropp,
2006). In the first two parts, | review the existing research on intergroup contact and
collective action, exploring possible points of convergence and revisiting psychological
processes which link these two perspectives.

In the theoretical section of the thesis, Chapters 1 and 2, | focus on intergroup
contact and collective action and present a review of the main concepts, psychological
processes and additional mechanisms that bridge these two opposing perspectives. In
Chapter 1, I discuss how contact reduces prejudice and improves intergroup relations
through various mechanisms. Drawing upon extensive research on threats as predictors
of collective action tendencies in sociology and political science and social
psychological research on perceived threats as mediators of intergroup contact effects, |
then introduce perceived realistic and symbolic threats (Stephan, Ybarra, & Morrison,
2009) as mediators of contact effects on collective action. Next, | discuss how
perspective taking and collective guilt, together with cognitive appraisals of shared
grievances between two minority groups, can actually facilitate outgroup oriented
collective action. Additionally, I review how contact might relate to sub-identification

and common ingroup identity (Dovidio, Gaertner, & Saguy, 2009) which, in turn,
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influence willingness to engage in contact with the outgroup and ingroup oriented
collective action (Glasford & Dovidio, 2011) in distinct ways. In Chapter 2, | draw
upon existing accounts of collective action and conceptualize a working definition of
collective action (Wright, 2009). | then briefly introduce two recent theoretical
perspectives, the Social Identity Model of Collective Action (SIMCA; van Zomeren,
Postmes, & Spears, 2008) and the Dynamic Dual Pathway Model of collective action
(Van Zomeren, Leach, & Spears, 2012).

In Chapter 3, across two studies, | test the role of intergroup contact in
predicting collective action tendencies along with three key predictors proposed by the
social identity model of collective action (SIMCA; van Zomeren, Postmes, & Spears,
2008) in a rapidly changing social context in which historically disadvantaged Blacks
are now the politically advantaged group. Study 1 (N = 488) Black South African
students) tested whether social identity would positively predict collective action and
support for policies benefitting the ingroup or whether intergroup contact would do so
negatively among a relatively disadvantaged group. Study 2 (N = 244 White South
African students) investigated whether social identity would positively predict
collective action benefitting the ingroup, and intergroup contact would positively
predict support for policies to benefit the Black outgroup. Both studies yielded evidence
supporting the predictive power of social identity and contact on collective action and
policy support among both the advantaged and disadvantaged groups. Additionally,
Study 1 confirmed that intergroup contact moderated the effects of social identity on
relative deprivation, and effects of relative deprivation on collective action. Overall,
findings reported in this chapter reveal that intergroup contact influences collective
action tendencies indirectly. Results further suggest that in order to provide a fuller

understanding of the social psychological processes leading to collective action,
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existing research needs to take into consideration effects of intergroup contact on
collective action.

Studies 3 and 4 in Chapter 4 investigated the role of perceived threats in
predicting collective action tendencies, extending earlier research on collective action
(van Zomeren et al., 2008), integrated threat theory (Stephan & Stephan, 2000), and
intergroup contact theory (Allport, 1954; R. Brown & Hewstone, 2005). In both studies
(Study 3, N = 289 Turks; Study 4, N = 211 Kurds), | tested whether intergroup contact
would negatively, and social identity positively predict, collective action and outgroup
attitudes via perceived threats among both advantaged and disadvantaged groups.
Findings from both studies supported the mediating role of perceived threats on
collective action tendencies. Overall, findings suggest that contextual approaches are
needed to provide a more comprehensive account of what motivates people to engage in
collective action. Incorporating contextual effects (i.e., contact between groups) can
help to explain collective action tendencies among both advantaged and disadvantaged
groups.

Studies 5 and 6 in Chapter 5 focus on outgroup oriented collective action and
focus on the role of intergroup contact in predicting collective action tendencies on
behalf of a minority outgroup. In Study 5 (N = 270), among majority Romanians,
intergroup contact predicted outgroup oriented collective action tendencies on behalf of
the Hungarian and Roma outgroups both directly and, indirectly, via perspective taking
and collective guilt. In Study 6 (N = 271), among the ethnic Hungarian minority,
intergroup contact with Roma predicted outgroup oriented collective action on behalf of
Roma via perspective taking and shared grievances. Intergroup contact with the
majority Romanian outgroup moderated this relationship. Both studies showed that

intergroup contact has differential effects on outgroup oriented collective action for
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majority and minority groups. While positive intergroup contact among two minority
groups might motivate outgroup oriented collective action, contact with a majority
group might have unintended consequences on both ingroup and outgroup oriented
collective action tendencies.

Study 7 in Chapter 6 investigated the contact-collective action relationship in a
three wave longitudinal design. Previous research on intergroup contact and collective
action argues that intergroup contact might have some paradoxical effects on collective
action especially among the minorities (Dixon et al., in press; Glasford & Calcagno,
2012; Reicher, 2007) by improving attitudes and contributing toward formation of a
common ingroup identity (Dovidio et al., 2009) which include majority and minority
group members. Moreover, research on mobilization evinces that collective action
might also act as a cause rather than as a consequence and influence social identity
(Van Zomeren, Leach, et al., 2012). The study in Chapter 6, therefore, also tested
whether contact reduces collective action tendencies by improving outgroup attitudes
toward majority and contributing toward common ingroup identity and whether
collective action predicts outgroup attitudes. Last but not least, following Glasford and
Calcagno (2012), this study also explored whether contact between two minorities
influences outgroup attitudes toward the majority group. These hypotheses were put to
test in 3-wave longitudinal design study conducted among Turkish Cypriots in Cyprus.
Using an auto-regressive cross-lagged model, the data did not support earlier findings
on so-called negative effects of contact. Consistent with recent research on collective
action as a cause, | found a negative reciprocal relationship from outgroup attitudes at
Time 1 and Time 2 to collective action at Time 2 and Time 3 and from collective action
at Time 1 and Time 2 to outgroup attitudes at Time 2 and Time 3, respectively.

However, | found no mediation from intergroup contact at Time 1 to collective action
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tendencies at Time 3 via dual identification, common ingroup identity, and outgroup
attitudes at Time 3. The findings also revealed that the relationship between intergroup

contact among minorities and outgroup attitudes is reciprocal and negative.
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Chapter 1: Intergroup Contact Theory

CHAPTER I: INTRODUCTION: THE INTERGROUP CONTACT THEORY

There is little doubt that the last fifty-odd years of the social psychology of
intergroup relations has been dominated by what some call the prejudice reduction path
(Wright & Lubensky, 2009). Focusing mainly on the majority or advantaged groups,
the ultimate aim of this path has been to improve intergroup relations by means of
understanding sources of conflict between human groups and eventually eliminating
these sources (Wagner, Tropp, Finchilescu, & Tredoux, 2008). While the significance
of eradicating conflict between groups cannot be overstated, it has recently been argued
that reduction of prejudice and conflict does not necessarily lead to more equal and just
social systems (Wright & Baray, 2012) and persistent discrimination and inequalities
can only be removed when they are challenged by the very same people who suffer
from them (Reicher, 1986). Dubbed the collective action path to social change (Wright
& Lubensky, 2009) this latter perspective argues that conflict and discontent resulting
from inequalities are necessary elements of social processes leading to social change
(Dixon et al., in press). Interestingly, none of the recent theoretical accounts of
collective action which form the basis of this line of research considers intergroup
contact as an explanatory factor. These recent approaches focus on psychological
processes leading to collective action and arguethati get t i ng wus t
(Dixon et al., in press) and deemphasizing the inequalities between the groups are two
main problems of the prejudice reduction path. Rather ironically, however, the very
same approach consider collective action as an explicitly intragroup process implying
that groups in society function as isolated islands of human aggregates and as such
intergroup relations do not influence the psychological processes leading to collective

action.



Chapter 1: Intergroup Contact Theory

Despite the very recent empirical research which is beginning to focus on the
intersection of prejudice reduction and collective action approaches to social change,
little is known about the processes through which intergroup contact influences
collective action or vice versa. Understanding the relationship between these two
important aspects of intergroup relations has important consequences for social change
especially if we consider that in an increasingly diverse and globalized world,
intergroup contact is the norm not the exception.

This thesis aims to expand on the existing research on the contact-collective
action relationship by focusing on the circumstances in which contact promotes or
prevents collective action and the mediating mechanisms. The thesis explores these
conditions in multi-ethnic contexts where groups share a history of conflict on the basis
of ethnic, religious and racial differences. The present chapter provides a theoretical
background to the prejudice reduction perspective as represented by intergroup contact
and identifies points of possible convergence and divergence between intergroup
contact and collective action approaches to social change. In the second chapter, I
elaborate upon the recent models of collective action, namely the social identity model
of collective action (SIMCA; van Zomeren, Postmes, & Spears, 2008) and the dynamic
dual pathway model of collective action (DDPM; van Zomeren, Leach, & Spears, 2012)
and explore possible pathways through which different forms of intergroup contact
might influence motivations to engage in collective action. In the remaining chapters of
the thesis | report findings from 7 studies, 6 cross sectional and 1 longitudinal, looking
at different aspects of the relationship between contact and collective action.

Prejudice Reduction and Intergroup Contact
Despite some early criticism, there is now compelling evidence to support the

association between intergroup contact and a number of key intergroup attitudes and



Chapter 1: Intergroup Contact Theory

behaviour. In a landmark meta-analytic study which is based on 713 independent

samples from 515 (mainly cross-sectional, correlational) studies, Pettigrew and Tropp

(2006) contend that intergroup contact does reduce prejudice. What is more, and
beyond the real ms of Pettigrew and Troppos
to direct forms of intergroup contact. Knowing t h a t a member of one
positive contact with member of the relevant outgroup has also been found to predict

positive attitudes toward members of the same outgroup, a process which is now known

as extended contact (Wright, Aron, McLaughlin-Volpe, & Ropp, 1997). Additionally,

alternative forms of contact such as imagined contact (Crisp, Husnu, Meleady, Stathi, &

Turner, 2010; R. Turner, Crisp, & Lambert, 2007), when individuals imagine that they

have contact with a member of the relevant outgroup, can also help to achieve some of

the positive effects of direct or extended contact. Moreover, the prejudice-reducing

qualities of contact do generalize to the other members of the outgroup. Equally

interesting, such effects are now also known to extend to groups which may not even

be involved in contact situations with the ingroup, a phenomenon known as the

secondary transfer effect of contact (Pettigrew, 2009).

The optimal conditions of contact -- equal status, superordinate goals,
cooperation and authority support -- initially suggested by Allport (1954) have later
been extended to include the opportunity to develop close, affective ties i especially
cross-group friendships -- now generally regarded as the fifth condition (Pettigrew,
1998). Notwithstanding these optimal conditions, competing accounts have been
offered to explain how the positive effects of contact actually lead to attitudinal and
behavioural changes which then generalize to other individuals and intergroup
situations (R. Brown & Hewstone, 2005). Despite the fact that they differ in terms of

the conclusions they draw, each of these theoretical models incorporates important
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elements from social identity theory (Tajfel & Turner, 1979) and self categorization
theory (J. C. Turner, Hogg, Oakes, Reicher, & Wetherell, 1987). In the following
sections, | present a brief outline of these models along with the empirical support they
have received.

Decategorization Model of Contact

Building on personal versus social identity distinction offered by Tajfel and
Turner's (1979) social identity theory, the decategorization model emphasizes the
minimization of group differences, and the promotion of contact at an individual level
where members of two distinct groups interact as individuals (Brewer & Miller, 1988;
N. Miller, 2002). Perceiving members of the outgroup as individuals then would allow
the generalization of positive effects of contact to the other members as they would not
be perceived as members of an outgroup but simply as individuals.

Although decategorization received a fair amount of support from experimental
(Bettencourt, Brewer, Croak, & Miller, 1992; Wilder, Simon, & Faith, 1996) and cross-
sectional research (Phinney, Ferguson, & Tate, 1997; Vonofakou, Hewstone, & Voci,
2007), it has been argued that in most of these studies it is difficult to claim that
decategorization was achieved (R. Brown, Vivian, & Hewstone, 1999) and even if it
was achieved generalization may not always occur when category salience is minimized
(Gonzalez & Brown, 2003)

Recategorization or Common Ingroup Identity Model

The initial conceptualization of the recategorization model (Gaertner, Dovidio,
Anastasio, Bachman, & Rust, 1993) proposed that instead of abolishing group
boundaries and personalizing contact experiences, encounters between the members of
two groups should be arranged so that individuals recategorize themselves as members

of a superordinate group which includes former ingroup and outgroup members.
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Following this recategorization, former outgroup members now become members of the
new superordinate group and will be evaluated more positively as a result of ingroup
favouritism (Dovidio et al., 2009; Dovidio & Gaertner, 1999).

Despite receiving empirical support across a range of settings and groups
(Cunningham, 2005; Gaertner, Bachman, Dovidio, & Banker, 2001; Nier et al., 2001;
see Gaertner & Dovidio, 2000, for a review), the common ingroup identity model has
also received some criticism. Firstly, it is understandably difficult to relinquish sub-
group identities in real-life situations (R. Brown & Hewstone, 2005). Secondly, when
created, common ingroup identity might hinder collective action and social change
(Dovidio et al., 2009; lyer, Leach, & Crosby, 2003). Thirdly, individuals belonging to
majority and minority groups might define the content of the new superordinate group
identity differently and this may lead to even more prejudice (Mummendey & Wenzel,
1999; Rutchick & Eccleston, 2010).

As Brown and Hewstone (2005) argue, it is relatively easy to induce people to
relinquish their sub-group identities in laboratory settings where groups are created with
minimum psychological relevance. However, it is less clear whether this could be
achieved in real-life settings where the sub-group identity is based on ethnic, linguistic,
religious, or racial differences (Hewstone, Rubin, & Willis, 2002). Given that most
intergroup situations in real-life settings involve at least one of these differences as an
identity marker between groups, it even becomes less clear whether creating such
common identity is even possible at all and, indeed, whether it is desirable, given that
group memberships are a source of pride to many people. Moreover, the issue of
i ndividual s6 willingness to conceive thenmn
group when there is a history of conflict between the former ingroup and outgroup also

remains elusive.
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From a collective action perspective, the cost of creating a common ingroup
identity is apparent. Firstly, group identity is central to collective action tendencies (van
Zomeren et al., 2008). Secondly, identification with the disadvantaged group influences
how people experience and attend to inequalities concerning their group. Thirdly, to the
extent that individuals identify with their group, they perceive their group as more
efficacious (Van Zomeren, Spears, Fischer, & Leach, 2004). Fourthly, positive
perceptions of former outgroup members may hamper mobilization attempts as it is
somehow paradoxical to rise up against people about whom one now holds positive
views (Reicher, 2007). Finally, such positive views also give the illusion of a just social
system which is based on individual merits (Dixon et al., in press; Wright & Lubensky,
2009).

Motivated by this criticism, the common ingroup identity model has recently
been revised and it has been suggested that a dual-identity approach might be more
relevant to both positive relations with the outgroup and at the same time sustaining the
impetus for social change on the basis of sub-group identity (Dovidio et al., 2009). |
discuss the relevance of this approach to collective action in the next chapter since it is
significantly related to collective action tendencies and dynamics of collective
mobilization.

Mutual Intergroup Differentiation/ Intergroup Contact Model

Brown and Hewstone (2005; Hewstone & Brown, 1986) argue that intergroup
contact would be most effective when group memberships are salient and the typicality
of the individuals with regard to their respective ingroup and outgroups is maintained
during contact. In addition to the optimal conditions of contact discussed earlier, this
model requires the maintenance of sub-group identities. It is argued that these identities

should be preserved and recognized mutually so that positive attitudes can be
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generalized to the other members of the outgroup. According to this model, the
respective typicality of ingroup and outgroup members should also be preserved as in
situations where individuals are perceived as atypical of their groups positive effects of
contacts might not generalize to other situations and to other outgroup members (R.
Brown & Hewstone, 2005). Finally, the intergroup contact between the individuals
should be structured in such a way that contact is perceived as intergroup rather than
interpersonal (Hewstone & Brown, 1986)

The mutual differentiation model has received wide empirical support and has
undergone two important modifications (see Brown & Hewstone, 2005, for a review of
empirical support). Firstly, contact should be structured at both interpersonal and
intergroup levels, not only at an intergroup level, to have optimal benefit from contact
situations. Secondly, following Pettigrew (1998), the modified version of the model
places a strong emphasis on mediating factors. The inclusion of mediators, additional
mechanisms through which contact influences prejudice and other outcomes, represents
a major development in research on intergroup contact. Inspired by Pettigrew's (1998)
attempts to reformulate contact theory and methodological innovations in other areas of
social psychology which were initiated by classic work of Baron and Kenny (1986),
Brown and Hewstone (2005) specified an extensive set of mediators through which
intergroup contact influences attitudes toward outgroups and hence intergroup
relations.

By now it should be clear that despite the opposing predictions they make with
regard to the type of identity and the level of its salience (Wright, Brody, & Aron,
2005), all three models have undergone some modifications and received extensive
empirical support. There has been a substantial amount of work on decategorization and

personalization of contact strategies (Ensari, Christian, Kuriyama, & Miller, 2012).
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Dovidio and Gaertner moved forward to suggest the new dual-identity approach
(Dovidio et al., 2009; Gaertner et al., 1993). Finally, Hewstone and Brown (1986)
shifted from emphasizing the central importance of the intergroup level of contact to
accommodate contact at both interpersonal and intergroup levels simultaneously. Taken
together, these attempts resulted in a more integrative contact model which incorporates
interpersonal and intergroup approaches, each with its underlying processes and
mediating and moderating mechanisms (R. Brown & Hewstone, 2005). It is to this
aspect of intergroup contact that I now turn. In the next section I briefly review these
mediating mechanisms before | focus on a set of variables which might be particularly
relevant to collective action tendencies and are followed up in the research reported in
this thesis.
Mediators of Intergroup Contact

Following the initial conceptualization of the three models | discussed above,
Pettigrew (1998) proposed four mediating mechanisms through which intergroup
contact changes attitudes. Firstly, through contact individuals learn new information
about the outgroup and this new information amends the existing negative information
about the outgroup. This change, then, is followed by attitudinal change toward the
outgroup. Secondly, repeated instances of contact with outgroup members, ideally in
the presence of facilitating conditions, results in behavioural modification through
increasing familiarity with the members of the outgroup. Positive attitudinal
modification, then, follows this behavioural change. Thirdly, contact, especially
positive contact, reduces negative affect and provides opportunities to develop affective
ties such as friendship. In the long term, such affective ties generate positive emotions
which change attitudes and behaviour toward outgroups. Finally, through contact

individuals learn about the existence of alternative perspectives and worldviews of the
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outgroup which might be different than the ones cherished by the ingroup. This leads to
reapprais a | of t he i n qndpemspedivw altegether, agiriocesd whithe
Pettigrew (1998) calls o6deprovincializati c

Consideration of these four processes that Pettigrew (1998) specified triggered
an impressive amount of research on how contact actually reduces prejudice and helped
intergroup contact theory to advance in novel directions (Pettigrew, 2008). As a result
of these advances researchers began to shift their interest from prejudice as the classic
dependent variable to other variables, and to focus on affective and cognitive processes
such as anxiety, perceived threats, ingroup identification, different aspects of empathy,
outgroup knowledge and reappraisal of ingroup values (deprovincialization), intergroup
trust, and last but not least forgiveness (Pettigrew, Tropp, Wagner, & Christ, 2011).
While some of these variables, such as ingroup identification and perceived threats,
seem relevant to ingroup oriented collective action tendencies, some others, such as
perspective taking and collective guilt, are particularly related to outgroup oriented
collective action, when individuals actually engage in, or are at least willing to engage,
in collective action on behalf of an outgroup. This bears particular importance when we
consider that outgroup oriented collective action is a mostly under-researched topic
within the collective action research (Mallett, Huntsinger, Sinclair, & Swim, 2008). In
the following sections, | will elaborate upon each of these mediating mechanisms
briefly and discuss how they relate to collective action.

Perceived Threats

Perceived threats have attracted a substantial amount of research interest both
within general psychology and social psychology. At an individual level, for instance,
perception of external threats has a number of functions. From an evolutionary

perspective, it has been suggested that when individuals face a threatening situation or
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perceive a source of threat (Gray, 1987) they stop and reassess their situation to take a
new course of action (J. M. Miller & Krosnick, 2004). Lazarus and Folkman (1984)
argue that this reassessment takes place as a two-stage process. During the first,
appraisal stage the situation is evaluated as threatening or not. Second, appraisal allows
the individuals to evaluate coping strategies -- either approach, such as taking action to
eliminate the source of threat, or avoidance, altering the emotional state through a
number of strategies including cognitive reappraisal, and selective attention (Lazarus &
Folkman, 1984; McKenzie-Mohr, McLoughlin, & Dyal, 1992)

At group level, perceived threats have been a central topic in the study of
intergroup relations since the 1950s. In his seminal work on prejudice, Blumer (1958)
proposes four important predictors of racial prejudice. While the first two, ingroup bias
and categorization, are relevant to ingroup identification, the remaining two are directly
related to perceived threats. | will limit myself to the discussion of the last two of these
predictors. The first is the contention that individuals are inclined to think that their
ingroup is superior to the other group and this superiority entitles them to certain
privileges and advantages over the outgroup. According to Blumer (1958), ingroupers
harbour a range of suspicions and fears that the outgroup has plans to strip them of
these advantages and privileges, and these fears breed hostility and prejudice toward the
members of the relevant outgroup. Whil e t
attention and were formalized within social identity theory (Tajfel & Turner, 1979) and
self-categorization theory (J. C. Turner et al., 1987), the last two propositions were
developed into realistic group threat theory by Sherif and his collegues (1961) with
additional elaboration from Campbell (1965). In its most basic form, the principal
argument of realistic group threat theory is that individuals identify with a group and

this identification leads them to perceive that a negative interdependence in the form of
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competing interests over economic or political resources exists between their ingroup
and the outgroup. This perception of competing interests with the outgroup breeds
negative attitudes toward the outgroup and this results in conflict between the two
groups.

The last twenty years have witnessed further theorizing on threats in social
psychology. The two most notable examples are integrated threat theory (Stephan &
Stephan, 2000; Stephan et al., 2009) and socio-functional threat theory (Cottrell &
Neuberg, 2005). While socio-functional approach emphasizes differentiated reactions to
perceived threats and thus can be located more at the interpersonal level, integrated
threat theory (ITT) underlines the group dimension of threats and focuses on how they
influence intergroup attitudes. In the next section, I summarize the basic tenets of ITT
and elaborate on how realistic and symbolic threat dimensions relate to collective
action.

In their first conceptualization, Stephan and Stephan (2000) specified four
different aspects of perceived threats: intergroup anxiety, which arises from anticipation
of negative encounters with the outgroup members; negative stereotypes; realistic
threats perceived to be posed by the outgroup to the economic and political sources that
the ingroup controls; and symbolic threats, which include threats to the values and
norms that the ingroup holds. Since then, this initial specification has shifted. In the re-
specified model (Stephan et al., 2009), negative stereotypes are now considered as an
antecedent of perceived threats while intergroup anxiety is conceptualized as a subtype
of threat which focuses on outgroup related apprehensions resulting from expectations
of negative intergroup encounters.

Research on threats and contact showed that positive intergroup contact

negatively while negative contact positively, predicts both realistic and symbolic threats
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(Aberson & Gaffney, 2008; Stephan, Diaz-Loving, & Duran, 2000; Tausch, Kenworthy,
Cairns, & Christ, 2007). In their meta-analytic review, Riek, Mania, and Gaertner
(2006) provided further support for the mediating role of threats on the link between
intergroup contact and outgroup attitudes.

Despite the early focus on threats and collective action in the early nineties
(McKenzie-Mohr et al., 1992) and their subsequent specification as explicit predictors
of a range of collective actions in the recent version of ITT (Stephan et al., 2009)
however, the recent social psychological accounts of collective mobilization do not
specifically consider threat as an antecedent of collective action. In sociology and
political science, however, there is a long tradition of research on collective action and
protest mobilization in sociology and political science which focuses on threats
(Goldstone & Tilly, 2001). As Wright and Lubensky (2009) argue, contact and
collective action research have developed as two distinct research areas and have
remained isolated for the good part of the last three decades in which collective action
research gained momentum and started to enjoy some popularity only very recently
(Van Zomeren & lyer, 2009; van Zomeren & Klandermans, 2011). Given that both
formal theories of threats and integrative attempts to provide a coherent theory of
collective action in social psychology have come to prominence in the last decade, this
apparent exclusion of threats from the recent accounts of collective action is striking.
Revisiting threats as predictors of collective action tendencies, therefore, could
contribute toward an integration of intergroup contact and collective action approaches.
As threats can be perceived equally by advantaged and disadvantaged group members
including threats to explain collective action can help to extend collective action
accounts to cover advantaged groups, an issue which is currently lacking in recent

theoretical attempts (Van Zomeren, Postmes, & Spears, 2012). In Chapter 1V, | put
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these ideas into perspective and investigate the mediating role of perceived threats
between intergroup contact and collective action tendencies.
Empathy and Perspective Taking

Based on Pettigrew's (1998) attempt to reformulate intergroup contact theory,
Pettigrew and Tropp (2008) compared three specific mechanisms -- learning about the
about the outgroup, anxiety, and empathy -- through which intergroup contact reduces
prejudice and improves intergroup relations. Although they found that all three
mechanisms mediate the effects of contact on outgroup attitudes, the results yielded
stronger support for the mediating role of anxiety and empathy, compared with learning
about the other group, on effects of contact. However, Pettigrew and Tropp (2008)
acknowledge that their findings were limited in the sense that the small number of
studies prevented them from obtaining specific effect sizes for empathy and perspective
taking, a useful distinction offered by earlier research (Davis, 2004; Duan & Hill, 1996;
Gladstein, 1983). In broadest terms, perhaps, empathy can be understood as a set of
processes through which an individual reacts to the experiences of another individual
(Davis, 2004). These processes may be cognitive, in which the individual attempts to
take the role of the other person, or affective, which refers to emotional reactions to the
emotional experience of the other person (Gladstein, 1983). While the former is now
referred to as cognitive empathy or perspective taking, the latter process is known as
affective empathy which might be either parallel, going through the same emotional
experiences as the other individual, or reactionary, emotional reactions to the emotional
experiences of the other person (Stephan & Finlay, 1999). There is now both
psychological (Batson & Ahmad, 2009) and neurological (De Waal, 2008) evidence
that cognitive empathy or perspective taking and affective empathy are indeed two

distinct processes.
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Notwithstanding these conceptual differences, Stephan and Finlay (1999)
maintain that empathy has the potential to improve intergroup attitudes in a number of
ways. Firstly, empathy can reduce perceptions of fear and threats, a hypothesis which
received extensive empirical support especially within the integrated threat theory
approach (Stephan et al., 2000; Stephan, Ybarra, Martnez, Schwarzwald, & Tur-Kaspa,
1998; Stephan & Renfro, 2002). Secondly, empathy can lead people to realize the
similarities they have with outgroup members and thus help toward a process of
recategorization of ingroup and outgroup members as members of a common ingroup, a
process which has also received wide support within the common ingroup identity
model of prejudice reduction (Cunningham, 2005; Dovidio et al., 2009; Dovidio &
Gaertner, 1999). Thirdly, empathy can also provoke feelings of injustice concerning the
members of a relevant outgroup, especially if outgroup members have been subjected to
discrimination and treated unfairly by members of the ingroup (Finlay & Stephan,
2000) .

In a more detailed attempt, Batson and Ahmad (2009) suggest four distinct
psychological states in which empathy might improve intergroup attitudes. In what they
call cognitive states empathy can improve attitudes toward members of an outgroup
when individuals try to imagine how they
situation, imagineself perspectiveor when individuals try to imagine how they would
feel in the same situation, and imagineother perspectivenvhen they attempt to feel how
the other individual would think or feel in that particular situation. In emotional states,
according to Batson and Ahmad (2009), empathy improves intergroup attitudes when
individualsmatc h t hei r own emot i on semationtmatchingore ot he
when individuals feel for the other person, empathic concernWhile each of these

psychological states has important consequences for intergroup situations, the imagine-
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other perspective is particularly associated with increased empathic concern for
outgroup members, more positive attitudes toward the out-group, and increased
willingness to help the out-group (Batson & Ahmad, 2009).

Specifically, perspective taking is a stronger predictor of outgroup attitudes as
demonstrated by recent research on stereotypes, prosocial behaviour and outgroup
attitudes (Batson, Chang, Orr, & Rowland, 2002; Harwood, Hewstone, Paolini, & Voci,
2005; Vescio, Sechrist, & Paolucci, 2003). In fact, in a unique study, Mallett et al.
(2008) found that perspective taking, together with collective guilt, is related to
outgroup oriented collective action, a concept | discuss in detail in Chapter 2.

In sum, there is compelling evidence that intergroup contact is associated with
increased perspective taking and that perspective taking mediates intergroup contact
effects on a number of outgroup outcomes. There is also initial evidence to suggest that
perspective taking is associated with increased willingness to help the other group and
even engage in collective action on behalf of the an outgroup. In Chapter 4, therefore, I
explore these ideas by explicitly outlining the effects of contact on outgroup oriented
collective action via perspective taking and collective guilt across two studies.

Collective Guilt

Individuals may display a range of emotional reactions such as collective guilt,
fear, anger and empathy at the group level to the extent that they categorize themselves
as a member of a particular group (Branscombe & Doosje, 2004; Branscombe,
Slugoski, & Kappen, 2004). Such emotional reactions do not necessitate individual
agency or active participation in the actual events which cause these reactions as the
salience of social identity determines the level of these emotional reactions (for a

review of intergroup emotions see Mackie, Maitner, & Smith, 2009).
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As for collective guilt as an emotional experience at the group level, it can be
argued that individuals experience collective guilt when they consider their ingroup to
be responsible for moral transgressions which concern a relevant outgroup
(Branscombe, Doosje, & McGarty, 2003). From a functional perspective, emotions and
emotional reactions including collective guilt are seen as adaptive mechanisms which
have positive consequences for physical and social survival (Keltner & Gross, 1999).
Therefore, it can be assumed that collective guilt, as a functional emotional reaction
(Branscombe & Doosje, 2004), has particularly important consequences for intergroup
situations.

Researchers have presented experimental and correlational support (Doosje,
Branscombe, Spears, & Manstead, 2004; Mallett et al., 2008) for the predictive role
collective guilt has on reparative attitudes, outgroup oriented collective action and even
attempts to reinstate intergroup relations between the ingroup and outgroup at a more
equal and positive level (M. Schmitt, Branscombe, & Brehm, 2004). From the contact
perspective, intergroup contact has been found to positively predict collective guilt
(Cehajic & Brown, 2010; Hewstone, Cairns, McLernon, Niens, & Noor, 2004;
Hewstone, Cairns, Voci, Hamberger, & Niens, 2006). Therefore, it stands to reason
that, together with perspective taking, collective guilt might mediate contact effects on
outgroup oriented collective action tendencies.

Shaed Grievances

Up to now, | have discussed how intergroup contact might relate to ingroup
oriented collective action, through a reduction in perceived threat, and to outgroup
oriented collective action, through an increase in collective guilt and perspective taking,
within the context of two opposing groups, the disadvantaged and the advantaged.

Finally, 1 will elaborate on how contact among two groups might have conducive
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effects on collective action when the groups involved in the contact situation share
similar, if not exactly the same, social status within the wider fabric of the society.
Occasionally, for instance, Asian Americans and Latinos can form a coalition to fight
against anti-immigration legislation and discrimination (Saito, 1998) or various interests
groups such as leshian and gay rights activists, or Black students association and
women rights organizations, unite forces to improve their rights (Van Dyke, 2003).
Paramount to the formation of such coalitions or alliances between the groups is the
realization that the groups suffer from the same grievances, such as discrimination or
segregation (Okamoto, 2010).

In social psychology, shared grievances have mostly been dealt with in relation to
identity processes within the same groups (Simon & Klandermans, 2001). For instance,
realization of shared grievances is a necessary precondition for the formation of a
politicized identity (Simon & Klandermans, 2001) which, in turn, predicts more
willingness to engage in collective action. Interestingly, while it is assumed that shared
grievances provide the necessary context, no research has considered, so far, how
individuals actually come to realize their common suffering (Card, Mas, & Moretti,
2010; Smith, Pettigrew, Pippin, & Bialosiewicz, 2012). While access to information
through various sources is one way of learning about other people and groups (Howard
& Hussain, 2011; Smith et al., 2012) learning about how other people have suffered, or
been discriminated against, through face-to-face contact in daily life provides a richer
and a more personalized access to the grievances of outgroup members (Pettigrew &
Tropp, 2008). In the next chapter, I will first discuss collective action and differentiate
between outgroup and ingroup oriented dimensions. | then explore two recent theories
and further elaborate on how collective action tendencies might be influenced by

intergroup contact.
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CHAPTER 2: COLLECTIVE ACTION

For decades, the study of collective action has enjoyed well-deserved popularity
in the social sciences. Sociologists, political scientists, and economists have published
volumes of theoretical and empirical research and investigated issues ranging from
definition and content of collective action, to group dynamics, and to societal level
antecedents of collective action (Gamson, 1975; Granovetter, 1978; Hardin, 1982;
McAdam, Tarrow, & Tilly, 2001; Olson, 1971; Ostrom, 1990; Smelser, 1962). Such a
wide, multidisciplinary interest can perhaps be best attributed to the fact that the
concept itself covers an eclectic range of social phenomena from cooperation between
rati onal actor s, to demonstrations,
(Baldassarri, 2009).

In contrast, the study of collective action failed to achieve a similar level of

popularity (Wright, 2009) in social psychology. However, the prejudice reduction path

has enjoyed an ever-increasing interest since the publication of The Nature of Prejudice

(Allport, 1954) which triggered an unprecedented interest in intergroup contact and
prejudice reduction. It could be argued that social psychological research on collective
action lacked the impetus of a coherent, unifying, and a robust theory, akin to
intergroup contact theory, which can be applied to a diverse range of groups and
contexts (Hewstone & Swart, 2011; Pettigrew, 2008).

However, this lack of social psychological interest in collective action seems to
have changed in the last decade (Van Zomeren & lyer, 2009). Attempts are in progress
to provide an integrative theory that is fuelled, in part, by increasing discontent with the
purported inability of contact to eradicate intergroup conflict and social injustice
( Dixon et al., in press). At least two theoretical models, the social identity model of

collective action (SIMCA; van Zomeren, Postmes, & Spears, 2008) and the dynamic
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dual pathway model of collective action(van Zomeren et al., 2012; van Zomeren et al.,
2004) have been offered.

Furthermore, empirical research investigating collective action both among the
disadvantaged and the advantaged groups has been published (Cakal, Hewstone,
Scwhar, & Heath, 2011; Leach, lyer, & Pedersen, 2007), and an increasing body of
research is being conducted on outgroup oriented collective action, an important topic
which still remains largely under-researched (lyer & Ryan, 2009; Mallett et al., 2008;
Subagil, Sc h mi t tFEinallg ad@tenalradvdnodsshave b ade )in
understanding how individuals from different groups form coalitions in solidarity
against a common outgroup ( Subagi [, Reynol dGf,parti&lar
importance is recent work by Glasford and Calcagno (2012) which looks at the impact
intergroup contact among minority and majority group members can have on solidarity
between two minority groups. All this suggests that although we are still far from a full-
blown theory which can be applied to diverse types of mobilization and groups in
different situations, there is a vibrant research agenda focusing on psychological
mechanisms of collective action. The remaining sections of this chapter are organized
into four parts. The next part introduces the concept of collective action and develops it
toward a more conceptually clear definition which differentiates between different types
of collective action in terms of its temporality (e.g., short term versus long term) and its
orientation (e.g., ingroup versus outgroup oriented). Then, | elaborate on the history of
research on psychological antecedents of collective action and discuss two recent
models, the social identity model of collective action (SIMCA; van Zomeren et al.,
2008) and the dynamic dual pathway model of collective action (DDPM; an Zomeren et

al., 2012), before I conclude with an overview of the empirical chapters.
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Collective Action (s)

According to an established definition of collective action, when a member of a
particular group engages in activities on behalf of that group aiming to improve the
conditions of the entire group she is effectively engaging in collective action (Van
Zomeren & lyer, 2009; Wright, Taylor, & Moghaddam, 1990a). Notwithstanding its
conceptual usefulness, this definition rules out situations when collective action is
aimed not at improving but maintaining the conditions for the ingroup (Leach et al.,
2007). It also fails to capture collective action attempts when the aim is to improve the
conditions for an outgroup (Mallett et al., 2008), or when two groups act in coalition
against another outgroup (V. Taylor & Whittier, 1992).

What is more, by lumping together protest mobilization, collective action and
collective behaviour the definition above blurs the important conceptual and empirical
differences between these similar but inherently distinct types of action (Wright, 2009).
Obviously, the dynamics leading to the Arab spring are different from those which
motivated white activists to take part in freedom rides in an attempt to challenge the
inequalities concerning race differences in the US in the 1960s (Arsenault, 2006).
Similarly, the motivations and conditions leading to protests in 2010 against university
funding cuts in the UK (see Lewis, Vasagar, Williams, & Taylor, 2010) are different
from those that motivated Blacks to participate in anti-apartheid demonstrations in
South Africa, with increasing levels of violence, before the change of regime in 1994,
or even different from the antecedents of protests by Black South Africans against
African immigration to South Africa in 2008 (Neocosmos, 2010).

Necessarily, definitions such as the one suggested above (Wright et al., 1990a)
are limited in the range of collective action types they can conceptualize. Below,

therefore, | attempt to provide a more comprehensive definition of collective action and
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establish the conceptual boundaries for the dimensions of collective action investigated
in this thesis. Given the range of social phenomena grouped under the general term
Afcol | ect i(Baleassami,c200B)0defiming the boundaries of the concept and
establishing conceptual clarity is particularly important (Wright, 2009). Absent such
conceptual clarity, attempts to investigate the relationship between intergroup contact
and collective action are problematic as they run the risk of being reductionist and
deterministic.

A Working Definition of Collective Action

As discussed above, individuals engage in collective action when they act either
to improve the conditions for a specific group or to maintain the conditions for their
ingroup when they face future deterioration of their situation. These actions can be
i ngroup oriented, where the benefic
oriented where the beneficiary is a relevant outgroup. Such collective action then
excludes actions where individuals mobilize to protest or demonstrate in a single
instance or series of collective behaviours or social protests which might have
individual self-serving interests or whose aim is simply to help an outgroup (Wright,
2009).

The conceptual difference between ingroup versus outgroup oriented collective
action is useful in illustrating that the effect of social identity, the key concept in most
theoretical accounts of collective action. While ingroup identification positively
predicts ingroup oriented collective action as established by earlier research (Van
Zomeren, Postmes, et al., 2008), is tenable to assume that ingroup identification will
negatively predict outgroup oriented collective action tendencies. In the same manner,
the role of intergroup contact can also be conceptualized and tested, whether it

promotes or prevents collective action, depending on the direction of collective action.
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In the following sections, | first present a brief overview of the social psychological
research on collective action and its antecedents, then I focus on the two most recent
social psychological theories of collective action.
Early Accounts of Collective Action

In relatively early models, it was assumed that people engage in collective
action in reaction to actual conditions of injustice concerning their group (see van
Zomeren et al., 2008, for a review). An important development in the history of
research on collective action, therefore, concerns the differentiation of objective or
actual conditions from subjective perceptions of those conditions. This argument, which
now forms the basis of social psychological theories of relative deprivation and
collective action, suggests that people react not to the objective conditions of
inequalities but to the subjective conditions compared to the other relevant outgroups
(Klandermans, 1997; Smith et al., 2012). In a classic study, Stouffer and his colleagues
(Stouffer, Suchman, DeVinney, Star, & Williams, 1949) observed that American air
corpsmen reported higher levels of discontent than other branches of the army although
their rate of promotion was, in fact, higher compared to personnel in those other
branches. Stouffer et al. (1949) did not investigate the relationship between this
discontent and collective action. It took other scholars to develop the concept of
discontent resulting from subjective conditions into relative deprivation, a group level
antecedent of collective action (Pettigrew, 1967; Runciman, 1966; and see Smith,
Pettigrew, Pippin, & Bialosiewicz, 2011, for an extensive review of the concept).

The second significant development in social psychological research on
collective action came with social identity theory (Tajfel & Turner, 1979). when Tajfel
and Turner (1979) argued that the negative quality of a specific social identity is not

only due to objective conditions of deprivation but is also about the social standing of
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that group relative to the group of reference. Therefore, to the extent that individuals
perceive their group to have a lower position in the social hierarchy, hence a negative
social identity, they will seek to improve the position of their group and achieve a
positive social identity. Taj f e | and Turner 6s (1979) ar
contributed toward a more social psychological interpretation of antecedents of
collective action as it provided a basis on which to interpret the relevance of subjective
inequalities. From there on, research focused on the discontent resulting from subjective
conditions, and the group basis upon which these subjective inequalities are interpreted,
namely soci al identity; and perceptions of
or group efficacy (van Zomeren et al., 2008). | now turn to these three antecedents of
collective action that have received the most research attention in the last two decades:
social identity, relative deprivation, and collective efficacy.
Established Antecedents of Collective Action
Socialldentity

Soci al identity theoryés contribution
hardly be overstated. It developed and emphasized the significance of groups in
explaining conflict, as first stated by Sherif and his colleagues (Sherif et al., 1961). By
placing intergroup relations into society and emphasizing its embedded nature in the
social structure, it also laid the theoretical foundations for modern integrative theories
of collective action. Last but not least, it proposed clear-cut, easily testable hypotheses
concerning how the social self could influence behaviour both at individual and group
levels (J. C. Turner & Reynolds, 2010).

For Tajfel and Turner (1978), the positive quality of social identity is
intertwined with the socio-structural positions groups hold in the society, which enables

the concept of identity at the group level to connect subjective levels of prestige groups
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enjoy in the society and actual positions they occupy in the economic and political
hierarchy. Tajfel and Turner (1979) further theorized that individuals make every effort
possible to have a positive social identity relative to the other groups in the society. In
situations when this social identity is negative, and being a member of a minority or a
disadvantaged group is inherently negative, they have certain strategies available to
them: (a) individual mobility; (b) social creativity, which includes seeking positive
distinctiveness by changing the dimensions of comparisons with the other groups,
changing the values attained to their
and comparing themselves to a less positive group; (c) entering into direct competition,
namely collective action, with the advantaged or more positive group (Tajfel & Turner,
1979). Tajfel and Turner (1979) also proposed that individuals would be motivated to
engage in collective action when they cannot leave their groups (individual immobility
or impermeability of the group boundaries), when they perceive their negative position
as unjust (illegitimacy of the situation), and when the system as easy to challenge and
hence open to change (instability). How people perceive these group boundaries,
however, depends on how strongly people identify with their group (Tajfel & Turner,
1979).

Notwithstanding the significance of group boundaries in instigating collective
action, more recent research has investigated the direct effects of social identity and of
its variants (Kawakami & Dion, 1995; Mummendey, Kessler, Klink, & Mielke, 1999;
Simon & Klandermans, 2001) on collective action. Simon and Klandermans (2001)
took this relevance to a new | evel by
emphatic form of identification with the disadvantaged group. The crucial move here is

that while identification with the disadvantaged group is about categorization of

i ndividuals into 6usé and 6them, o6 politici
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Incorporating politicization and hence activism into social identity has important
consequences for collective action. First, it allows the development of a more active
identity (van Zomeren et al., 2008) with readiness to engage in collective action (Drury
& Reicher, 1999). Second, it arms the individual with the ideological tools, in the
Althusserian sense (Althusser, 1971), in the struggle against the oppressors. Third, it
creates and enforces upon the individual the moral aspect of the struggle and collective
action (Sturmer & Simon, 2004; van Zomeren et al., 2008). Given these bonding effects
of collective identity, perhaps it is not surprising that two of the most recent theoretical
attempts (SIMCA and DDPM) place more emphasis on social identity in comparison to
relative deprivation or group efficacy.
Relative Deprivation

Starting with Stouffer et al.'s (1949) classic work, relative deprivation too has
been widely investigated across the social sciences as an antecedent of or mediating
mechanism between other antecedents of collective action and collective action (Smith
et al., 2011). Rel ative deprivationbdbs very
different situations and in different positions has also led researchers to employ a wide
range of definitions and measures as in research on collective action. Following the
example of collective action in the earlier sections of this chapter, therefore, it is
essential to establish a working definition of the concept for conceptual and analytical
clarity.

According to Smith et al. (2011) relative deprivation can best be understood in
three stages of psychological processes. The first stage is the process of comparison or a
series of comparisons individuals make. This might involve a variety of frames of
reference. Therefore, it should be borne in mind that comparisons could be made on an

i ntragroup basi s, e. g. ., comparing t
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or on an intergroup basis, when individuals compare their ingroup with the relevant
outgroup.
The point here is not that individuals are aggrieved about what they do not have
or how little they have. Rather, it is about what they think they ought to have compared
to the relevant outgroup and how unfair it is to have less than what the relevant
outgroup has. The disparity might reflect the actual conditions in terms of social,
economic or political resources that the ingroup controls relative to the target group or it
might deviate from the reality in the sense that members of a powerful or advantaged
group might see themselves as relatively deprived (Leach et al., 2007; L . T. O6Bri e
Garcia, Crandall, & Kordys, 2010). Hence it is not wrong to say that relative
deprivation is in the eye of the beholder (Major, 1994). The second stage involves
reaching the conclusion that the individual or her group is in a worse situation
compared to the relevant target gr oup as in Owe have | ess
deserveb. The third stage is the stage v
essentially an unjust and illegitimate condition (Grant & Brown, 1995). So &6 havi ng
becomes O6my group has | ess than the other
The cognitive appraisal o f 6having | es
relative deprivation as a social psychological mechanism as Smith et al. (2011) argue.
This is consistent with past work which demonstrated that to the extent that people
internalize oppression and inequalities as legitimate they do not react to them nor do
they challenge them (Major, 1994; Tyler, 2006). Among many others, one important
antecedent of perceiving inequalities as normal and legitimate might be the
endorsement and internalization of beliefs and values which justify these differences

(Major & Townsend, 2010) results in attributing no responsibility to the dominant
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group for the existing inequalities ( Maj or , Kai ser, O 06, Bence e n &
attribution of blame to internal reasons rather than external actors.

Past research also differentiates between individualistic or egoistic deprivation
and fraternal group level relative deprivation (Runciman, 1966); between temporal
comparisons within the group (De la Sablonniere, Tougas, & Lortie-Lussier, 2009); and
comparisons between the ingroup and the outgroup (De la Sablonniére, Tougas, &
Perenlei, 2010); last but not least, between incidental relative deprivation
(Klandermans, 1997), when deprivation concerns situation-based injustices (i.e., sudden
change of a particular law such as the tuition fee increase in the UK universities), and
structural relative deprivation, when inequalities are deeply entrenched in the societal
structure and generally result from ascribed status (i.e., belonging to a specific religion
or ethnicity; Major, 1994; Tajfel & Turner, 1979). As | conceptualize collective action
at the intergroup level and focus on the relationship between contact and collective
action, 1 test this relationship in multi-ethnic societies where the groups have been
involved in a long term conflict. It is, therefore, more appropriate to focus on relative
deprivation based on intergroup comparisons and structural inequalities as the most
relevant operationalization of the concept to the present research.

One final aspect of relative deprivation is the negative affect resulting from
cognitive appraisal of the inequalities as negative and unfair. Based on intergroup
emotions theory (Mackie et al., 2009), research on emotions mai
experiences of emotions are determined by the level of their ingroup identification
(Branscombe & Doosje, 2004; Branscombe et al., 2004). In an intergroup situation, if
the social identity is salient, emotional reactions are experienced at the intergroup level
(for a review of intergroup emotions see Mackie et al., 2009). As for the present

research, | focus on the actual cognitive appraisals of relative deprivation (e.g.,
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perceptions of differences and their relative unfairness) but not on anger as anger may
also result from individual differences and it may not always be triggered by collective
disadvantage or undeservedness of the collective disadvantage ( O6 Mar a,
Batson, & Gaertner, 2011).
Group Efficacy
Similar to relative deprivation accounts of collective action, group efficacy

accounts combine psychological, social psychological and sociological theories to

Jacks

explain coll ective act tefficacy thebrin (Bandera, 1982c | ude |

2000), the theory of planned behaviour (Ajzen, 1991), and resource mobilization theory
(McAdam, 1996). Group efficacy can be considered a group-level extension of self-
efficacy first proposed by Bandura (1982) and relates to the judgements and evaluations

individuals make of their own performance in dealing with situations in the future. Such

eval uations of oneds capabilitiewstiyeredict

direction, the amount of effort she will expend, and the level of perseverance she will

display when faced by difficulties. At the group level, efficacy consists of shared beliefs

in a groupods collective abidndigtheresulbofaac hi ev

complex set of dynamics which include, but are not limited to, interaction, coordination
and synergy and mechanisms that facilitate these dynamics (Bandura, 2000). Similar to
the perceptions of efficacy at an individual level, group efficacy determines the type of
action to be taken as a group, optimal use of the resources available to the group, the
amount of effort individual members exert to achieve the their collective goal, and their
ability to persevere and resist discouragement in the face of adversity.

Another important cornerstone of group efficacy is the relationship between
perceived control and behaviour as discussed in the theory of planned behaviour

(Ajzen, 1991, 2005). The basic contention of the theory of planned behaviour is that
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behaviour is predicted by a tri-partite model which includes attitudes, subjective norms
and perceived behavioural control. While the effect of attitudes and subjective norms on
actual behaviour is via intention, the model predicts that the effect of perceived
behavioural control on behaviour is both direct and indirect, via intention. The model,
thus, envisages a significant role for the perceived, not actual, behavioural control in
predicting behaviour by specifying an explicit relationship between opportunities and
perceived control as fAthe more resources
possess, and the fewer obstacles or impediments they anticipate, the greater should be
theirper cei ved cont r oAjzem A, p. 196)hPerceilsee dvadlabilityo u r 0
of resources and opportunities also speaks to societal level accounts of collective action
which received substantial amount of research interest in sociology and political science
(McAdam, 1996).

The initial argument of resource mobilization theory concerning collective
action was that mobilization is essentially bringing individuals together in groups to
pursue collective goals (Oberschall, 1973). This rather crude approach was later
superseded by finer-grained attempts which elaborated on the processes underlying
mobilization. This resulted in renaming the theory as the political process theory of
mobilization (McAdam, 1996), emphasizing threats and opportunities during this
process (McAdam et al., 2001). While opportunities included political, economic and
human assets, threats can best be understood as increased repression or future
appropriation of even more rights.

Klandermans (1984, 1997) was the first to attempt to integrate these separate
lines of theorizing and research into a coherent concept of group efficacy as it relates to
coll ective action by suggesting that an i

action is influenced by value-expectancy calculations. In the proposed model, the value
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component can be seen as an extension of the attitudes and subjective norms regarding
behaviour in Ajzends (981 Bxpegtancy beliefp, bnathen e d b e
other hand, represent the expectations that individual participation will increase the
likelihood of successful outcome, and collective action will succeed with the
participation of other members of the group (Klandermans, 1984, 1997), and are
informed by perceptions of opportunities as hypothesized by the resource mobilization
theory.
In their meta-analytic review of relative deprivation, Smith et al. (2011, p.1)
describe relative deprivat i on as a f@Asoci al psychol ogi ca
outlines a subjective quality of mind which exercises influence on how individuals feel,
perceive and behave, and connects the individuals to the interpersonal and intergroup
levels. It can also be combined with other similar social psychological processes to
offer a more integrative approach to collective behaviour which is very important in
social psychology (Pettigrew, 1991). The same can be said for group efficacy. It is
based on a perceived state of mind. 't in
and, together with other social psychological predictors of collective action, it can
provide a more detailed explanation of the phenomena. In the next section, | discuss
two recent attempts to integrate social identity, relative deprivation and group efficacy
as a coherent model of collective action.

Social Identity Model of Collective Action

It can be argued that the social identity model of collective action is the first
integrative attempt toward a unifying theory of collective action. It builds upon the
earlier qualitative attempts by Kelly and Breinlinger, (1996), Klandermans (1997), and
Sturmer and Simon (2004). Unlike the earlier reviews, it is a meso-level theory (Jaccard

& Jacoby, 2010; Mills, 1959) which focuses on collective action only and whose
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specific postulates about collective action are supported by meta-analytic findings. The
basic contention of the theory includes one revised and one novel hypothesis. First,
social identity, relative deprivation and group efficacy predict collective action
independently. Second, social identity also predicts relative deprivation and group
efficacy. Thus, its effect on collective action is both direct and indirect, via group
efficacy and relative deprivation.

Although both contentions might seem rather obvious at first sight, it is worth
remembering that SIMCA extends the earlier theories in more than one way. Firstly, it
specifies the basic mechanisms through which social identity predicts relative
deprivation and group efficacy. Drawing upon recent research on effects of low-status
group membership (Haslam & Reicher, 2006; Postmes & Branscombe, 2002), SIMCA
argues that by providing the parameters for intergroup comparisons (Smith et al., 2012),
social identity allows individuals to experience relative deprivation at a group level and
at the same time protects them from the negative effects of this deprivation by giving
them a sense of belongingness (van Zomeren et al., 2008). Secondly, it incorporates
Bandurads argument that group efficacy 1is
group members which are determined by a shared sense of social identity and therefore
it delineates the path between identity and group efficacy. Thirdly, it specifies direct
testable hypotheses between social identity, group efficacy, relative deprivation and
collective action (van Zomeren et al., 2008).

So, how strong are the paths between all four concepts? In their final model, van
Zomeren et al. (2008) report similar effect sizes between social identity and relative
deprivation (r = .26, p < .001) and between social identity and relative deprivation (r =
19, p <.001). The effect size between relative deprivation and collective action (r =

.28, p < .001) is slightly stronger and so is the effect size between group efficacy and

31



Chapter 2: Collective Action

collective action (r = .28, p < .001). Finally, the path between social identity and
collective action is not substantially different (r = .21, p < .001) from the path between
social identity and relative deprivation. These results are noteworthy for a number of
reasons.

For social identity, the meta-analytic findings provide solid evidence in support
of its relation to all three variables in the conceptual model. Findings also complement
past research on the relationship between relative deprivation and collective action.
Earlier it has been argued that structural disadvantage (when the disadvantage is
institutionalized on the basis of some group characteristics such as gender, race or
ethnicity and is deeply embedded in the social structure), as opposed to incidental
disadvantage (when it is the result of some incidental changes or events) is harder to
challenge for a number of reasons. Firstly, because it involves a prolonged struggle,
therefore the strategies available to the disadvantaged group are scarce. Secondly, it is
susceptible to endorsement and legitimization by the very disadvantaged group itself
(Major, 1994). Therefore it stands to reason to expect the relationship between
collective action and structural disadvantage to be weaker compared to the relationship
between incidental disadvantage and collective action.

Van Zomeren et al. (2008) report a medium effect size between relative
deprivation and collective action based on sixty five independent studies which include
relative deprivation as an antecedent of collective action. Out of these sixty five studies,
thirty three focus on structural injustice. Given the nature of the relationship between
structural disadvantage and collective action, the results reveal that, irrespective of the
type of disadvantage, the two processes are solidly linked. Taken together, these
findings further reinforce the position of relative deprivation, which is cognitive and is

based on structural inequalities on intergroup comparisons, as a predictor of collective
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action. For group efficacy, meta-analytic findings also evince that the group efficacy-
collective action intentions path has a medium effect size across fifty four studies on
group efficacy (van Zomeren et al., 2008). Although most of these results are
correlational, and correlational findings cannot substantiate claims of causality, van
Zomeren et al. (2008) suggest that perceived group efficacy and collective action
tendencies are closely related.

Notwithstanding its innovative integrative perspective and the solid empirical
support it has, SIMCA has two important weaknesses. Firstly, it ignores a fundamental
condition of human sociality. As Tajfel (1978,p.64)per cept i vel y st ated
alone-all groups in society live in the midst of other groups . . . the reinterpretation of
attributes and engagement in social action only acquire meaning in relation to, or in
comparisons with, ot her groupso. Therefor
in an extreme intergroup situation, e.g., apartheid, they include interactions, social
relations and friendships with the members of the advantaged group or vice versa. To
ignore this fact is to ignore the most basic condition of intergroup relations. Secondly,
van Zomeren et al. (2008) also admit that most of the data in their meta-analysis come
from correlational studies. Therefore, it is possible to interpret the flow of causality in
the reverse direction. Recent research has just begun to consider collective action both
as a consequence and as a cause (Becker, Tausch, & Wagner, 2011; van Zomeren,
Leach, et al., 2012). So there might be alternative explanations of the meta-analytic
findings van Zomeren et al. (2008) use to support SIMCA.

Dynamic Dual Pathway Model

By conceptualizing collective action from an emotional and coping perspective

(Lazarus & Folkman, 1984; Lazarus, 1991) the dynamic dual pathway model of

collective action (Van Zomeren, Leach, et al., 2012; van Zomeren et al., 2004) differs
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from SIMCA in a number of ways. Essentially, the model is based on two separate
psychological processes of approach coping with collective disadvantage. The emotion-
focused approach coping path draws upon intergroup emotions research (Mackie et al.,
2009) and elaborates on anger as a distinct predictor of collective action whereas the
problem focused approach coping path focuses on cost-benefit calculations such as
availability of resources to deal with the situation. Firstly, the model explicitly specifies
the link between relative deprivation and anger at the group level. Secondly, it further
explicates how anger and cost-benefit calculations based on group efficacy can connect.
Thirdly, by conceptualizing collective action, based on a two-staged cognitive appraisal
mechanism (Lazarus & Folkman, 1984; Scherer, Schorr, & Johnstone, 2001), as a
dynamic process, it attempts to correct for the issue of causality. | discuss these
innovations in detail below.

DDPM suggests that at the primary appraisal stage individuals first assess the
problem, collective disadvantage, and its relevance to the group. The assessment of
self-relevancy of the collective disadvantage is determined by the strength of
identification with the group. Individuals then attribute responsibility for the group-
relevant disadvantage to external agents and evaluate whether collective disadvantage is
unfair. Furthermore, the efficacy of the group to deal with the collective disadvantage is
also assessed at the secondary appraisal stage, and attribution of blame to external
sources and unfairness of the situation then leads to group-based anger, and cost-benefit
analysis leads to a heightened sense of group efficacy (Van Zomeren, Leach, et al.,
2012). Interesting to note here is the specification of two additional paths: from group
efficacy to attribution of blame to external sources, and from group efficacy to anger. |
return to these links below. Both group efficacy and anger then translate into collective

action tendencies, and these tendencies predict collective action participation.
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In line with research on coping and appraisal mechanisms (Lazarus, 1991),
DDPM treats appraisal as a process of appraisal-reappraisal. Reappraisal is basically the
process of changing evaluations using new information from the environment as well as
i nformation from i n {Lazarus & &adkinad,s984). Basetl ona | rea
both sources of information, this reappraisal might either further motivate or de-
motivate the individual for a particular course of action. This is also in line with recent
research on the dynamic nature of emotions. In a dynamic adaptive system, emotions
are appraised using multiple criteria on multiple levels which allow for recursive
processing of emotions. This approach (Scherer, 2004, 2009) places particular
emphasize on the intensity, quality, and duration of emotion as determinants of the
feedback process. However, it should be noted that while the dynamic appraisal
approach to emotions focuses santhepeimayn t he
source of information necessary for the reappraisal process, in DDPM the focus moves
to, somehow inadvertently, the collective action participation, the actual behaviour. In
this manner, DDPM allows for feed-back loops from collective action participation to
collective action tendencies, coping potential, social identity, and perceptions of
collective disadvantage. In simple terms, participation in collective action predicts, in a
recursive manner, collective action tendencies, increased sense of group efficacy,
stronger identification with the group, and a heightened sense of collective
disadvantage.

There is recent empirical evidence on the effects of participation in collective
action on individual outcomes such as psychological well-being and ingroup
identification (Becker, Tausch, Spears, & Christ, 2011; Becker, Tausch, & Wagner,
2011) and on anger (Drury & Reicher, 2009). These initial findings evince that

participation in collective action has a number of recursive effects. What is less clear,
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however, is the underlying processes of certain other recursive paths. How does, for
instance, heightened sense of coping potential influence attributions of external blame?
Or how does it lead to increased anger? These proposed paths in the conceptual model
do not exist in the empirical evidence van Zomeren et al. (2012) borrow from their
earlier studies (van Zomeren, Leach, & Spears, 2010; van Zomeren et al., 2004; van
Zomeren, Spears, & Leach, 2008) to support the hypothesized recursive effects of
collective action participation.

Both models, SIMCA and DDPM, go a long way toward conceptualization of a
coherent and unifying theory to explain collective action. Their innovative approach
based on extensive empirical support, in SIMCA, and extensive theorizing, in DDPM,
constitutes the first successful attempt to integrate decades of past research on collective
action. In my view, however, they ignore one fundamental aspect of the social world,
the non-isolated nature of groups, as Tajfel (1978) explains so elegantly. Therefore,
although they provide some novel answers to fundamental questions on the nature of
collective action, they also create more questions which remain to be answered. In the
following chapters, | explore how two paths to social change, as embodied by
intergroup contact and collective action, interact with and influence each other and what

are the consequences of this interaction.
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CHAPTER 3: THE SOCIAL IDENTITY MODEL OF COLLECTIVE ACTION AND
THE SEDATIVE EFFECT OF CONTACT AMONG BLACK AND WHITE
STUDENTS IN SOUTH AFRICA

Almost two decades ago, when America was still debating the appointment of
Colin Powell, an African American, to the position Chief of Staff of US Military,
Paterson, in a landmark essay published in The New Republic af f i r med t hat i
of racial and ethnic change always rests on a minority groupo (1995: p.8). Nine years
before Paterson, Reicher (1986) st at ed t h af(p. 23 s$trecturdiaf Britishs t 0O
society would change through collective action by those who suffer from that racism,
not by intergroup contact. While we have no doubts about the transformative power of
intergroup contact, as supported by fifty odd years of research (see Hewstone & Swart,
2011),we bel i eve Rei c h durtlersresearch sttentioh. iThe fact thae s er v e
inequality and injustice endure despite increased contact suggests that contact alone
may not be sufficient to bring about social change. In the two studies that we report, we
attempt to integrate these two approaches (intergroup contact and collective action)
towards a more contextual social psychological model (Pettigrew, 1991) aimed at
understanding the intergroup processes leading to social change.

According to Social Identity Model of Collective Action (van Zomeren et al.,
2008) three key predictors i.e. group efficacy, perceived injustice, and social identity
can explain why members of a social group engage in action aimed at changing social
conditions for the benefit of the ingroup, either via peaceful or violent means (Tajfel &
Turner, 1979; Wright, Taylor, & Moghaddam, 1990b; Wright, 2009, 2010).

A particular feature of Social Identity Model of Collective Action (SIMCA) is
that it accords a key role to social identity and suggests that identity influences

collective action both directly and indirectly through perceived injustice and group
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efficacy. This Obridgingé feature inf

supported by two arguments. Firstly, it is the identification with the group that
delineates the group aspects of the deprivation which in turn predicts collective action
over objective or personal deprivation. Secondly it gives the otherwise pacified
individuals a sense of togetherness and collective power. Therefore, the way individuals
identify with their group predicts the way in which they perceive and evaluate the
efficacy of their group or the level of perceived injustice that their group experiences.
However, we think the relation between social identity and other predictors might be
more complex than is suggested by SIMCA.

SIMCA assumes that the relation between social identity, perceived injustice
and group efficacy is immune from any influence which might be exerted by other
intergroup processes. Additionally, within the SIMCA perspective, there is little
emphasisont he 6 st r uc ofuhe iadividuplso(isei wthather thé participants
belong to advantaged or disadvantaged groups). We therefore believe that there is a
need for a more comprehensive discussion of collective action which considers equally
the involved parties as well as possible relations between predictors of collective action
and other intergroup processes. In fact, it has already been suggested that one should
consider other intergroup processes and their subsequent impact on collective action
among both advantaged and disadvantaged groups (Pettigrew, 2010), and that one
should recognize the complexities of interaction between groups, especially its impact
on the disadvantaged (Reicher, 2007). In line with this view, we focus on the role that
intergroup contact might play within the SIMCA perspective.

Intergroup Contact and SIMCA
It is well established that intergroup contact effectively reduces prejudice

(Allport, 1954; R. Brown & Hewstone, 2005; Pettigrew & Tropp, 2006, 2008). As well
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as reducing prejudice, contact also increases trust, perspective taking and empathy
(Dovidio, Gaertner, & Kawakami, 2003; Kenworthy & Jones, 2009; Swart, Hewstone,
Christ, & Voci, 2010) towards the outgroup through learning new information about the
outgroup and disconfirming negative views of it, all of which lead to a more
sympathetic perspective towards the outgroup (Verkuyten, Thijs, & Bekhuis, 2010).
This new perspective involves not only an appreciation of the values and the culture of
the outgroup but also re-valuation of ingroup values and norms (Pettigrew, 1997, 1998)
and a more critical and realistic approacht o t he bel i ef system of
Through contact, one realizes that there are alternative manners to navigate across the
complexities of the social world and these are no less correct and valid than the
customs, values and norms of the ingroup (Verkuyten et al., 2010).These processes,
known as fide p,rermourage iodividubld, espactally thexdembers of the
advantaged group, to move away from glorifying the ingroup and to adopt a more
inclusive approach towards the outgroup (Brewer, 2008; Pettigrew, 1998). Moreover,
this more inclusive approach is also believed to be associated with weaker identification
with the ingroup (Pettigrew, 2009; Verkuyten et al., 2010), and it helps to form a
common ingroup identity which includes both groups under a new superordinate
identity (Dovidio et al., 2009). Once the former outgroup members are categorized into
this common group, they can biengvalpabicasq
Atheyo and fAweo. are replaced by Auso
Among the disadvantaged, consequences for social change of this more
inclusive identity and the deprovincialized perspective of the social world range from
downplaying the essential inequalities between the groups to creating the false
attribution that the inequalities are the result of individual differences rather than

structural limitations, and that anyone with the right skills and talents can make it to the
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top (Wright, 2001). Further mor e,-ingpsp abiresa, tt hd mMem
disadvantaged group stop seeing the advantaged group members as the perpetuators of

the grievances they experienced (Wright & Lubensky, 2009). These predictions are

echoed in the findings of recent experimental and survey studies. For example, Saguy,

Tausch, Dovidio, and Pratto, 2009 found that positive and commonality-focused

contact was associated with less support for social change benefitting the disadvantaged

ingroup, whereas in South Africa (Dixon, Durrheim, Tredoux, Tropp, et al., 2010a)

detected a paradoxical negative association between intergroup contact and support for

policies benefitting the ingroup among the disadvantaged.

These findings also have additional consequences for social change if we are to
consider the role of social identity, perceived injustice (operationalized as relative
deprivation) and group efficacy in instigating collective action as suggested by SIMCA.
Firstly, similar calming effects of contact in decreasing perceptions of relative
deprivation have been reported among African and European Americans (Ellison &
Powers, 1994) (Ellison & Powers, 1994) as well as Black and White South Africans (J.
Dixon, Durrheim, Tredoux, Tropp, & Eaton, 2010b; J. Dixon, Durrheim, Tredoux,
Tropp, et al., 2010a; Durrheim et al., 2011). Notwithstanding these
contact, as Pettigrew (2010) argued, contact may well work the other way round by
possibly accentuating perceptions of relative deprivation and therefore increasing
collective action tendencies (Poore et al., 2002).

As for group efficacy, we believe that its position in SIMCA also needs to be
further elaborated in line with the discussion above. Bandura (2000) suggests that
collective efficacy emerges from shared beliefs which are constantly negotiated by
members of the group. Therefore, a closer reading of both the deprovincialization

hypothesis (Pettigrew, 1997) and the common ingroup identity model (Dovidio et al.,
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2009) reveals a possible inverse relationship between positive intergroup contact and
the efficacy of the ingroup. More contact with the outgroup members might be
associated with a tendency to underestimate the efficacy of the ingroup as well as the
resources it might mobilize (Reicher, 2007).

In fact, all these ironic effects of intergroup contact among the disadvantaged

have already been brandedas t he MfAReorc heonttddte@s. A®bsedat i

suggested by Pettigrew (2010), this effect demonstrates itself when members of the
disadvantaged group are less motivated to engage in collective action to improve their
conditions (Reicher, 2007). Regular contact with the members of the advantaged group
activates the mechanisms above and these in turn bring about a certain level of
alleviation to the grievances of the disadvantaged as well as improving their attitudes
toward the advantaged group. Among the majority group members, however, extending
support for social change through collective action by the disadvantaged necessitates a
certain degree of dissolution in their will to maintain existing conditions as well as an
acknowledgement of the inequalities and the unsustainable (and unjust) nature of these
conditions. Conversely, the advantaged group may also be motivated to maintain their
position. Both motivation and dissolution to maintain the status quo then may be
affected by weaker identification with the ingroup, reinforced moral conviction of the
unjust circumstances regarding the disadvantaged (van Zomeren et al., 2008) and re-
evaluation of what the ingroup is entitled to. All this suggests that a broader perspective
than the one suggested by Reicher (2007) is needed to incorporate the differential
effects of contact on collective action and the psychological processes that underlie this

action among high status and low status groups respectively.
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The Present Research

Based on recent theoretical work on the differential effects of contact among
high and low status groups (Pettigrew, 2010; Tropp & Pettigrew, 2005a) on one hand
and the integrative approaches to collective action (van Zomeren et al., 2008; van
Zomeren & Spears, 2009; van Zomeren, Spears, et al., 2008) on the other, we wanted to
test the individual and joint effects of contact, social identity, relative deprivation and
group efficacy on collective action in a challenging socio-political context. We did this
at a university campus in post-Apartheid South Africa where despite the legal
termination of the Apartheid, racial categories still exist and race-related issues remain
salient (Pillay & Collings, 2004; Slabbert, 2001) and are further exacerbated by Whitesd
persisting socio-economic advantage over other South Africans despite the political and
numerical superiority of Blacks.

Predictions

Based on SIMCA, our global prediction is that social identity will be positively
associated with collective action tendencies and support for policies among members of
both groups, directly, and indirectly, via relative deprivation and group efficacy. Thus
we predicted:

H1: Higher levels of social identity will be associated with higher levels

of collective action.

Hla: Among Blacks, social identity will be positively associated with

higher levels of support for policies favouring the ingroup. However,

among Whites, social identity will be negatively associated with support

for policies favouring the outgroup Blacks.

Given the improvements, albeit limited, that Blacks have experienced since the

end of Apartheid, we expected the association between social identity and group
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efficacy to be more salient among Black than White South Africans. For the association
between social identity and relative deprivation, we hypothesized a stronger link among
White South Africans, as research on social identity has consistently shown that high
status groups are susceptible to feeling more insecure and may seek to maintain the
status quo when change is imminent and apparent (Ellemers & Bos, 1998; Scheepers &
Ellemers, 2005). Furthermore, numerical minority groups are comparatively more
biased than low status majority groups (Gonzalez & Brown, 2006; Sachdev & Bourhis,
1987) as their distinctiveness is more threatened, causing them to favour the ingroup
strongly, especially in times of uncertainty.

Al t h o u g hrelaBve pogtionsi®still not favourable, changing conditions
are clearly in their favour and this should have an inverse relationship with their
perceptions of relative deprivation (De la Sablonniére et al., 2010). More specifically,
comparing themselves with other ingroup members and outgroup members over time
and at present, Black university students are less likely to consider themselves relatively
deprived. Finally, it has already been established that among Black South Africans,
more intergroup contact with high status Whites might result in a tendency to ignore the
extent of injustice that their ingroup has long suffered (J. Dixon, Durrheim, Tredoux,
Tropp, et al., 2010b)

For contact, we predicted that higher levels of contact with the outgroup would
be associated with reduced willingness to engage in collective action both directly and
indirectly, via relative deprivation and group efficacy (Durrheim et al., 2011; Reicher,
2007; Saguy et al., 2009):

H2: Among Blacks and Whites, positive contact with the outgroup will

negatively predict collective action tendencies.
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H2a: Among Whites, contact with Blacks will positively predict

support for policies favouring the outgroup. However, among

Blacks, contact with outgroup Whites will negatively predict support

for policies favouring the ingroup.

As a result of the democratic and multicultural policies prevailing on the campus
and the emphasis on commonalities (Dovidio et al., 2009) in the post-Apartheid period,
we expected that among the low status group, contact with the advantaged group would
shift the focus from inequalities to perceptions of procedural fairness. However, the
effect should be in the opposite direction among the Whites as their position is certainly
not favoured by the current situation and both the changes already underway and those
expected in the future are likely to worsen their position. Finally, consistent with the
role that contact can play on other group processes we discussed above, especially
among low status numerical majority groups (Christ et al., 2010; Pettigrew, 2010), we
hypothesized that:

H2b: Among Blacks, regular contact with the outgroup will moderate

the paths from social identity to relative deprivation and group efficacy

on the one hand, and the paths from all three predictors (i.e., social

identity, relative deprivation and group efficacy) to collective action and

support for policies, on the other.

Thus we expected that among those who reported lower levels of contact, the paths
highlighted above would be stronger than among those who reported frequent contact

with the outgroup Whites.
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Study 1
Method
Participants

The sample comprised 488 Black students (121 males and 367 females, Mage =
20.62 and SD = 3.60) recruited online at a mixed South African university (student
proportions: 80% Blacks; 15% Whites; 5% Coloureds and Indians). All students who
participated in the study received partial course credit for their participation.

Measures

In this study as well as the other studies reported in this thesis, participants
completed an omnibus guestionnaire on intergroup relations in the country where the
study was conducted. However, only specific variables that are pertinent to the research
questions of my thesis are included in the analysis and reported subsequently.

All variables reported in the present study were measured on 7-point Likert
scales (for contact items: 1, never 7, all the time for all the other items 1, totally
disagree 7, totally agre@. Higher values thus indicate more contact, stronger social
identification with the ingroup, higher levels of relative deprivation, more perceived
group efficacy, and support for collective action and policies favouring the ingroup.
Predictors

Intergroup contact and social identification with the ingroup served as

predictors’. To measure intergroup contact we adapted three items from Swart et al.

! For this and the subsequent studies reported in the thesis, all variables are measured using scales validated and
extensively used by prior research. Each latent variable is measured using the full scale consisting of various
observed items. For each study, | first conducted a confirmatory factor analysis using Mplus software. Following the
results of confirmatory factor analysis and in line with existing research, those items with factor loadings below .5
(T. A. Brown, 2006; Hair et al., 2010; Kline, 2011) were dropped from the analysis. | followed the same strategy for

the rest of the studies in the thesis. For each study only the items with satisfactory factor loadings were reported.
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(2010) to assess positive outgroup contact (U= .84). Participants reported the amount of

contact they have at university, in social activities, and in their homes or university
residences (ie, 6 How often do you meet your White
often do you meet them in soci al activiti
friends in their h o m Bdwial identification was measured by two items from
Luhtanen and Crocker (1992): 6 Bei ng Bl ack is an i mportant

6l n general, bel ongi ng tnomportanepart®f nryse- ¢ o mmu

i ma ge.62, p(<.001).

Mediators

Relative deprivation was measured by two items adapted from Leach et al.
(2007): 0Bl acks are economically disadvant age
socially disadvantaged comparedt o  Wh(i % .€0sp&< .001). Group efficacy was
measured by three items adapted from Kelly and Breinlinger (1996), and Mummendey,
Kessler, Klink, and Mielke (1999): 6 Bl ac k s as a group can
conditions o®b6W8B| Bchkeki Bo®tAld, Africans <can
White Sout h Af r i ¢ a rawoddngwitbather BlackvSoutheAfrifaro r t 6

people | can change the odn8ditions of Bl ac

Different items from the same scale met the criteria in different studies. Therefore, the items | employed to measure
some variables, e.g., social identity, might slightly vary in different studies. For instance, in the present study, socia
identity was measured by &éBeing Bl aclgeneralshelagingtothp or t an't
Black community in SA is an important part of my selfi ma g e 6 a dlalgahee & Crdckerp1892 whereas in
study 3 social i denamtpr owad tmeermkbeiigdrkikh ysamdmportard part of

myselfi maged, and 61 am very happy to be Turkishd which we
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Outcome Variables

We measured collective action with three items (U = .79) adapted from van
Zomeren et al., (2008) and Smith, Cronin, and Kessler (2008), 6 | would be wil
sign a petition to improve the current situation of BlacksinSo ut h  Aoflr iwoaudl d b e
willing to sign a petitionand 4dImpwowled the
to sign up for a neighbourhood project to improve the conditions for Blacks in my
nei ghb a Supporbfordgdicies benefitting the ingroup was measured by four
i t e ms .91] ddapted from Schuman, Steeh, Bobo, and Krysa (1997): &pecial
university scholarships should be provide
a n domep8ople think that Blacks have been discriminated against for so long that the
government has a speci al obl igat iSpgcial t 0 he
university scholarships should be provide:
and 6Government should invesitgmbower h mod hé&

Results and Discussion

We used Structural Equation Modelling in Mplus (version 5.2; Muthen &
Muthen, 2008) to test our theoretical model, using the Robust Maximum Likelihood
(MLR) estimation method against any possible non-normality in the data. The overall
model fit was assessed throughthe c 2t edfrdtiq, RMSEA (root mean square error
of approximation), CFl (Comparative Fit Index) and SRMR (the standardized root
mean square residual). Acceptable cut off points for these indices are a non-significant
G 2 Vv (Bdrrette2007; Mulaik, 2007), o r df @tio viZer than or equal to 3 for
satisfactory fit or below 2 indicating excellent fit, .06 or lower for RMSEA, 95 or
higher for CFI and.08 or lower for SRMR (Hu & Bentler, 1999; Marsh, Hau, & Wen,

2004). Exploiting a raw data format, we handled the missing data (less than 5%)

47



Chapter 3: SIMCA and Sedative Effect of Contact in South Africa

through Afull i nformation | ikelihoodod apj
datasets with missing data.
We first tested the measurement model (Anderson & Gerbing, 1988; Kline,
2011), allowing all latent variables to correlate with each other without specifying any
paths (confirmatory factor analysis or CFA). When possible, we created our latent
variables by combining individual it ems i |
indicators for the corresponding latent variables. Parcelling is generally employed to
achieve a better normality of distribution and better indicator to sample size ratio (T. D.
Little, Cunningham, Shahar, & Widaman, 2002; A. Meade & Kroustalis, 2005).
Descriptive statistics and correlations between the variables in the model are shown in
Table 3.1. Overall our model fits the data very well with fit values well below the cut-
off values, indicating excellent fit (¢ 2= 104.59, p>.05,df=1 0 2 ,df =d.@2/ CFI =

.99, RMSEA = .007, SRMR = .027), including a non-significant chi square value.
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Table. 3.1. Descriptive statistics and correlations between the variables in the model (Study 1).

Variable 1 2 3 4 5 6
1. Contact 1 -273%%% _2BgR*X _1DG%KF - 2Q2%kx _ D7(Q%**
2. Social Identity 1 .060 A87***  B05*** 163*
3. Relative Deprivation 1 076 312%** 305***
4. Group Efficacy 1 5QQ***  DGokkk
5. Collective Action 1 339***
6. Policy Support 1
Mean 203 6.11 5.67 6.21 6.65 6.02
SD 1.30 2.08 1.78 1.64 1.55 1.60
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Figure 3.1 summarizes the results which are in line with the predictions suggested by

SIMCA. Social identity had a significant positive association with group efficacy (b =

49, p <.001) and collective action (b = .16, p <.05). Contrary to our expectations, no

significant association was detected between social identity and either relative

deprivation or support for policies. Contact had a significant negative association with

relative deprivation (b =-.24, p<.001),colle c t i v e =a.®ipi< ®F) and stpport

for p o |=i-.20i @ s .001).bAs expected, relative deprivation was positively
associated wit k23l 040t ana sawtpipwdb,tpch or po
05). Associations between group efficacy and support for policies ( B .25, p < .001)

and collective action ( & .59, p <.001) were also positive and significant. The model

explained 66% and 19% of the variance in collective action and support for ingroup-

favouring policies respectively. The significant negative correlation between contact

and soci al i dent i=t.30, pk .§01)zptoddng indicedt sippatfot hy (b
the deprovincialization hypothesis.

Because these data are correlational, claims of causality should only be
considered provisional. To overcome this barrier and to test the possibility of a reverse
causal order, we specified alternative models to the model tested in Study 1. One can
argue that those who are already mobilized perceive greater group efficacy and feel
more relatively deprived which in turn lead to less contact with the outgroup and higher
identification with the ingroup. We therefore tested an alternative model in which we
entered collective action and support for policies as predictors, and contact and social
identity as outcome variables. The fit values of the alternative model were considerably
poorer than the first model (¢ 2= 147.087, p < .05, df =1 0 2 ,df =cdl.24/ CFI = .99,

RMSEA =.030, SRMR = .050). Additionally, we hypothesized a second alternative
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Figure 3.1. Saturated model showing contact and social identity predicting collective action and support for policies benefitting the ingroup
via group efficacy and relative deprivation among Blacks in South Africa.
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model in which relative deprivation and group efficacy predicted contact and social
identity via collective action and support for policies. This model did not converge.
Mediating Role of Relative Depation and Group Efficacy

We also tested for indirect effects from contact and social identity to collective
action and support for policies, using bootstrapping (Efron & Tibshirani, 1993; Hayes,
2009; Preacher & Hayes, 2008). We preferred bootstrapping as it does not force any
symmetry on the sampling distribution of the indirect effects and enables the researcher
to contrast the effects of different mediators in multiple mediator models (by creating a
specific confidence interval for each mediator).

The mediation test results (Table 2) confirmed several significant indirect paths
in favour of both SIMCA as well as the sedative effect of contact. Using 5000 re-
samples, we created point estimates (PE) for each single indirect effect from our
predictors, contact and social identity, to our criterion variables, collective action and
support for policies, via our mediators, group efficacy and relative deprivation. We used
confidence intervals (CI) to test the significance of the indirect effects. When (CI) do
not include zero this indicates a significant indirect effect (Hayes, 2009; Preacher &
Hayes, 2008). The association between social identity and collective action (PE b =.19,
with 99% CI [.11, .32]) and support for the policies favouring the ingroup (PE b =.08,
with 99% CI [.02, .16]) was mediated by group efficacy, which partially supported
SIMCA. Contact had a negative association (PE b =-.05), with 99% CI [-.11, -.01]) with
collective action and policy support (PE b =-.07, with 99% CI [-.12, -.02]) via relative
deprivation. Unlike Baron and Kenny (1986) MacKinnon (2008) suggests that it is
possible to have a mediated effect without a direct path between the predictor and the
outcome variable. Thus, the results indicate that the path from social identity to support

for policies is fully mediated, but that this mediation is partial for the path from social
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identity to collective action where the direct path is not cancelled out but modified by
the mediator. For contact effects on collective action and support for policies, the
results provided marginal support for partial mediation of both paths via relative
deprivation.
Moderating Role of Contact

Consistent with Pettigrew's (2010) call for testing alternative effects of contact
on collective action we also tested for moderating effects of contact on all possible
paths. Following Jaccard and Wan (1996),on multi-group comparisons 1 split our
sample into low (n = 227) and high (n = 247) contact groups on the basis of their
reported level of contact (median value = 1.78). We used the Satorra-Bentler Chi
Square difference test to compare chi square values of the nested model (paths
constrained to be equal across low and high contact groups) to the baseline model
(paths free to vary across groups). We first tested the measurement invariance. The fit
values for the base model where all the factor loadings are allowed to be freely
estimated across low and high contact groups were acceptable (¢ 2= 243.85, p > .05, df
=2 2 4 ,df =d.28/ CFl = .99, RMSEA = .019, SRMR = .052). When we constrained
the factor loadings to be equal in both groups, the fit values did not significantly deviate
from the base model (¢ 2 247.99,p<.05,df=2 2 9 ,df =4.@/CFI =.99, RMSEA =
019, SRMR = .054; pc 2 ( 5) p= .504), tBu showing measurement invariance

across groups.
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Table 3.2. Mediation bootstrap* test results** (Study 1).

Path Mediator Point Estin9%%Cl 99 % CI
Social identity- Collective Action Group Efficacy 193 .108,.319
Social identity-Policy Support Group Efficacy 076 .020, .158
Contact-Collective Action Relative Deprivation -.054 -.107,-.013
Contact-Policy Support Relative deprivation -.065 -.118,-.019

*Bootstrap is based on 5000 re-samples (MacKinnon,2008; Preacher and Hayes, 2008). When confidence intervals do not include zero this
shows that there is a significant indirect effect (Mac Kinnon, 2008; Preacher & Hayes, 2008).

**Standardized coefficients.
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Having established measurement invariance, we tested for structural invariance
constraining all the paths among our latent variables to be equal. This resulted in a
considerably poorer fit (c 2 =  2p8<2 .04001,, d fdf =122 GF1 = 97¢ 2 /
RMSEA = .031, SRMR = .064; qpGc 2 ( 7)) B = .@06).. B Then tested for the
moderating effects of contact on all possible paths. This was done by forcing the path in
question to be equal across low contact and high contact groups and testing for
significant deterioration of the model fit. We detected a significant moderating effect of
contact on the path from relative deprivation to collective action. The model in which
we allowed the association between relative deprivation and collective action to be
different across low and high contact groups demonstrated superior fit values to the one
in which we constrained the same association to be equal in both groups (pG 2 ( 1) =
29.71, p=.001 with 1 degree of freedom). Specifically, in the low contact group,
relative deprivation was posi=.55\peloll), associ
whereas the same association was insignificant among those who reported higher levels

o f c o n% -&36,tp =.696). We also detected a significant moderation effect of

contact on the association between social identity and relative deprivation (qpc 2 ( 1)
8.25, p = .004). In the low contact group social identity was significantly associated
with rel ati a3, g<ed)),butthisassdciation wés bot significant in the
high contact group (b=-.14, p=.110).

Further inspection of our results shows that our data provided partial support for
SIMCA. The paths suggested by SIMCA were consistently stronger than the contact
paths, both direct and indirect, on collective action and policy support. We found, for
example, strong evidence in favour of a positive association between social identity and
collective action tendencies especially through group efficacy. There was also evidence

i n favour Oeffectiofftamtactd bt dirextty,iand mdirectly via reduction in
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relative deprivation. The most striking evidence, however, in support of the &edatived
effect of contact came from the moderating effects of contact on the relative
deprivation-collective action and social identity-relative deprivation paths. Among
those who reported having more interracial contact, the association between relative
deprivation and collective action was not significant, and the association between social
identity and relative deprivation was weakened. In contrast, in the low contact group,
relative deprivation was significantly and positively associated with collective action,
and social identity with relative deprivation.
Study 2

To extend the results of Study 1 and to take into account the perspective of the
formerly-powerful White group in South Africa, we collected similar data from White
South African students. We sought to test whether (a) SIMCA would equally predict
collective action tendencies among the advantaged; (b) contact would have any effect
on collective action tendencies and support for policies favouring the disadvantaged
Black outgroup. We kept the measure of support for policies benefitting the outgroup as
it is, firstly, because it is inconceivable in present-day South Africa that there would be
officially-sanctioned policies in favour of Whites. Secondly, we believe that measures
of support for policies benefitting the outgroup may be directly related to social change,
as they are indirect measures of behavioural tendencies aimed at changing the
conditions for the benefit of the disadvantaged outgroup. Thirdly, we sought to provide
additional measures to test whether contact has any positive influence through White s 6
acknowledgement of the structural inequalities and intentions to help change
conditions. In this respect, support for outgroup-favouring policies can be taken as a

proxy for recognition of the structural injustices that concern the disadvantaged group.
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Method

Participants

The sample comprised 244 White South African students (55 males and 188
females, Mage = 20.49 and SD = 3.31) recruited online who received partial course
credit for their participation.
Measures

Unless noted otherwise, we used the same items as in Study 1 to assess all the
constructs and re-phrased them where necessary for White respondents.
Predictors

The same intergroup contact (3 items; U= .86) and social identity (2 items; r =
.71, p<.001) measures as in Study 1 were used as predictors.
Mediators

Relative deprivation was measured with two items, adapted from Leach, lyer,
and Pedersen (2007),6 Whi t es are economically disadvan
OWNhites are politically dis.a8dw<aldl)Lgwd comp
efficacy was assessed by the same three items (U= .84) as in Study 1 (e.g., 6 Whi t es a's
group can change the current conditions of
Outcome variables

We used the same four items as in Study 1 to measure collective action

tendencies among White students (e.g., 61 woul d be willing to sic
the current situation of Whites in South .
neighbour hood project to improve the denditio

.79). Support for policy measures concerning the Black outgroup was measured by two

itetms: 6 Mor e money should be spent on school s
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for preschoo | and early educaé&dtSpeci prognammes,) Oy
should be provided for Bl gk st00llent s who
Results and Discussion

The results of CFA showed that almost all items loaded highly onto their
respective f act or8 (Hair, Blaitk, Bal@n, & Andersan,2@0).e b
Descriptive statistics and correlations between latent variables are given in Table 3.3.
As in Study 1, we used raw data and estimated a model (see Figure 3.2) which fits the
dat a we6.15, p $.05,2f=7 9, df =123, CFl =.98, RMSEA = .032, SRMR
= .039) with a non-significant chi square value. Social identity was significantly
associated with collective action (b = .30, p <.001) but not with support for policies.
Contact, on the other hand, was significantly associated with support for policies
favouring the outgroup (b = .23, p < .001) but not with collective action. Both group
efficacy (b = .33, p < .001) and relative deprivation (b = .31, p < .001) were
significantly associated with collective action, but only relative deprivation had a
significant association (b = -.24, p <.001) with support for policies. As in Study 1, we
estimated alternative models to test whether they would fit the data equally well
indicating either selection bias, or reverse processes. We specified a model where both
collective action and support for policies predicted contact and identity via group power
and relative deprivation. The fit values for this model were all above the accepted
threshold levels (6 2 = 182008, ddf = 237, GFB=,90, RMSEA = .077,
SRMR = .099). We also tested a model specifying group efficacy and relative
deprivation as predictors, collective action and support for policies as mediators, and
contact and social identity as outcome variables. This model too had poorer fit values
than the model we tested (c 2 =  1p5<4. .09071,, d tif= 2201, CFI 7 .926 2 /

RMSEA =.066, SRMR = .054).
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Table 3.3. Descriptive statistics and correlations between the variables in the model (Study 2).

Variable 1 2 3 4 5 6
1. Contact 1 -34***  -07 -19** -18* -24**
2. ldentification 1 A37  33*FF* 45%** 19
3. Relative deprivation 1 14 ALFF* . 24*
4. Group Efficacy 1 A5**F* - 004
5. Collective Action 1 -.30
6. Policy Support 1

Mean 3.35 455 448 3.72 5.22 3.80

SD 149 2.18 1.60 1.74 2.12 1.69
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Figure 3.2. Saturated model showing contact and social identity predicting collective action and support for policies benefitting the ingroup

via group efficacy and relative deprivation among Whites in South Africa (n=241).
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*p <.05*p<.01%* p<.001%**

Standardized coefficients; only significant paths are reported.
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Mediation by Group Efficacy and Relative Deprivation

We tested whether relative deprivation and group efficacy mediated any of the
paths from contact and social identity to collective action and support for policies
favouring the Black outgroup (see Table 3.4). Using the bootstrapping method, as in
Study 1, we found that social identity influenced collective action positively (PE b =
110, with 99 % CI [.023, .230]) via group efficacy and relative deprivation (PE b =
.080, with 99 % CI [.026, .148]). Additionally it had a negative indirect effect (PE b = -
.047, with 99 % CI [-.107, -.003]) on support for policies via relative deprivation. In the
case of the effects of contact on the two outcome variables, only group efficacy
negatively mediated the path from contact to collective action (PE b = -.031, with 99 %
Cl [-.052, -.013]). More specifically, contact decreased perceptions of group efficacy
which, in turn, decreased collective action tendencies.

In general, the results of Study 2 provided additional support for SIMCA and for
the O0sedatived effects oforsociad mentdycrelative
deprivation and group efficacy are very close to the average effect sizes reported by van
Zomeren et al. (2008) in their meta-analysis. Moreover, contact was not associated with
relative deprivation or collective action in either direction, but more contact with the
Black outgroup was associated with decreased perceptions of group efficacy and
weaker identification with the ingroup which is in line both with Reicher (2007) and the
deprovincialization hypothesis (Pettigrew, 1998). Given the negative experiences of
Whites in terms of political power and in line with the double comparison process (de la

Sablonniére et al., 2010), this is not surprising.
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Table 3.4. Mediation bootstrap* test results** (Study 2).

Path Mediator Point Estin9%Cl 99 % CI
Social identity- Collective Action Group Efficacy .100 .023,.230
Social identity- Collective Action Relative Deprivation .080 .025,.148
Social identity-Policy Support Relative Deprivation -.047 -130, .-003
Contact-Collective Action Group Efficacy -.031 -.051,-.013

*Bootstrap is based on 5000 re-samples (MacKinnon,2008; Preacher and Hayes, 2008). When confidence intervals do not include zero
this shows that there is a significant indirect effect (Mac Kinnon, 2008; Preacher & Hayes, 2008).

**Standardized coefficients
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Finally, as in Study 1, we tested for the moderating effect of contact following
the same steps as we did in Study 1. Constraining all the paths to be equal across groups
did not cause a significant drop in the G 2values, suggesting that contact failed to
moderate any of the paths. This could be the result of some additional processes that we
did not measure directly. |t mi ght
subjective identification with the ingroup is reinforced by their belief in the legitimacy
of their historical superiority. Such a perception of legitimacy, when coupled with the
negative consequences of the current structural changes, may result in increased
perceptions of relative deprivation. Similarly, being the historically advantaged
numerical minority group, Whites might be more biased when it comes to evaluating
their position and therefore might display greater dedication to maintain their position
irrespective of their amicable relations with Blacks.

General Discussion

In the two studies reported we examined how intergroup contact and the three
predictors of collective action suggested by the SIMCA influence collective action
tendencies on behalf of the ingroup and support for policies favouring the ingroup and
outgroup. Both studies showed that intergroup contact and social identity are
significantly associated with collective action tendencies and support for policies. In
Study 1, our data supported a model in which intergroup contact negatively predicted
collective action tendencies, both directly and indirectly, via relative deprivation.
However, the effects of contact were more pronounced when we consider its role as a
moderator of the effects of social identity and relative deprivation: In the high contact
group, relative deprivation was not associated with collective action, and social identity
did not predict relative deprivation. This model also provided support for the positive

path between social identity and collective action via group efficacy.
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In Study 2, we were able to partly replicate SIMCA but not the putative negative
effect of contact on collective action tendencies. Below, we discuss these findings in
terms of the interplay between the sedative effect of contact, SIMCA and the
moderating role of contact. We then acknowledge some limitations of the two studies,
and highlight some implications of our findings for future research.

Sedative Effects of Contact aBtMCA

The results provide partial support for both the sedative effect of contact and the
predictions of SIMCA. In Study 1, among Black South Africans, more contact was
associated with less collective action and less support for policies benefitting the
ingpoup di rect !l y. We found evidence for
outcome measures both directly and via relative deprivation, Perhaps, through regular
contact with the advantaged, South African Blacks think that they may not be deprived
at all and that identifying with the Black ingroup does not mean much to them. In Study
2, among White South Africans, we found stronger evidence for the predictions of
SIMCA. Higher levels of social identity were associated with more collective action,
both directly and indirectly, via both relative deprivation and group efficacy. Stronger
identification with the ingroup was
ability and power to change things for the benefit of the ingroup (in Study 1), and with a
higher level of relative deprivation (in Study 2). In Study 2, those who strongly
identified with their ingroup believed that their group was more deprived, and, in Study
1, that it had the potential to change things.

I n both studies we found weaker
However, our data indicates that this effect is stronger among the members of the low
status group. Among members of the high status group, despite the fact that their

position is under threat from social and structural changes, the positive effects of
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contact suggested by Pettigrew (2010) still seem to hold. This might be the result of the
deprovincializing process we discussed earlier and was further supported by c ont act 6 s
moderating role on social identity and relative deprivation in the same study. In Study
2, however, contact predicted more support for outgroup oriented policies, which shows
Whiteods acceptance of t he i nequalities c
improved attidues toward them. Again this might be the result of a reconsideration of
the legitimacy of the differences between Whites and Blacks and affirmationof B1 a ¢c k s 0
right to have equal opportunities to Whites both in economic and social terms. Although
this evidence is correlational and it needs to be supported with direct measures of
deprovincialization, i.e. perceptions of collective guilt and questioning group norms
which ascertain the legimitacy of the superior position of Whites in South Africa. This
process warrants further attention to better explain the positive effect of contact on
social change through deprovincialization among the members of the advantaged.
Additionally, future discussions of SIMCA and other integrative explanations of
collective action need to take the deprovincializing effect of contact into consideration
as, based on our findings, it seems that deprovincialization is not limited to the majority
group.
We believe that these results are robust for three reasons. First, we included
members of both disadvantaged (Study 1) and advantaged (Study 2) groups. Second, we
provided an additional outcome measure to collective action, i.e. support for policies, in
order to broaden the scope of our model, tocross-c heck t he potenti al 0
of contact among the disadvantaged, and to tap into the effects of contact on high status
group membersdé willingness to acknowl edg:

outgroup. Third, we used sophisticated statistical methodology, including structural
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equation modelling, rigorous tests of any potential indirect effects detected and tests of
moderating effects of contact.

Summarizing our results, and in line with the previous literature on contact, both
studies further replicated the positive effects of contact on outgroup attitudes.
Especially among Whites, contact predicted more support for policies favouring the
outgroup. This is important for two reasons. First, by getting to know members of the
outgroup and through reappraisal of the ingroup and the intergroup situation, members
of the high status group may contribute to redressing societal imbalance, for example
through cooperation with the low status group (Brown & Hewstone, 2005). Second,
those who have more contact with members of the low status group members are more
l' i kel y to t ak espdspeaive amd wilting fo sugportgacial change to
the benefit of the disadvantaged (Mallet, Huntsinger, Sinclair, & Swim, 2008). The
problem here, though, would be whether low status groups would be sufficiently
mobilized to take collective action,espe ci al 'y i n the | ight
From the SIMCA perspective, however, a stronger social identity is the key factor
which influences the perceptions and evaluations of the efficacy of the group and the
level of injustice that the group experiences (van Zomeren et al., 2008). This was fully
supported in Study 2 among White South Africans but only received partial support in
Study 1, as social identity did not predict relative deprivation among Black South
Africans. We believe this was due to the fluidity of the conditions in South Africa and
the current changes which favour Blacks relatively.

Earlier, we suggested that, comparing themselves with other ingroup members,
especially, and with Whites over time, Black South African students might find
somewhat less reason to feel relatively deprived. Previous research on relative

deprivation suggests that the association between social identity and relative deprivation
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is prone to complexities and may change over time (Fischer, Maes, & Schmitt, 2007).
Additionally, in their meta-analysis, Smith et al. (Smith et al., 2012) did not find a
consistent relationship between social identity and relative deprivation. This suggests
that a more multidimensional approach to collective action is needed, and that the
relationship between social identity and relative deprivation should be tested through
longitudinal designs which would take into account the dynamic nature of these

relations
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CHAPTER 4: PERCEIVED THREAT AS MEDIATOR OF INTERGORUP
CONTACT AND COLLECTIVE ACTION

Societal level accounts of collective mobilization suggest that opportunities to
challenge the advantaged group and perceptions of threat to the economic and social
well-being of the disadvantaged ingroup are important predictors of collective action
(McAdam et al., 2001). Contrary to this strong emphasis on threats as motivators of
collective action at a societal level, recent social psychological research eschews threats
as an antecedent of collective action. Recent models such as the Social Identity Model
of Collective Action (van Zomeren et al., 2008) or the Dual Pathway Model (Van
Zomeren, Leach, et al., 2012) focus either on dynamics of collective action, i.e., relative
deprivation and group efficacy (van Zomeren, Postmes, & Spears, 2008), or on
experiential processes (Van Zomeren et al., 2004), i.e., negative appraisals and the
related emotional outcomes among the disadvantaged (Leach et al., 2007). However,
research in other areas of intergroup relations maintains that people might be willing to
mobilize to prevent perceived future injustice related to their group (Van Zomeren &
lyer, 2009) or to remove what they perceive as a future threat to the social, economic or
cultural resources that their group cherishes (Stephan, Ybarra, & Morrison, 2009).

We believe this function of threats as a mobilizing factor deserves more
attention for a number of reasons. Firstly, contemporary accounts of collective action
are limited in the sense that they focus explicitly on the disadvantaged and are therefore
unable to explain counter-collective action which might be taken by the advantaged.
Secondly, perceived threats might elicit a number of reactions which include collective
mobilization to eliminate sources of threats (Stephan et al., 2009) and a number of other
action tendencies such as reclaiming economic control, reclaiming or securing property,

protecting compromised liberties, protecting self and valued others (Cottrell &
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Neuberg, 2005) which can be displayed by the disadvantaged and the advantaged alike.
In the interest of providing a more proximal and psychological account of what
motivates people to mobilize, recent models of collective action have largely ignored
threats as direct predictors of collective action and contributed toward a widening gap
between societal (e.g., sociological and political) and psychological accounts of
collective mobilization.

In this chapter, we (1) discuss the role of threats as proximal and psychological
predictors of collective action both among the advantaged and the disadvantaged; and
(2) consider the impact of social relations, in the form of intergroup contact, on
collective action tendencies. Thus, by specifying threats as predictors we extend the
existing accounts of collective action by overcoming the structural limitations that
currently exist in collective action theory and research in social psychology and by
covering collective action tendencies among both the disadvantaged and the
advantaged. Additionally, we provide a more contextual account of collective action by
specifying the role of intergroup contact in predicting threats and collective action
tendencies. Finally, we attempt to bridge the existing gap between societal and social
psychological accounts of collective action by testing the role of perceived threats in
predicting collective action tendencies.

Macro Level Accounts of Threats and Collective Action

An ensemble of theories in the general field of social sciences suggests a
number of conditions under which people are motivated to engage in collective action.
In sociology, for instance, strain theory argues that people are motivated to engage in
collective action when groups compete against each other to control more assets
(McAdam, 1996; Olzak, 1992) and when they have the necessary resources such as

manpower and financial means to mobilize (McCarthy & Zald, 1977).

69



Chapter 4: Perceived Threat, Contact, and Collective Action

Much of the theoretical wo r k foeumon
competition and resources, but empirical studies have recently begun to emphasize the
political process that leads to mobilization. During this political process certain
opportunities such as access to more resources or the weakening of the advantaged
group arise and certain threats to the economic, social and political well-being of the
group become more prominent and interact with each other. A combination of these
opportunities and threats, then, motivate individuals to engage in collective action.

Yet in economics, earlier work by Olson (1971) suggested that people would be
willing to participate in collective action when they see some benefit from it and when
this expected benefit was being denied to those who refrain from participating in
collective action. Despite this earlier emphasis on structural conditions and threats,
current research in sociology points toward a more dynamic account of collective action
based on the assumption that all behaviour, including collective action, is embedded in
the social relations which form the fabric of society (Granovetter, 1985; Klandermans,
van der Toorn, & van Stekelenburg, 2008). Central to this emphasis are the social ties
and networks which connect individuals and are addressed as effective ways of
mobilization (Diani & McAdam, 2003; Gould, 2003).

Building on the earlier work by McAdam (1996), Goldstone and Tilly (2001)
describe threat as the costs that will incur if the group do not take action. They further
argue that societal-level mobilizations such the one by the African National Congress in
South Africa (Olivier, 1992) or the Palestinian Intifada (Khawaja, 1993, 1995) are
examples of collective action undertaken to change the much feared status quo or to
prevent unwanted changes which would worsen the conditions for the ingroup.

In much the same way, more recent research argues that when people face or

perceive potential threats they are more likely to become politically active (G. Marcus,
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Neuman, & MacKuen, 2000), mobilize and get involved in collective behaviour to
protect the assets they control (see Miller & Krosnick, 2004, for a review of empirical
work on this issue). From the advantaged group perspective this political activism and
subsequent mobilization might be triggered by fear of losing what they already have
which motivates them to stand up and fight to maintain their position. On the other
hand, immigrants or minorities as disadvantaged groups perceive threats as obstacles
preventing them from enjoying the privileges and benefits to which the advantaged
group members have free access (Okamoto & Ebert, 2010).

A separate line of research which looks at how individuals mobilize in extreme
circumstances, such as Jewish resistance movements during the Holocaust, considers
perception of threats and the assessment of their severity as the primary cause of
success for successful collective mobilization (Einwohner & Maher, 2011; Maher,
2010). Einwoher and Maher (2011) compared the Warsaw Ghetto and the Sobibor

death camp, both homes to heroic mobilization against the Nazi forces, to another

ghetto and another camp, L-d¥ and Bel

took place. They argue that the early recognition of the threats awaiting Jews as a
group, availability of the opportunities to organize a resistance movement, and access to

material resources were the primary antecedents of the heroic collective mobilization in

War saw and Sobib-r. From this perspecti Vve

translates into the inherent cost that the group would have to pay should the group

collective action not take place (Goldstone & Tilly, 2001).

| t i s therefore cruci al to under st and

shaped through their interactions with people with whom they share the same values,

namely the ingroup, and their social relations with those who belong to rival groups.
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Meso Level Accounts of Threats and Collective Action
In social psychological terms, the issue of threats has been at the forefront of
theory and research. Early on it has been argued that when groups have mutually
exclusive claims over scarce resources, and attempts by one group to control those
resources pose a threat to the other, perceptions of this threat result in negative attitudes
toward the outgroup (Sherif, 1966) a premise now known as Realistic Group Conflict
theory. Although the Sherifs focused mainly on negative attitudes, other research in

social psychology looked at other outcomes such as opposition to outgroup oriented

policies( Bo b o, 1999; L. T. O6Bri en eia Gazh, .

& Hitlan, 2004) and negative stereotypes (Dixon & Rosenbaum, 2004; Taylor, 1998;
Wilson, 1996), and also negative attitudes (Esses, Dovidio, Jackson, & Armstrong,
2001) and emotional reactions (Cottrell & Neuberg, 2005).

Groups not only compete over resources; they also have their own set of values,
traditions and beliefs or simply their way of life which can also be threatened by the
existence of a different set of values entertained by the members of the outgroup (Riek
et al., 2006). When such a threat is perceived, it might equally result in negative
attitudes toward the outgroup. This aspect of threats, which is based on an abstract set
of values rather than threats to tangible resources, has its roots in symbolic racism
theory (Kinder & Sears, 1981; Sears & Henry, 2003, 2005).

These alternative conceptualizations of threat have recently been unified as
Integrated Threat Theory (Stephan & Stephan, 2000; Stephan, Ybarra, & Morrison,
2009) which distinguishes between two dimensions of perceived threat, realistic and
symbolic. Realistic threats are threats perceived to be posed by the outgroup to the
tangible assets (i.e., economic and political resources) that are controlled by the ingroup

(Stephan & Stephan, 2000). Symbolic threats, on the other hand, are those perceived to
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be posed to the values and belief systems held by the ingroup as contained in the

i ngroupbds way of | i These threatsiars predictes bya muchbert r a d i t
of antecedents including negative and positive intergroup encounters, perceived

intergroup conflict, strong identification with the ingroup, and the status differentials

among the groups (Stephan & Stephan, 2002). When individuals perceive higher levels

of threat from outgroup members, they are more likely to engage in social competition

with the outgroup.

It is our contention that both realistic and symbolic threats, as group-level
threats (Stephan et al., 2009), are relevant to collective action as collective action can
specifically be aimed at either maintaining the dominant position of the majority or
improving the standards and life chances for the subordinate group (Blanz,
Mummendey, Mielke, & Klink, 1998; Leach et al., 2007; Mummendey, Klink, Mielke,
Wenzel, & Blanz, 1999), both of which will likely trigger increased competition (Tajfel,
1981) in intergroup situations. In this chapter, we focus on group-level realistic and
symbolic threats as there is strong evidence from research on intergroup relations (see
Riek et al., 2006 for a meta-analytic review) concerning their role in predicting
outgroup attitudes. Additionally sociology and political science evince that perceived
threats can predict collective action in a number of contexts. All this implies that they
should be more implicated in collective action compared to individual level threats
(Stephan & Renfro, 2002).

As for antecedents of threats, power and status differentials among the groups
are known to influence the way individuals perceive threats and how they react to them.
Low power groups experience threats more than high power groups (Corenblum &

Stephan, 2001). However, high power groups tend to respond to these threats in a
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stronger and more emphatic manner compared to low power groups (Stephan et al.,
2009).

Among other antecedents of threats, Integrated Threat Theory attaches much
significance to the history of conflict among groups. If groups have a history of conflict,
then individuals perceive more threat from the outgroup (Stephan et al., 2009).
Conversely, positive intergroup relations or intergroup contact reduce perception of
threats and improve intergroup attitudes (Aberson & Gaffney, 2009; Stephan et al.,
2002; Voci & Hewstone, 2003). On the other hand, the differences in value systems and
cultural traits such as language, religion and other cultural values among groups (e.g.,
immigrants in a host society or minorities in plural societies) elicit symbolic threats,
specifically if the competition among the groups focuses more on the cultural and social
issues than political and economic issues. In their Integrated Threat Theory, Stephan et
al. (2009) list many forms of collective action ranging from normative (e.g., protests
and strikes) to non-normative (such as retaliation, sabotage, and attempts to eliminate
the sources of threat) as behavioural consequences of threats. They do not, however,
put these ideas to the test, nor do they refer to any studies which investigate this
association.

Intergroup Contact and Collective Action

Although the collective action literature has mainly investigated what motivates
people to mobilize in order to improve the conditions for their group, a separate and
extensive line of research has examined how inequalities can be remedied by improving
intergroup relations through reducing prejudice (Wright, 2001; Wright & Lubensky,
2009). Spearheaded by intergroup contact theory (Allport, 1954; R. Brown &
Hewstone, 2005) this perspective has mainly focused on advantaged group members

(Wright & Lubensky, 2009) and has rarely investigated the role of cross-group social
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relations as they relate to collecti
disadvantaged.

Initial theorizing suggests that positive attitudes induced by contact between the
majority and minority groups might have somewhat paradoxical effects (Reicher,
2007). Positive social relations, as epitomized by frequent contact with the outgroup,
argues Reicher (2007), may impede mobilization of the disadvantaged based on the
assumption that friendship by its very nature makes disagreement an unpleasant,
emotionally draining state, and most people will be unwilling to jeopardise their
friendships by taking an opposing stance to friends (Pettigrew, Tropp, Wagner, &
Christ, 2011). Dixon, Levine, Reicher, and Durrheim (in press) further maintain that
positive perceptions may also disempower the disadvantaged by sugarcoating structural
inequalities and giving the disadvantaged the illusion of a meritocratic system.

Theseso-c al | ed O6paradoxical 6 effects
by studies which focus on intergroup contact and perceived level of discrimination.
Dixon and his colleagues provide evidence for the negative association between
intergroup contact and perceived discrimination among Blacks in South Africa (2010).
Those who report frequent contact with Whites perceived lower levels of
discrimination. Using data from Black South African students, Cakal et al. (2011, Study
1) argue that, among those who report more contact with Whites, ingroup identification
did not predict relative deprivation. Similarly, for those students, relative deprivation
did not seem to have a significant association with collective action tendencies
compared to those students who reported less contact with Whites. In their second study
Cakal et al. (2011) also discovered a negative relation between intergroup contact and
perceptions of group efficacy among the socially advantaged Whites. Taken together

these results suggest that intergroup contact, at least some forms of it, may be
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negatively associated with collective action tendencies or, rather, with predictors of
collective action.

The cross-sectional findings reviewed above have also been supported by recent
longitudinal (Tropp, Hawi, Van Laar, & Levin, 2012) and experimental (Glasford &
Calcagno, 2012) research. Findings by Tropp et al. (2011) lend support to the role
played by contact in delimiting political activism through reducing perceptions of
discrimination. Similarly, Glasford and Calcagno (2012) maintain that while common
ingroup identity increased perceptions of solidarity among two minority groups, contact
with the majority group moderated these perceptions. Specifically, among those who
reported having higher levels of contact with the majority, perceptions of solidarity
between the two minority groups, their own and the other minority, were significantly
lower compared to those who reported having less contact with the majority group.

Notwithstanding the initial empirical support reported here, the issues raised by
Reicher (2007) have recently been challenged by Pettigrew and his colleagues
(Pettigrew, 2010; Pettigrew et al., 2011) who argued that the interaction between
intergroup contact and collective action tendencies is a complex phenomenon and any
attempt to decompose this relationship should also take into consideration conducive

effects of contact on collective action. For instance, positive effects of contact might

also contribute toward soci al change

maintain the unjust system and by giving the disadvantaged the opportunity to better
assess the weaknesses of the advantaged group. What is more, attitudes toward the

outgroup may not always be related to collective action tendencies as Reicher (2007)

argues. Acting on behalf of oneb6s group,

groupbés <conditions, i's centr al to col

commitment to the group. However, the assumption that this strong preference and
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positive attitudes to oneds group woul d
toward other groups might not hold in reality as past research demonstrates (Brewer,
1999; Wright & Lubensky, 2009).

Overall, research looking at positive effects of contact on reducing prejudice and
improving intergroup relations also suffers from the structural position issue. This line
of research predominantly focuses on effects of contact on perceptions of and attitudes
to minorities or the disadvantaged among the majority. As such, it is unable to offer
much insight into the applicability of collective action accounts to the collective action
tendencies among the advantaged or the effects of contact on collective action among
the majority. In a similar vein, the line of research we reviewed above has been
conducted mostly in settings where contact is institutionally supported and expressions
of discrimination are legally sanctioned. Thus, further research is needed in more
challenging contexts where groups are currently involved in conflict.

Present Research

To address this existing gap we test a model where we investigate the role of
social identity, a classic predictor of collective mobilization, and intergroup contact,
only recently conceived as a predictor of collective action (Cakal et al., 2011), as
predictors and perceived threats as mediators of social identity and intergroup contact
on collective action tendencies. We use data from groups which have long been locked
in a violent conflict: Turks and Kurds in South-eastern Turkey.

Although recent accounts focus on 1984 as the date when the conflict gained a
violent momentum (Jongerden & Akkaya, 2011; Jongerden, 2007), in fact the history of
the Turkish-Kurdish conflict can be traced back much earlier than that. It is almost as
old as the modern Turkish Republic and violence can be considered as only one of its

many dimensions. Since the establishment of the first Kurdish nationalist organization
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in Istanbul in 1908 and the first uprising of the Kurdish minority in 1925, to the Kurdish
rebellion, notorious repression and the subsequent mass displacement of the Kurds in
current Tunceli (formerly Dersim) in 1938 (Lundgren, 2007; McDowall, 2007), the
conflict has always been a violent one.

Although 1984 cannot be taken as the starting point of this conflict, it does
deserve to be marked as a milestone as it was in that year that PKK (Partiya Karkerén
Kurdi st an, i n Kurdish, and ) Kuached itssfinst Wor k e
military operation against the government forces in Turkey. Since then, Turkey has
witnessed a brutal conflict between the majority Turks and the ethnic Kurdish minority.
The conflict is so violent that it has claimed around 40,000 lives of soldiers, militants
and civilians and forced one million civilians to migrate, mainly from the rural areas,
since 1984 (Sinclair-Webb, 2010). Continuing political and military insurgency of the
Kurds and the Turksd apparent inabil ity t
violent impasse where the traditional distinction between the powerful or the
advantaged and the minority or the disadvantaged is blurred.

Caught in such a stalemate both communities adapted a narrative which portrays
the other as the powerful and the self as the sufferer. For Turks, the Kurdish minority is
the advantaged group with their consistent and insurmountable political and military
campaigns, and the foreign support they receive. For Kurds, Turks represent the
quintessential oppressor with control over every aspect of Kurdish social, economic and
cultural life. Both sides have been constantly mobilized against each other on both the
political and military fronts for a long time (A. Marcus, 2007; Tezcir, 2009).

In the first years of the new century the conflict, after years of oppressive denial
from the Turkish side and fierce resistance from the Kurdish side, entered a new era.

After the recognition of the Kurds as a distinct ethnic group in late 1990s, in 2009 the
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Turkish government took bold steps to introduce programmes in Kurdish on the state
television channel, TRT, and passed a higher education bill to launch Kurdish language
and literature departments in state universities. To some extent, this can be seen as the
first sign of full recognition of Kurdish rights ( Y e J e n ., Althdughltterk is scant
research on this issue from a political science perspective (Gunter, 2000; Kirisci &
Winrow, 1997), we know of no social psychological investigation of the social- and
political-psychological aspects of this conflict. We also think that the political
implications of such research cannot be underestimated especially when we consider
Turkeybdés rise to become a r egi orfKkamov,
2006). We believe that this complex social and political context and the enduring
conflict between the groups goes beyond most of the conventional accounts of power
relations and binary divisions (e.g., advantaged versus disadvantaged). In the following
sections we discuss the role played by threats in mobilizing people and outline how
threats are related to collective action and intergroup contact. We then test a social
psychological model based on our reading of threats and collective action in the context
of the political and military conflict briefly discussed above.

Based on past research, we hypothesize that ingroup identification will predict
collective action tendencies over and above any effects of contact and perceived threats.
Thus stronger identification with the ingroup will predict higher levels of perceived
threats and stronger tendencies to engage in collective action both directly and via
perceived threats. Given the level and the nature of conflict, we predict this relationship
to occur among both the advantaged Turks, and the disadvantaged Kurds. In line with
this premise and the extensive literature on perceived threats we also hypothesize that
both symbolic and realistic threats will predict collective action tendencies. We argue,

however, that in a context such as the Turkish-Kurdish dispute, where conflict is overt
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and violent and groups share the same societal context, the predictive power of realistic
threats on collective action tendencies will be somewhat stronger compared to symbolic
threats.

Additionally, we contend that positive relations and frequent contact with
members of the outgroup will reduce perceptions of threat which, in turn, will be
negatively associated with collective action tendencies. The effect of ingroup
identification, however, we predict to be mainly indirect via threats. Finally, in line with
past research (Brewer, 1999; Pettigrew, 2010; Wright & Lubensky, 2009), we expect
attitudes toward the outgroup not to be related to collective action tendencies for the
ingroup.

In two studies we test a model where intergroup contact and social identity are
employed as predictors, perceived symbolic and realistic threats as mediators, and
collective action and positive outgroup evaluations serve as criterion variables. In Study
3, we test collective action tendencies among the majority Turkish via perceived threats.
Study 4 investigates collective action tendencies among the Kurdish minority using the
same variables.

Study 3
Method
Participants

Two hundred and eighty nine adults (178 females and 111 males, Mage = 31.98
and SD = 10.92) who identified themselves as Turkish participated in the study on a
voluntary basis. They were recruited from a multiethnic city in southeast Turkey by a
Turkish research assistant who visited them at their homes and invited them to

participate in the study.
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Measures
Variables were measured on 5-point Likert scales where higher values indicate
stronger ingroup identification, more intergroup contact, higher levels of perceived
symbolic and realistic threats, stronger collective action tendencies, and more positive
outgroup evaluations. The questionnaires used in the studies reported in this chapter and
the other cross-cultural studies in chapters 4, 5, and 6 were first constructed in English
and translated into respective languages using back-translation method suggested by
Brislin (1970). Back-translation involves translating the research instrument into the
language of participants. The resulting text is then translated back into English. The
original questionnaire and the back-translated questionnaire are then compared and
contrasted for conceptual and semantic equivalence.
Predictors
Ingroup identification and quantity of intergroup contact with the Turkish
outgroup were employed as predictors. To measure ingroup identification we adapted
three items from Luhtanen and Crocker (1992): | 6am proud to be TurKki
being Turkish is an important part of my self-i ma g e 6 , and ol am ver
Tur ki( 6 .8 8tiongly disagree5, strongly agre® Intergroup contact was
measured by threei t ems (U=.90) . ltems included the
to your Kurdish friends?6, OHow often do

often do you visi meverhemofant t heir home?d6 (]

Mediators
We used three items to measure perceiyv
too much economic power iin this countryobo

programs that, eme fOKKuriisr dhsabv e t oo s muc h

count rSyombol i ¢c threat was measured by thre
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di fferent val ueso, ol feel t hat the wvalu
religious Iissues are not compatobhbhéthew|l t hhi
values and beliefs of Kurds regarding family issues are not compatible with the beliefs
and val ue(§ storgly disagreless srongly agreg All threat items used in
the study were adapted from Stephan et al. (2002).
Outcome variables

Three items ( U=. 8%njth, Groeim and Kasslea @00 ® f r o m
assess collective action tendencies among
sign a petition to improve the current situationof Tur ks i n Tur keyd, ol
to sign up for a neighbourhood project to improve the conditions for Turks in my
nei ghbour hood?é, and oI would be willing t
i mprove the current c dIn strongly disagsee5f stranglyT ur k' s
agree. To measure evaluations of the outgroup, we used three positive trait adjectives
( U= . 8 2Duckift and Mphuthing (1998). Participants reported how characteristic
theterms6 ki ndd6, O&épol i ted, awaymoachi mocacalle 6 wer e c

Results and Bicussion

Descriptive statistics of the variables in the model are given in Table 4.1. We created
latent variables and used Structural Equation Modelling with the Mplus software
package (Muthen & Muthen, 2008a, 2008b) to test our model. The amount of missing
data we had was less than 2% so we did not treat the missing data in any statistical way.
We used robust maximum likelihood estimation (Muthen & Muthen, 2008b;
Schermelleh-Engel, 2003) to handle any possible non-normality in the data. Data was
entered in raw format and the model fit was asse s s e d  u Sti ensgtesttdfhatio, 6
RMSEA (root mean square error of approximation), CFl (Comparative Fit Index), and

SRMR (the standardized root mean square residual) as suggested by the existing
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literature on model assessment (Bentler, 2007; Hu & Bentler, 1999). Cut-off points for
indices mentioned above areanon-s i g n i fvalue @Barrett, 2607; Mulaik, 2007); ? &
/df ratio lower than or equal to 3 for satisfactory fit or below 2 indicating excellent fit,
.95 or higher for CFI, .06 or lower for RMSEA, and .08 or lower for SRMR (Bentler,
2007; Hu & Bentler, 1999; Marsh et al., 2004).
Confirmatory factor analysis (CFA) revealed that we had satisfactory loadings
for all observed it e nBs (Hariettalh 2010) andiMedel fita nge o
statistics indFi2a3depd. €%6c e ldf/dfsl.10fCHE .99
RMSEA = .019, SRMR = .039) with a highlynon-s i g ni fviaclaunet asnd? very

to df ratio indicating excellent fit.
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Table 4.1. Descriptive statistics and correlations between the variables in the model (Study 3).

Variable 1 2 3 4 5 6
1. Intergroup Contact 1 -09™ -34%x* _25%% (05"  Ggxrx
2. Ingroup Identification 1 CDAFEX QLXK BRFFK L AFx*
3. Realistic Threat 1 BT I b NV
4. Symbolic threat 1 IS Il BV helelel
5. Collective Action 1 -13*
6. Outgroup Evaluations 1

Mean 280 3.32 280 329 361 288

SD 98 .94 .93 .93 1.01 .89
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Figure 4.1 shows the overall results. As we predicted, intergroup contact was
significantly and negati ved-¢3 msbB0bandat ed w
symbol i c=420 p € &1l). Ifgfoup identification too was significantly but
positively assoccib3p<e.dOoOnM)t ha mdead3jipsa@ici o b( b
threat, and col |l eetdd w<e. OalOclt)i.o nB ottehd9%dpeanacliiesst i
. 001) and=42pxh001) threats irf réturn were significantly and positively
associated with collective actiont endenci es. Add+ 49 p<n@l) | vy, CC
was significantly and positively associated with outgroup evaluations. As for threats,
only real i=s-25 g<.00h weseddursl to penegatively associated with
outgroup evaluations. The model explained 38% and 35% of variance in our criterion
variables outgroup evaluations and collective action respectively. For our mediator
variables, realistic and symbolic threats, the percentage of the variance explained by the
model was 34 % and 24 % respectively.

Although our results are in line with existing accounts of collective action,
threats and intergroup contact, one could argue for reverse causality. For instance

perceived threats might predict negative feelings toward the outgroup (Riek et al., 2006)
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Figure 4.1. Saturated model showing contact and social identity predicting collective action and outgroup evaluations via perceived realistic and

symbolic threats among Turks in Turkey (n=289).

R?=.38%**
Contact Ak Outgroup
> Evaluations
- 23%** R2=_34%** 5%
| Y1 | Y2 | Ys . | Yi3 Y4 Yis
Realistic
Threat
Symbolic
G Threat
R?=.35%**
|ngroup Collective
Identification QxR Action
| Ys | Ys | Ye | Y6 Yi7Y | Yis
t

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

Standardized coefficients; only significant paths are reported
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and delineate group boundaries (Levine & Campbell, 1972). Therefore, those who
perceive higher levels of threat from the outgroup refrain from social encounters with
outgroup members, harbour negative feelings toward them and identify with their
ingroup more strongly compared to those who perceive less or no threat from the
outgroup. Similarly, perceived threats might motivate people to engage in collective
action which, in turn, results in stronger ties with the ingroup. Thus, we sought to test
these alternative hypotheses. The alternative model, however, in which we entered
perceived threats as predictors and intergroup contact and ingroup identification as
mediators fitt he data significantly *wd52%8p<¢< han o
. 05, df 2 /df = 128, &Fl = 698, RMSEA = .032, SRMR = .071) with a
si gni fualeeaAlthoughsthe model fit values of the alternative model are still
within the acceptable | ev el s, we rejected thi?svalumodel
which is the criterion in comparing nested models.
Consistent with recent research which suggest that collective active participation
might influence identification with the ingroup (Van Zomeren, Leach, et al., 2012) we
estimated a second alternative model in which we entered collective action and
outgroup evaluations as predictors, perceived threats as mediators, and intergroup
contact and ingroup identification as outcome variables. This model too fit the data
significantly worse?=15249, pe.ud5 ,0rdfgifral 1 8nod

1.28, CFl = .98, RMSEA =.032, SRMR =.071) and therefore was rejected.
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Mediation byRealistic and Symbolic Threats

In our model, we also investigated whether any of our independent variables had
any indirect effect on collective action tendencies via perceived threats. Using the Bias
Corrected Bootstrap command in Mplus (Muthen & Muthen, 2008b) we created
confidence intervals based on 5,000 re-samples to test the indirect mediation effects.
The effect sizes are represented by point estimates (PE) and their values are further
consolidated through confidence intervals. The indirect effect of a predictor through a
mediator is significant when confidence intervals (Cl) do not include zero (Hayes,
2009; Preacher & Hayes, 2008). The mediation test results are shown in Table 4.2.
Confirming our expectations, intergroup contact had an indirect negative effect on
collective action via realistic threat (PE b = -.04, with 95 % CI [-.09, -.01]) and
symbolic threat (PE b = -.02, with 95 % CI [-.05, -.01]). Effect of intergroup contact
(PE b =.06, with 99 % CI [.01, .12]) on outgroup evaluations was also mediated by
perceived realistic threat. Perceived threats also mediated the path between ingroup
identification and collective action tendencies. Specifically, ingroup identification had a
positive indirect effect on collective action via realistic threat (PE b=.10, with 99 % CI
[.04, .16]) and symbolic threat (PE b = .05, with 99 % CI [.02, .08]). As for outgroup
evaluations, effect of ingroup identification (PE b = -.13, with 99 % CI [-.21, -.05]) was
mediated by realistic threat only. Results reveal that social identity, measured here as
ingroup identification, is a significant predictor of collective action tendencies both
directly, and indirectly via perceived threats. Results also imply that positive intergroup
contact may negatively predict collective action tendencies indirectly by reducing
perceptions of threat. Consistent with recent integrative research on collective action
tendencies (van Zomeren et al., 2008), social identity emerged as the strongest predictor

of collective action.
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Table 4.2. Mediation bootstrap* test results** (Study 3).

Chapter 4: Perceived Threat, Contact, and Collective Action

Path Mediator Poi n 95 % ClI 99 % ClI
Intergroup Contact- Collective Action Realistic Threat -.043 -.087, -.010

Intergroup Contact i Collective Action Symbolic Threat -.022 -.052,-.002

Intergroup Contact i Outgroup Evaluations Realistic Threat .057 013,.115

Ingroup Identification - Collective Action Realistic Threat .098 .035,.161
Ingroup Identification i Collective Action Symbolic Threat .050 .022, .078
Ingroup identificationi Outgroup Evaluations Realistic Threat -.129 -.213,-.045

*Bootstrap is based on 5000 re-samples (MacKinnon,2008; Preacher and Hayes, 2008). When confidence intervals do not include zero

this shows that there is a significant indirect effect (Mac Kinnon, 2008; Preacher & Hayes, 2008).

**Standardized coefficients
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Study 4

In Study 3, we extended the research on intergroup contact and the mediating
role of threats to take the advantaged g
happens overnight as revolution, social change necessitates a certain degree of
weakening in the ranks of the advantaged group and contact appears crucial to this
weakening as it improves attitudes towards the outgroup via decreasing perceptions of
threat from the outgroup. Thus, positive effects of contact having been established
(Pettigrew & Tropp, 2006), in Study 4, we sought to replicate our model with the ethnic
minority Kurdish group and test whether our model would also hold for the minority.

Method

Participants

Two hundred and eleven adults (79 females and 132 males, Mage = 31.54 and
SD = 12.04) who identified themselves as Kurdish, from a multiethnic city in South-
eastern Turkey, were recruited on a voluntary basis. As in Study 1 they were visited by
a Kurdish research assistant at their homes in the Kurdish neighbourhoods of the city
and invited to participate.
Measures

As in Study 3, variables were measured on 5-point Likert scales where higher
values indicate stronger ingroup identification, more intergroup contact, higher levels of
perceived symbolic and realistic threats, more willingness to take collective action on
behalf of the Kurdish ingroup, and more positive evaluations of the Turkish outgroup.
Predictors

Ingroup identification and quantity of intergroup contact with the Turkish
outgroup were employed as predictors. To measure ingroup identification we adapted

four items from Luhtanen and Crocker (1992), e . g identifyGtiongly with Kurdsé a n d
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d amproudtobeaKu r (d@=. 8 3) . Respondents replied us
and reported whether they agreed or disagreed with each item (1, strongly disagreg5,

strongly agreg . Il ntergroup <contact was measur ed
reported, e.g., how often they chat with their Turkish friends, how often they meet their

Turkish friends, and how often they spend time with their Turkish friends socially (1,

never 5, very often.

Mediators

We used three items to measur@. pedTen k:
have more political rights than Kurdsoé an
programs that benefit Turkso66; and three |
60606Tur ki sh bel i efs and values r egoseroli ng f

Kurdishd6  a Turkish @eligious beliefs and values are not compatible with Kurdish
religious be,strenglpdisagreeb, sivoadly agreg 6

Outcome variables

Coll ective action for the Kurdies8h ingr
r =.69, p<.001) adapted from Smith etal. (2008): 61 woul d rbagetiton | | i ng
to i mprove the current situation of Kurds
for a neighbourhood project to i mprove thi

(1, strongly disagreg5,strongly agreg Participants were also asked to evaluate the
outgroup by reporting how characteristic 1
6j ust 6 ar=e80;adaptedfom Buskitt & Mphuthing, 1998).
Results and Discussion
Descriptive statistics are given are reported in Table 4.3. A confirmatory factor
analysis (CFA) revealed that all items satisfactorily loaded on their expected factors.

For contact and ingroup identification we created three parcels each. The model in
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which we entered intergroup contact and ingroup identification as predictors, realistic
and symbolic threat as mediators, and collective action and positive outgroup
evaluations as criterion vari a@bLl1&89 memons
>. 05, d f/df = 1.06, CE 7 .996RMSEA = .016, SRMR = .052).

Overall results of the model are given in Figure 4.2. Confirming our hypotheses,
i ntergroup contact negati28 p<.901) andsgntbolic t ed r €
t hr e=a-116, o <b.001). Ingroup identification positively predictedr e al i st i ¢c t hr
=5,p<.001) and sy mbsp Ipi<c00l)t Wntike eontact,(irgroup
identification had a direct p».83jpt<ilb)e asso:
Addi tionally box.28 pxe@l)andstyimb ot h te &%hpr<emat (b
.05) were positively associated with collective action. In terms of our second criterion
variable, positive evaluations of the Turkish outgroup, results confirmed our
expectations. Intergroup contact was positively and directly associated with outgroup
eval uati2®) p s .05] vithereas we detected a significant negative association
bet ween r=edllpg<ss.tGd@l)( band =s.85npb<0.001) threa{ ahd

outgroup evaluations, respectively.
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Table 4.3. Descriptive statistics and correlations between the variables in the model (Study 4).

Variable 1 2 3 4 5 6
1. Intergroup Contact 1 -13%  -33FF* - 22%* - 15FF* 34rH*
2. Ingroup Identification 1 LB0**F*  B4xEx BIF*R - 18*
3. Realistic Threat 1 B1***  5O*F* 3hrE*
4. Symbolic threat 1 ALFF* - ZOFr*
5. Collective Action 1 -.09*
6. Outgroup Evaluations 1
Mean 296 3.79 3.76 3.31 4.18 2.78
SD 92 95 .96 .89 .87 .083
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Figure 4.2. Saturated model showing contact and social identity predicting collective action and outgroup evaluations via perceived

realistic and symbolic threats among Kurds in Turkey (n=209). Correlations between variables: realistic threat-symbolic threat, r=.40***,

R?=.22%*
Dk Outgroup
> Evaluations
- 23*** R2= . 40*** _o1*
| Y1 | Y, | Y3 ' | Yi3 || Yis
Realistic
f
Threat
_.25***
Symbolic
5*** Threat
R?=.32%x*
Ingroup Collective
Identification 3 Action
| Y, | Ys | Y | Y16 YirY | Yis
t t 1

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

Standardized coefficients; only significant paths are reported.
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Overall, our model explained 32% of the variance in collective action, 22% of
the variance in positive outgroup evaluations, and 40% and 32% of the variance in
realistic threat and symbolic threat, respectively. We thus replicated earlier research
(Cakal et al., 2011; van Zomeren et al., 2008) on ingroup identification and collective
action. Furthermore, the model confirmed our hypotheses that perceived threats are
important predictors of collective action. In line with integrated threat theory, stronger
identification with the ingroup predicted higher levels of perceived realistic and
symbolic threat, and these in return negatively predicted positive outgroup evaluations.
As in Study 3, we tested two alternative models. First alternative model where we
entered the threats as predictors, intergroup contact and ingroup identification as
mediators, and collective action and outgroup evaluation as criterion variables fit the
data poorly wWwvahue anhdniSRMRawmtl ae well ab
= 160.069 p < .05, df = 1 & Mf = 1.49, CFI = .97, RMSEA = .038, SRMR = .82).
Second alternative model where we entered collective action and outgroup evaluations
as predictors, perceived threats as mediators, and contact and ingroup identification as
outcome variables did not converge.

Perceived Threats as Mediators of Contact and Social Identity on Collective
Action

The mediation test results are given in Table 4.4. The results provided further
evidence of the predictive power of intergroup contact as well as the mediating role of
perceived threats on collective action tendencies. Intergroup contact was negatively
associated with collective action tendencies via realistic threat (PE b = -.05, with 99 %
ClI [-.08, -.025]) and symbolic threat (PE b = -.01, with 99 % CI [-.02, -.01]). The path
from contact to outgroup evaluations was also mediated by both realistic threat (PE

b=.05, with 99 % CI [.03, .07]) and symbolic threat (PE b = .04, with 99 % CI [.02,
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.06]). Effect of ingroup identification on collective action tendencies and outgroup
evaluations was also mediated by realistic threat (PE b = .13, with 99 % CI [.08, .19])
and symbolic threat (PE b = .05, with 99 % CI [.02, .08]); Realistic threat (PE b = -.12,
with 99 % CI [-.16, -.07]) and symbolic threat (PE b = -.013, with 99 % CI [-.21, -.05])
mediated the ingroup identification-outgroup evaluations path too. Overall, the
mediation test results confirm the mediating role of both realistic threat and symbolic
threat in the model. Comparing both point estimates, and consistent with our
expectations, realistic threat emerged as a stronger predictor of collective action

compared to symbolic threat.
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Table 4.4 Mediation bootstrap* test results** (Study 4).
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Path

Mediator

Point Esti n9%%ClI 99 % ClI

Intergroup Contact- Collective Action

Intergroup Contact i Collective Action

Intergroup Contact i Outgroup Evaluations

Intergroup Contact i Outgroup Evaluations

Ingroup Identification - Collective Action

Ingroup Identification i Collective Action

Ingroup Identification i Outgroup
Evaluations
Ingroup Identification T Outgroup
Evaluations

Realistic Threat

Symbolic Threat

Realistic Threat

Symbolic Threat

Realistic Threat

Symbolic Threat

Realistic Threat

Symbolic Threat

-.054 -.083,-.025
-.014 -.022,-.007
.048 .026,.070
.040 .022,.058
130 .075,.186
.046 .015, .078
-.116 -.159,-.073
-.131 -.214,-.049

*Bootstrap is based on 5000 re-samples (MacKinnon,2008; Preacher and Hayes, 2008). When confidence intervals do not include zero

this shows that there is a significant indirect effect (Mac Kinnon, 2008; Preacher & Hayes, 2008).

**Standardized coefficients
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General Discussion

The present research sought to extend the recent findings on collective action by
providing a simpler model that can be applied to explain mobilization among both
majority and minority groups. We provided evidence on the central role of social
identity in collective mobilization not only through relative deprivation and perceived
group efficacy, as shown in previous research by van Zomeren et al. (2008), but also
through perceived realistic and symbolic threats as argued by integrated threat theory
(Stephan & Renfro, 2002; Stephan et al., 2009). Building on macro accounts of
collective action which focus on threats and opportunity structures, on the one hand,
and an emerging line of research on the delimiting effects of intergroup contact on
collective action, on the other hand, we also found evidence that having frequent social
relations with members of the outgroup, measured here as quantity of intergroup
contact, indirectly and negatively predicts collective action tendencies. Thus, we
corroborated past research on intergroup contact, perceived threats, and more recent
studies on the sedative effects of contact among the disadvantaged and extended earlier
research by testing this effect among the advantaged.

In both studies, however, identification with the ingroup emerged as the most
powerful predictor of collective action tendencies. It is noteworthy though, that the
average effect size of the ingroup identification-c ol | ecti ve acti on path
=.28,p<. 001), obtained t hr ouSver &Dundahy 8987 s z t
suggests that the path coefficient is significantly smaller than the effect size for the
s ame p=a38, b <.00b) in the meta-analytic review by van Zomeren et al. (2008).
Van Zomeren et al.o6s findings are based o

they did not include any studies looking at the combined effect of intergroup contact
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and ingroup identification; thus, we suggest that the difference between the two effect
sizes may be attributable to the impact of contact.
Mediating Effect of Perceived Threats on Collective Action

As expected, perceived threats predicted collective action tendencies in both
studies. The higher the level of perceived realistic and symbolic threats, the stronger the
tendencies to engage in collective action to maintain the existing conditions (Study 1),
and the greater readiness to mobilize to improve conditions and prevent further
deterioration of the situation for the ingroup (Study 2). A closer look at the effects of
realistic threat and symbolic threat on collective action tendencies confirms our earlier
predictions too. In both studies, compared to perceptions of symbolic threats,
perceptions of realistic threats exerted greater influence on collective action tendencies.
We believe this is due to the prevailing levels of conflict in the region. Among our
samples, both Turks and Kurds experience real threats in their daily lives. These results
further support earlier work on threat and collective action at a macro level (Maher,
2010; McAdam et al., 2001; Osborne, Davies, & Duran, 2008).

As for contact effects, it is interesting but not surprising that intergroup contact
seems to be more effective among the members of the majority group. Research on the
differential effects of contact on prejudice among majority and minority groups (Tropp
& Pettigrew, 2006) has shown that contact effects were consistently higher among the
members of the majority group than among the members of the minority group. In
terms of the so-c al | ed A p dectaod antact,owr Hata seenfto suggest that
contact tends to reduce collective action tendencies (Reicher, 2007). However, as
discussed elsewhere, the relationship between intergroup contact and collective action
is a rather complex and multidimensional one (Pettigrew, 2010). Contact is more

effective among the members of the advantaged group and, as our data suggest, it does
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reduce collective action tendencies among the majority, albeit indirectly; thus it
contributes toward a weakening of the adyv
the existing conditions. As for the disadvantaged group, findings imply that frequent
contact with members of the majority group results in psychological consequences
which might prevent the disadvantaged from entering into direct competition with the
advantaged. It should be noted though that in the present study we focused on groups
who have been involved in a violent and intractable conflict (Villellas, 2011). If contact
reduces perceptions of threat and contributes toward more peaceful ways of
engagement among groups perhaps t hi salsoh oeuflfde cnt

of contact after all
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CHAPTER 5: OUTGROUP ORIENTED COLLECTIVE ACTION TENDENCIES

What made a handful of white students join forces with Blacks during the heroic
siti ns in 1960s that changed Ame (Andews&s stru
Biggs, 2006; Carson, 1981)? What did Joan Trumpauer Mulholland, a nineteen year old
white, female student at Duke University, have in mind when she participated in the
Freedom Rides which led to her arrest in Jackson Mississippi and subsequent sexual
abuse at the hands of the prison guards in Parchman State Prison Farm (Arsenault,
2006)? Earlier research on collective action suggests that individuals mobilize either to
improve or maintain the conditions for their ingroup (Wright, 2009). As these examples
show, however, people might also engage in collective action which aims at redressing
inequalities concerning a disadvantaged outgroup.

Recent accounts of collective mobilization assume that collective action is
ingroup oriented (Wright, 2009); there are two competing groups, namely the majority
and the minority (Van Zomeren, Leach, et al., 2012); and intergroup contact between
these groups has generally adverse affects on collective action tendencies among the
disadvantaged (Reicher, 2007). However, these assumptions may not always hold in the
real world. Firstly, individuals may sometimes mobilize on behalf of an outgroup (lyer
& Leach, 2009; Mallett et al., 2008; Schwar, Cakal, & Hewstone, 2011). Secondly, the
social environment in which the intergroup relations are embedded is very rarely shared
by only two groups. Rather, a multiplicity of groups exists in any given social context
and the relations between any two groups are susceptible to influence from other groups
that share the same social context (Dixon et al., in press; Glasford & Calcagno, 2012).
Thirdly, intergroup contact might not always hinder mobilization attempts (Pettigrew,
2010). On the contrary, it may serve to form solidarity between some members of the

advantaged group who distance themselves from the advantaged group and the
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members of the disadvantaged group (Suba ¢ i | et . Adtérnatively, Zn@oGgB )
intergroup contact members of two minority group might pool their resources against a
common oppressor. (Okamoto, 2010).

Initial findings suggest that, among members of the disadvantaged groups,
intergroup contact with the advantaged group might increase perceptions of fair
treatment and improve attitudes toward the members of the advantaged group (Saguy et
al., 2009), decrease perceptions of relative deprivation, group efficacy and support for
policies benefitting the disadvantaged ingroup (Cakal, Hewstone, et al., 2011; J. Dixon,
Tropp, Durrheim, & Tredoux, 2010). However, members of an advantaged group may
show solidarity with members of a minority group ( Su b a g i 008) and engagé in ,
outgroup oriented collective action on behalf of an outgroup. Alternatively, positive
social relations between two disadvantaged groups, for instance, might well contribute
to a sense of solidarity and hence subsequent collective action against a common
oppressor. Taken together, these alternative dimensions of collective action have largely
been ignored by recent research on protest mobilization and collective action. In the
present chapter, we: (1) suggest a distinction between ingroup oriented and outgroup
oriented collective action on behalf of an outgroup; (2) argue that outgroup oriented
collective action might benefit from positive intergroup contact; (3) take into
consideration the effect of contact with the advantaged group and its impact on
outgroup oriented collective action between two disadvantaged groups. Thus, we extend
the existing accounts of collective action to cover collective action taken on behalf of an
outgroup, and specify the role of the third group and the social relations with this group

in predicting both ingroup and outgroup oriented collective action tendencies.
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Collective Action

In two recent theoretical accounts of collective action, the social identity model
of collective action (SIMCA; van Zomeren et al., 2008) and the dual pathway model of
collective action (Van Zomeren, Leach, et al., 2012; van Zomeren et al., 2004),
collective disadvantage is paramount to why people protest. SIMCA argues that people
engage in collective action when they identify strongly with their groups, experience
subjective disadvantage related to their group, and when they believe that their group is
capable of reversing the collective disadvantage (van Zomeren et al., 2008). The dual
pathway model, on the other hand, emphasizes the role of affective appraisals, namely
negative emotions such as anger, and group efficacy in changing the conditions (Van
Zomeren, Leach, et al., 2012). Both models make implicit reference to the perceived
disadvantage and underline that collective action is triggered by a range of cognitive
appraisals and negative affect. These include perceived relevance of this disadvantage,
attribution of blame to external sources and perceived group efficacy, and anger
resulting from injustice appraisals and attributions of blame respectively. In fact, this
preferred conceptualization of collective mobilization as a reaction to collective
disadvantage is very similar to Tajfel and Turner's (1979) earlier assertion that when
individuals are not satisfied with their social identity they display a range of reactions
that includes but is not limited to entering into direct social competition with the
advantaged group.

There are, however, at least two alternative situations where intergroup contact
might play a crucial role in instigating collective action. Firstly, individuals might be
motivated to engage in collective action to improve the situation for an outgroup. Based
on the political solidarity model of Subasic et al. (2008), members of an advantaged

group might distance themselves from the ingroup and form a political alliance with the
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members of the disadvantaged group (Mallett et al., 2008). Secondly, individuals from
two disadvantaged groups may form a strategic solidarity and pool their resources
against the authority ( G| asf ord & Cal cagno,.Malétktal
(2008) focus on perspective taking and collective guilt as predictors of outgroup
oriented collective action and do not consider what actually motivates members of the
majority group to take the perspective of the minority outgroups. Similarly, Glasford
and Calcagno (2012) emphasize the role of intergroup contact both in forming
camaraderie and creating discord without extending their analysis to collective action
tendencies. Below, we first introduce outgroup oriented collective action, outline the
possible link between intergroup contact and outgroup oriented collective action
tendencies and specify the mediating processes through which intergroup contact might
influence outgroup oriented collective action tendencies.
Outgroup Oriented Collective Action

In contrast to the increasing popularity of collective action as a research topic
among social psychologists, outgroup oriented collective action has received relatively
little attention. A small number of studies suggests that members of an advantaged
group might be motivated to engage in outgroup oriented collective action when they
consider the inequalities as pervasive (lyer & Ryan, 2009) or when they categorize
themselves as members of a superordinate group which also includes the members of
the disadvantaged group (Van Zomeren & lyer, 2009). Alternatively, collective action
intentions to benefit a disadvantaged outgroup might be motivated by certain intergroup
emotions such as sympathy, empathy, and collective guilt (Batson & Ahmad, 2009;
Batson et al., 2002; Doosje, Branscombe, Spears, & Manstead, 1998; lyer & Ryan,

2009; Mallett et al., 2008).
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Whatever the motivations of the members of the advantaged group are, Mallett
et al. (2008) suggest that participation of the advantaged group members in collective
action on behalf of a disadvantaged group is significant for at least two reasons. Firstly,
by virtue of their social-structural position in society, members of the advantaged group
command more power and resources, both of which are crucial to collective
mobilization. At an individual level, perception of power is known to be associated with
uninhibited behaviour, efficacy and a higher level of enthusiasm (Keltner, Gruenfeld, &
Anderson, 2003) all of which are known to be influential on mobilization. Secondly,
when some members of a majority group engage in collective action to benefit a
disadvantaged outgroup, they can send a much more powerful message to the rest of
mainstream society than members of the minority group can (Mallett et al., 2008), not
least because they cannot be seen to be acting in their own interests. Such messages can
not only speed up the process of weakeni ng
oppressive system (Pettigrew, 2010), but also create a ripple effect among other
members of the majority group to participate in outgroup oriented collective action.
Therefore potential outcomes of outgroup-oriented collective action taken by the
privileged group members can have dramatic consequences for social change. In the
next section, we briefly discuss two possible predictors of collective action among
members of majority groups, namely collective guilt and perspective taking, and how
these two constructs, together with the possible role of intergroup contact in predicting
them, might influence outgroup oriented collective action tendencies.

Intergroup Contact and Intergroup Emotions

In their meta-analytic review of contact mediators, Pettigrew and Tropp (2008)

argue that frequent contact with the members of an outgroup increases knowledge about

that outgroup, empathy and perspective taking, and reduces intergroup anxiety. Aberson
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and Haag (2007) used data from white university students and found that both quality
and quantity of contact with African Americans as the outgroup were associated with
more perspective taking which, in turn, predicted positive outgroup attitudes via
reduced intergroup anxiety. In Northern Ireland, intergroup contact among Protestants
and Catholics was positively associated with perspective taking and forgiveness
(Hewstone et al., 2006).

In one of the first studies to investigate the impact of intergroup contact on
accepting responsibility for the wrongdoings to the outgroup, Hewstone, Cairns,
McLernon, Niens, and Noor (2004) tested the relation between intergroup contact,
experience of victimization, religiosity, collective guilt and forgiveness. In both
religious groups, Catholics and Protestants, those who reported having more intergroup
contact with the outgroup displayed more willingness to accept the wrongdoings of
their community against the outgroup. In a similar study conducted in Bosnia, Cehajic

and Brown (2010) found that Serbians who reported positive intergroup contact with

Bosnians acknowledged their ingroupos

the Bosnian outgroup, an effect mediated by perspective taking. Specifically positive
intergroup contact predicted taking the perspective of the outgroup members and this, in
turn, predicted stronger willingness
wrongdoings. Notwithstanding the correlational nature of these studies, these
preliminary findings suggest that intergroup contact might be particularly effective in
motivating individuals toward accepting past transgressions against the outgroup,

especially in contexts where the groups have a long history of violent conflict.
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Perspective Taking

It is now well established that perspective taking, alternatively labelled as
cognitive, rather than affective, empathy (Stephan & Finlay, 1999), predicts positive
intergroup relations by combating negative stereotypes (Vescio et al., 2003), improving
attitudes (Harwood et al., 2005), and inducing pro-social behaviour (Batson et al.,
2002). Al t hough effects of the mental <constr
action tendencies are not conclusive (but see Batson et al. 2002; and Mallett et al.,
2008), we have initial evidence to assume that perspective taking might be positively
associated with outgroup oriented collective action tendencies.

Batson and Ahmad (2009) differentiate between cognitive and emotional
aspects of empathy. They argue that the psychological state of empathy may involve a
cognitive or perceptual condition in which the individual either attempts to imagine
how they would feel tiumat aowni haotehhedri Of,i da g
given his or her situation, how the other individual would feel. In what Batson and
Ahmad (2009) call emotional and/or affective states, individuals try either to match
their emotions with the target i ndi vi dual
what the other individual feels, or to display empathic concern by feeling for another
person who is in a difficult or needy state. Batson and Ahmad (2009) also specify the
consequences of each of these empathic psychological states at the intergroup level,
suggesting that, amon-gt lhogrhcer per spgecits veehe
individuals to help the members of a disadvantaged group.

A handful of studies provide support for the issues raised by Batson and Ahmad
(2009). Batson, Chang, Orr, and Rowland (2002) induced participants to feel empathy,
taking the perspective of an imaginary drug addict, and found that taking the

perspective of a member of the stigmatized outgroup, drug addicts, motivated them to
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improve the conditions of drug addicts as well as allocating more money to them.

Harth, Kessler, and Leach (2008)t e st ed t he i mpatch erod g dires [id
in a situation where the ouutdgernotuspd waSst uiddyi
found that participants, a group of psychology students, in the outgroup perspective-

taking condition were more willing to redress the inequality. Harth et al. (2008)

replicated the same effect in their third study where the outgroup was disadvantaged

ethnic German immigrants of eastern European descent.

The link between perspective taking, collective guilt and outgroup oriented
collective action implied above has been tested in only one paper so far. Across three
studies Mallett et al. (2008) found that heterosexuals engaged in collective action to
benefit gays (Study 1), and European Americans mobilized in favour of African
Americans (Studies 2 and 3) when they took the perspective of the outgroup and
experienced group-based guilt. In Study 1, participants were asked to read a short text
on hate crimes targeting non-heterosexuals on the university campus and to write a
short description of their emotional experience, the reactions of the gay students to
these hate crimes, and how the administration dealt with these incidents. Trained coders
then assessed the extent to which the participants took the perspective of the gay
outgroup in their texts. Participants were also asked to report their actual participation
in a series of campus protests against the hate crimes. In Study 2, the same procedure
was repeated for the African American outgroup and Mallett et al. (2008) found a
positive link between perspective taking and group-based guilt and actual participation
in campus protests against hate crimes targeting African Americans. More perspective
taking was associated with increased participation. In Study 3, Mallett et al. (2008)
experimentally manipulated perspective taking and found that it predicted outgroup

oriented collective action tendencies. Testing the moderating role of ingroup
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identification in all three studies, Mallett et al. (2008) found evidence in support of this
role only in Study 3.

Although Mallett et al. (2008) provide convincing evidence in support of the
predictive role of perspective taking and group-based guilt, we believe that there might
be alternative explanations of their findings. Firstly, it appears that the participants in all
three studies were sampled from a rather mobilized universe. The studies were
conducted, as it appears, during or after a series of social protests. Participating in these
events may foster emotions concerned with the outgroups as a result of reverse
causality mechanism. According to the dual pathway model of collective action (Van
Zomeren, Leach, et al., 2012; van Zomeren et al., 2004), collective action participation
can feed back into a range of perceptions related to the ingroup. After participating in
soci al protests, for exampl e, i ndi vi
stronger, they may come to perceive their group as more efficacious (Van Zomeren,
Leach, et al., 2012); they may experience more anger and contempt for the outgroup
(Becker, Tausch, & Wagner, 2011; Drury & Reicher, 2005, 2009), or feel better about
themselves at an individual level (Becker, Tausch, & Wagner, 2011). Effects of
participation in collective action may then extend to perspective taking and group based
guilt toward the outgroup.

Secondly, recent research suggests that intergroup contact is an important
predictor of intergroup emotions (Pettigrew & Tropp, 2008) and ingroup oriented
collective action tendencies (Cakal, Hewstone, et al., 2011; Glasford & Calcagno,
2012). Therefore, the apparent association between perspective taking and collective
guilt and outgroup collective action might be due, at least in part, to effects of
intergroup contact with the relevant outgroup. Regular contact with disadvantaged

group members might predict taking the perspective of the outgroup, experiencing
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collective guilt and therefore engaging in collective action to benefit the disadvantaged
outgroup.
Collective Guilt

Individuals may display a range of emotional reactions such as collective guilt,
fear, anger and empathy at the group level to the extent that they categorize themselves
as a member of a particular group (Branscombe & Doosje, 2004; Branscombe et al.,
2004). Such emotional reactions do not necessitate individual agency or active
participation in the actual events which cause these reactions as it is the salience of
social identity determines the level of these emotional reactions (for a review of
intergroup emotions see Mackie, Maitner, & Smith, 2009).

Among other emotional reactions to intergroup situations, collective guilt is
experienced when the ingroup is seen as responsible for immoral actions or inactions
that, in one way or the other, harmed the outgroup in the past (Branscombe et al.,
2003). Such wrongdoing may range from extreme forms of violence and oppression
(e.g., genocide, slavery and colonialism) to harmful actions and incidents, and group-
based inequalities, as well as perpetuating a discriminatory societal system
(Branscombe & Doosje, 2004). From a functional perspective, emotions and emotional
reactions including collective guilt are seen as adaptive mechanisms which have
positive consequences for physical and social survival (Keltner & Gross, 1999).
Therefore it can be assumed that collective guilt, as a functional emotional reaction
(Branscombe & Doosje, 2004), has particularly important consequences for intergroup
situations.

As individuals strive for a positive social identity, it is understandably stressful
for them to see their efforts being undermined as a result of confrontations with past

wrongdoings (Branscombe & Doosje, 2004). This happens when past wrongdoings are
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perceived as transgressions against the current moral standards of the ingroup and lead
to feelings of collective guilt. As a result of this emotional experience, which threatens
the current moral standards of the ingroup, individuals might display a number of
outgroup oriented action tendencies.

In fact, the predictive role of collective guilt on compensatory attitudes toward
outgroups is well documented in recent research on intergroup emotions. In two
experiments, Doosje, Branscombe, Spears, and Manstead (1998) found collective guilt
to be positively associated with stronger support for reparations to the outgroup which
suffered from the past wrongdoings of the ingroup. In another study, perceptions of
collective guilt encouraged European Americans to apologize for the racial
discrimination of African Americans (Doosje et al., 2004). Similarly, in the US context,
collective guilt predicted support for affirmative action and actual participation in
collective action on behalf of the harmed outgroup (Mallett et al., 2008) among
university students.

Of particular importance in the association of collective guilt with outgroup
compensatory attitudes is the time-frame of the inequalities (Powell, Branscombe, &
Schmitt, 2005). When collective guilt concerns ongoing present-day inequalities and
wrongdoings rather than happenings in the past individuals may not only display more
positive attitudes and act in a less discriminatory manner, but also be more willing to
take action to establish a more egalitarian social context. Focusing on gender inequality,
Schmitt, Branscombe, and Brehm (2004) suggest that this tendency to establish a more
democratic context may involve reparations as well as actual attempts to improve the
nature of the relationship members of the advantaged group have with the
disadvantaged group members. Klandermans, Werner, and van Doorn (2008) traced the

link between collective action and support for policy measures benefitting the
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economically and socially disadvantaged outgroup. They used qualitative data collected

through in-depth interviews and quantitative survey data from White students and

reported that experiences of collective guilt resulting from Apartheid were positively

associated with more support for affirmative action benefitting Blacks in post-Apartheid

South Africa. Accordingly, we believe that there is sufficient empirical evidence to

conceptualize collective guilt as a predictor of outgroup oriented collective action.
Shared Grievances

In much the same way as members of the advantaged group may move away
from their group and show solidarity with the members of disadvantaged groups,
members of minority groups might also show solidarity (Glasford & Calcagno, 2012)
and engage in mutual collective action as well as collective action on behalf of the other
minority group. Research on immigrant mobilization argues that sharing a minority
position in the societal structure is the first step toward forming such solidarity
(Okamoto & Ebert, 2010). Solidarity between different minority groups might also be
further solidified by delineated group boundaries between the minorities and the
majority group (Alba, 2005; Tajfel & Turner, 1979).

Recent social psychological work on solidarity ( Sub a gi |  agues thal
focusing on a more inclusive group membership defined by common goals and interests
fosters solidarity among groups (J. C. Turner, Reynolds, Haslam, & Veenstra, 2006).
Earlier work on the feminist and gay solidarity movement found that perceptions of
Obeing in the same boat dé weésolearity ameng
different activist groups (Liss, Crawford, & Popp, 2004; V. Taylor & Whittier, 1992).
The basic process which underlies this solidarity is that a realization of being subjected
to same violations in the past could motivate individuals to act together. Such a

collective experience could help to further cement the relationship between the two
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minority groups and promote a Vv ihewheof

ma j o (Simonydlamilton, 1994).

Realization of shared interests and an awareness of having been subjected to
similar injustices on the basis of being a minority is also associated with heightened
political awareness and increased political activism toward the majority or the

0 a ut h(O@kamoto W d&Dbert, 2010; Simon & Klandermans, 2001; Simon & Ruhs,

2008). Yet, littl e social psychol ogi cal

grievancesd might play in building up

or collective action on behalf of another minority group. Simon and Ruhs (2008), for
instance, found that among German students shared grievances were significantly
associated with anger, politicized identity and political activism to benefit the Turkish
immigrant ingroup in Germany. Similarly, Cable, Walsh, and Warland (1988) discuss
how shared grievances, namely being affected by a nuclear accident, motivated
different environmental activist groups toward solidarity and engaging in collective
action. More recently, it has been argued that learning about common grievances,

through digital media and social networks, motivated people to engage in collective

O wWe

res

s ol |

mobilizati on in a number of Arab countri e

(Howard & Hussain, 2011). We therefore hypothesize that, apart from sharing a
minority position, awareness of mutual grievances might help members of one minority
group to join in solidarity with another such group, and engage in collective action on
behalf of that other minority group.
Present Research
As Mallett et al. (2008) state, existing approaches to collective action are unable
to explain why individuals engage in outgroup oriented collective action. We sought to

answer this question by integrating intergroup contact and outgroup oriented collective

113



Chapter 5: Outgroup Oriented Collective Action

action. We conducted our research in Transylvania - the North-Western part of
Romania which is home to a large Hungarian ethnic minority as well as a sizeable
Roma community. Although there is no apparent violence between the groups in
todayos Transyl vani a, relatitne betieen sthe omajgrity
Romanians and Hungarians, who make up the biggest ethnic minority group in the
country, has been dotted with spells of violence (Cernat, 2012) and oppression,
especially during the Communist regime (Schopflin, 1988). In 1967, Bolyai University
in Cluj, the only Hungarian-medium university in the country and the intellectual hub of
the ethnic Hungarian minority in Romania, was merged with Romanian-medium Babek
University (Ludanyi, 2007), the merger marking the beginning of a decline in the
relative autonomy Hungarians enjoyed between 19521 1968, due to the establishment of
the Hungarian Autonomous Region in 1952. After the violent clashes in 1990 in the city
of Targu Murek (Brubaker, Feischmidt, Fox, & Grancea, 2006), intergroup relations
between the two communities took a more peaceful turn, fostered by favourable
conditions as a accessienud NATOoahd the &umopeani Uaiéns
However, this did not alter the conditions for Roma who remained as the weakest and
lowest-statue ethnic minority in Romania as elsewhere. To date, intergroup relations
between Roma and Romanians and Hungarians remain negative and dotted with
sporadic violence erupting occasionally both between Romanians and Roma, and Roma
and Hungarians. Moreover, the Roma community remains largely an outcast and
Romanians and Hungarians share concerns about the lack of success in attempts to
integrate the sizeable Roma community (Preoteasa & Tarnovschi, 2011). Therefore, it is
imperative to take into consideration how willing both majority Romanians and the
minority Hungarians would be to improve the conditions for Roma and the role of

intergroup contact in these motivations. Given this very brief history of intergroup
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relations in the region, we believe Transylvania is both a relevant and convenient
context in which to test our predictions.

Following Pettigrew's (2010) call for more research to unpack the complex
relationship between contact and collective action, we wanted to investigate whether
there are any positive effects of contact on collective action. Based on the research on
empathy (Batson & Ahmad, 2009; Batson et al.,, 2002) and intergroup emotions
(Branscombe & Doosje, 2004), reviewed above, we argue that perspective taking and
collective guilt will mediate such positive effects of contact on outgroup collective
action tendencies. In line with meta-analytic (Pettigrew & Tropp, 2008), longitudinal
(Swart, Hewstone, Christ, & Voci, 2011), and cross-sectional (Swart et al., 2010)
evidence on the predictive role of intergroup contact on perspective taking and
collective guilt (Cehajic & Brown, 2010) we hypothesized that intergroup contact will
be associated with perspective taking which will, in turn, be associated with collective

guilt and outgroup collective action (Figure 5.1).

Figure 5.1. Conceptual Model for Studies 5 and 6.

Intergroup
Contact
Collective

Outgroup
Oriented CA

Perspective
Taking

Shared
Grievances
(Study 6)
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Specifically, we predicted:
H1: Members of the advantaged group who report positive contact with the outgroup (s)
will display more willingness to take the perspective of the outgroup(s) and, in turn,
will experience more guilt at the group level as a result of the wrongdoings their group
committed against the outgroup(s).
H1b: Perspective taking will be positively associated with collective guilt which will, in

turn, be associated with readiness to engage in outgroup oriented collective action.

Extending the political solidarity model of social change ( Subagi | etd al .,
intergroup relations between two minority groups and emphasizing the functional role
of shared grievances in building solidarity (Glasford & Calcagno, 2012; Simon & Ruhs,
2008), we also predicted that:
H2: Intergroup contact with the weaker disadvantaged group will be positively
associated with taking the perspective of the weaker minority group which will, in turn,
be associated with perceptions of shared grievances and collective action tendencies on
behalf of the minority outgroup among the ethnic minority Hungarian ingroup.
Finally, integrative research on intergroup contact and collective action (Cakal,
Hewstone, et al., 2011; Glasford & Calcagno, 2012) maintains that for minority group
members positive contact with the members of the advantaged group might have so-
call ed Aparadoxi cal e fGfaséord tarsd oCalcagmo (2@12)1 | e c t i
provided the first expevemknefafifectvi dfenicet
with the majority group on intergroup relations between two minority groups.
It stands to reason that groups rarely exist in isolation and in plural societies
i ntergroup relations between any two grou
with other relevant groups in the society (Dixon et al., in press). We therefore also

hypothesized that:
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H3: Among members of the disadvantaged group, intergroup contact with the members
of the advantaged group will moderate the paths between perspective taking and shared
grievances, intergroup contact with Roma and collective action on behalf of Roma, and
shared grievances and collective action on behalf of Roma.
Finally, we predicted:
H4: Ingroup identification will be negatively associated with outgroup oriented
collective action (Study 5 and Study 6) whereas it will be positively associated with
ingroup oriented collective action (Study 6).

Study 5

Method
Participants

Two hundred and seventy participants were recruited from a multi-cultural and

mixed-ethnicity (Romanian and Hungarian) university in Romania (249 females and 21
males, Mage = 24.26 and SD = 6.38) on a voluntary basis. On identifying themselves as
Romanian they were asked to complete the Romanian version of a questionnaire on

intergroup relations in Romania.

Measures

All variables were measured on 7-point Likert scales (for contact items: 1,
never 7, all the time for Roma friends: 1, none 7, all of myfriends are Romafor all
the other items 1, totally disagree 7, totally agre@. Higher values thus indicate more
contact, stronger social identification with the ingroup, higher levels of collective guilt,
more perspective taking, and support for outgroup oriented collective action on behalf

of Hungarians and Romanians.
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Predictors

Intergroup contact and social identification with the ingroup served as
predictors. Intergroup contact with the Hungarian outgroup was measured by three
it ems (U dfrom@dka) et ah Q@Lp).tParticipants reported the amount of
contact they have with Hungarians in general: 6 How often do you talKk
OHow often do you socialize with Hungari a
with Hungarians?260. I ntergroup contact witl
i t ems (r&.62%p <.00H specificallydeveloped for this study:
Roma friends?®d and O6How often do you spe
|l denti fication with the ingroup was measu
and Crocker (1992): 60Bei ngmyRatfimamaigad , i 1 a
proud t o be IRdentfgstranglyrwiih,Ronanas. @
Mediators

To measure perspective taking, we adapted two items from Batson et al.
(1997): lécan easily see things from t he [ outgroup] perspect.
understand the [outgroup] (Reomsapedkt. B8y e 67 4f, 01
p< .001; Hu n g=a78,ip a& r001)UCoHective §uBt was measured by three
items adapted from Doosje et al. (1998): | féel guilty about the negative things
Romani ans have done t o Hiudeelgegret foradhe sarmflo ma i n
past actions of Romanians t owar Hfeeltbh@de Hung

about the things that happened to Hungarii &
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OutcomeVariable

We measured outgroup oriented collective action on behalf of the Hungarian
outgroup with three items (U= .91) adapted from Van Zomeren et al. (2008) and Smith,
Cronin, and IKveukddewdling tq s@piod écandidatedwho is willing to
improve the current situation of the Hungariansé ,I wodld be willing to sign up to a
project to improve the condition of Hungarianso , dwodld bé willing to attend a
peaceful demonstration to improve the condition of Hungarians in R o ma nCollective
action on behalf of the Roma olwbugpmoup wa
willing to sign a petition to improve the current situation of RomainRomani d6 and
would be willing to sign up a project to improve the conditiono f R ¢ tda &r=. 8 3 ;
.71, p <.001).

Results and Discussion

We used Structural Equation Modelling in Mplus (version 5.2;Muthen &
Muthen, 2008) to test our model. We used the Robust Maximum Likelihood (MLR)
estimation method to control for possible non normality and the model fit was assessed
t hr oudh e & fderatic RMSEA (Root Mean Square Error of Approximation),
CFI (Comparative Fit Index), and SRMR (Standardized Root Mean Square Residual).
Acceptable cut-off points for these indices areanon-si gni fi cant G2 valu
ratio lower than or equal to 3 for satisfactory fit (Barrett, 2007; Bentler, 2007; Mulaik,
2007), or below 2 indicating excellent fit, .06 or lower for RMSEA, 95 or higher for
CFI, and .08 or lower for SRMR (Marsh et al., 2004). Data was entered as raw and the
total amount of missing data was less than 3%. Therefore, we did not apply any
statistical treatment to the missing values.

For conceptual and analytical clarity we modelled attitudes for Hungarian and

Roma outgroups in separate models. For both models, we first ran a confirmatory factor
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analysis (Kline, 2011). A confirmatory factor analysis showed that almost all items
loaded hi ghly onto their r es p.&0dHaireatd, 201@.ct or s
Descriptive statistics and correlations between the variables are shown in Table 5.1.
Overall, both models fit the data very well with fit values well below the threshold
values (Model 1, Hungarians as the outgroup: - = 63.71.55, p = .566, df = 6 7 %/df
.95, CFI =1, RMSEA = .0, SRMR = .027; Model 2, Roma as the outgroup: ¢ = 41.50, p
= 670, df = 45, ¢/df = .92, CFl =.1, RMSEA = 0, SRMR =. 027). Results for the
Hungarian outgroup and the Roma outgroup are summarized in Figure 5.2 and Figure

5.3 respectively.
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Table 5.1. Descriptive statistics and correlations between the variables in the models (Study 5).

Variable 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9
1. Contact with Hungarians 1 -27**  -07ns  .37** 12* A15* .03 30** A7*
2. Contact with Roma 1 .12ns .04ns 39** 20%* 27** 14* 28**
3. Identification as Hungarian 1 -08ns  .03ns .07ns .03ns -18***  -.02ns
4. Perspective Taking 1 A40** 37 19** A5** 24**
(Hungarian Outgroup)
5. Perspective Taking 1 30%* 39%* 15%* A1**
(Roma Outgroup)
6. Collective Guilt 1 JA3** AT** 38**
(Hungarian Outgroup)
7. Collective Guilt 1 33** A9**
(Roma Outgroup)
8. Outgroup Oriented CA 1 42%*
Tendencies for Hungarians
9. Outgroup Oriented CA 1
Tendencies for Roma
Mean 3.50 2.26 4.29 3.25 3.15 2.47 2.68 2.83 3.67
SD 1.75 1.33 1.80 1.78 1.67 1.56 1.65 1.61 1.88
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Figure 5.2. Saturated model showing contact and social identity predicting outgroup oriented collective action on behalf of the ethnic
minority Hungarian outgroup via collective guilt and perspective taking among Romanians in Romania (n=270). Model 1, Hungarians as

the outgroup.
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Figure 5.3. Saturated model showing contact and social identity predicting outgroup oriented collective action on behalf of the ethnic

minority Roma outgroup via collective guilt and perspective taking among Romanians in Romania (n=270): Model 2, Roma as the

outgroup.
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In Figure 5.2, social identity had a direct significant negative association with
outgroup oriented collective action on behalf of Hungarians (b = -.14, p < .05).
Intergroup contact was significantly and positively associated with collective action on
behalf of Hungarians (b = .16, p< . 05) , and pex.36ppe<cl).ve t ak
Per spect i %39 pk@ZX was gpsitively associated with collective guilt. As
expected, bot h=.86pd< e.ctOlv)e agmud |pex(Dperctive
<.001) were positively associated with outgroup oriented collective action. The model
explained 39% of the variance in our criterion variable, outgroup oriented collective
action, and 14% and 16% of the variance in perspective taking and collective guilt
respectively.

In Figure 5.3, social identity had a direct significant negative association with
collective guilt (b = -.15, p < .05) whereas intergroup contact had a significant positive
association with=4psspeCl) venltywki & {bect
p < .001) was positively associated with collective guilt. Additionally, both perspective
takimwg2, pb . 001) and c®o .42 p<.00l)were positiviely t (b
associated with outgroup oriented collective action on behalf of the Roma outgroup.
The model explained 41% of the variance in our criterion variable, outgroup oriented
collective action, and 25% and 21% of the variance in our mediators, perspective taking
and collective guilt respectively.

Mediating Role of Collective Guilt and Perspective Taking

We tested indirect effects of intergroup contact and ingroup identification on
outgroup oriented collective action for both outgroups. In line with the recent research
on indirect effects (Hayes, 2009; Preacher & Hayes, 2008; Williams & MacKinnon,
2008), which suggests that a significant direct path between the predictor and criterion

variable is not essential for mediation, we tested all possible combinations of paths
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which connect our predictor variables, intergroup contact and ingroup identification,
with our criterion variable, outgroup oriented collective action. We used bootstrapping
(Efron & Tibshirani, 1993; Preacher & Hayes, 2008) to create specific confidence
intervals for each mediator in the models. Full mediation results for both models are
reported in Table 5.2. For each significant indirect effect we report the overall path, the
mediators, indirect path coefficient, and confidence intervals which are necessary for
correct interpretation of path coefficients and their significance (Preacher & Kelley,
2011).

The association between intergroup contact and outgroup oriented collective
action on behalf of the Hungarian outgroup was mediated by collective guilt and
perspective taking (PE b = .05, with 99% CI [.01, .09]). When this is decomposed into
individual mediators, intergroup contact had an indirect positive association with
outgroup oriented collective action via perspective taking only (PE b = .10, with 99%
ClI [.01, .18]), and perspective taking was associated with outgroup oriented collective

action via collective guilt (PE b = .14, with 99% CI [.04, .23]).
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Table 5.2. Mediation bootstrap* test results** (Study 5).
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Outgroup  Path Mediator (s) Point Estimate 95 % ClI 99 % CI
(b)

Hungarian Intergroup Contact- Perspective Taking, Collective Guilt .050 .012,.098
Collective Action
Intergroup Contact- Perspective Taking 104 .010, .187
Collective Action
Perspective Taking- Collective Guilt 139 .042,.235
Collective Action

Roma Intergroup Contact- Perspective Taking, Collective Guilt 071 . 004,.152
Collective Action
Intergroup Contact- Perspective Taking 135 .009, .266
Collective Action
Perspective Taking- Collective Guilt 137 .009,.269
Collective Action
Ingroup  Identification- Collective Guilt -.054 -.082,-.027

Collective Action

* 5000 re-samples. When confidence intervals do not include zero this shows that there is a significant indirect effect (Mac Kinnon, 2008;

Preacher & Hayes, 2008).

**Standardized coefficients.
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Next, we repeated the same steps for the Roma outgroup. Intergroup contact had
a positive association with outgroup oriented collective action on behalf of the Roma
outgroup via two mediators, collective guilt and perspective taking (PE b = .07, with
99% CI [.01, .15]). The path from contact with Roma to collective action on behalf of
Roma via perspective taking only (PE b = .13, with 99% CI [.02, .27]) was also
significant. As in the previous model, perspective taking was associated with outgroup
oriented collective action via collective guilt (PE b = .14, with 99% CI [.09, .27]).
Additionally, ingroup identification was marginally and negatively associated with
outgroup oriented collective action via collective guilt (PE b = -.05), with 99% CI [-
.08,-.03]).

For both outgroups, effects of intergroup contact on outgroup oriented collective
action were mediated by perspective taking and collective guilt. Individuals who
reported higher levels of contact took the perspective of the outgroups more which, in
turn, predicted more collective guilt, and they were more willing to take collective
action on behalf of the outgroups. Additionally, the effects of intergroup contact on
outgroup oriented collective action appeared to be outgroup specific. For the Hungarian
outgroup the association was both direct and indirect via mediators whereas for the
Roma outgroup both intergroup contact and ingroup identification were associated with
outgroup oriented collective action only indirectly.

Given the correlational nature of the data, we cannot rule out alternative causal
orders of the variables in the model. Experiencing collective guilt and perspective
taking could motivate individuals to have more contact with the outgroup, and frequent
contact with the outgroup could predict outgroup oriented collective action tendencies.
Therefore, we tested alternative models in which we entered perspective taking and

collective guilt as predictors, intergroup contact as mediator and outgroup collective
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action as criterion. This theoretical model, however, yielded poorer fit values for the
Hungarian outgroup (Model 1, Hungarians as the outgroup: c 2 = 89.040 & -~
6 7 , df 51232, CFl = .98, RMSEA = .033, SRMR = .079) and failed to converge for
the Roma outgroup. Additionally, experiencing emotional reactions at the group level
necessitates a salient social identity (Branscombe et al., 2002; Mackie & Smith, 2002;
Tajfel, 1978; Tajfel & Turner, 1979; Turner, 1999; Smith, 1993). However, intense
collective guilt could be associated with increased willingness to take the perspective of
the outgroup, which could predict weaker identification with the ingroup and more
intergroup contact. Weaker identification with the ingroup and more contact with the
outgroup, in turn, could be associated with a stronger desire to improve the conditions
for the outgroup. We tested this alternative causal relationship for both outgroups, but
this model did not fit the data well (Model 1, Hungarians as the outgroup: ¢ = 91.33, p
= .034, df = 69, ¢%/df = 1.42, CFI = .98, RMSEA = .035, SRMR = .068; Model 2, Roma
as the outgroup: & = 71.82, p = .017, df = 47, ¢*/df = 1.52, CFI = .98, RMSEA = .044,
SRMR = .055). We argue, therefore, in favour of our proposed model, which provides
support for our predictions and extends earlier research on intergroup contact,
perspective taking, collective guilt and collective action.
Study 6

Our overall aim was to test the positive effects of intergroup contact on
outgroup oriented collective action. In Study 2, we wanted to investigate whether these
positive effects could be replicated among the members of a disadvantaged group for
collective action on behalf of another disadvantaged group as well as collective action
tendencies to benefit the ingroup. Additionally, following Glasford and Calcagno
(2012), we wanted to test whether intergroup contact with the advantaged group would

moderate outgroup oriented collective action tendencies on behalf of the weaker
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minority Roma outgroup. Earlier, Cakal et al. (2011, Study 1) argued that, for South
African blacks, intergroup contact with Whites moderated the paths between ingroup
identification and relative deprivation, and between relative deprivation and collective
action. Dividing Black participants into two groups on the basis of the amount of
contact they have with Whites, low-contact versus high-contact, they found that among
participants in the high-contact group ingroup identification did not predict relative
deprivation which, in turn, did not predict collective action tendencies. Using an
experimental design, Glasford and Calcagno (2012) also found that intergroup contact
with the majority European Americans moderated perceptions of solidarity among
Hispanic and Asian Americans. Therefore, following these two studies, we wanted to
test whether intergroup contact with the majority Romanians would have a similar
effect on both ingroup and outgroup collective action tendencies among the Hungarian
minority.

Method

Participants

The sample comprised 271 students (51 males and 220 females, Mage =19.96 and
SD=1.98) who identified themselves as Hungarian and completed the Hungarian
version of the questionnaire. They were recruited on a voluntary basis.
Measures

All variables were measured on 7-point Likert scales (for contact items: 1,
never 7, all the time for Roma contact items 1 and 2: 1, none 7, a lot; for item 3: 1,
never 7, all the time for all the other items 1, totally disagree?7, totally agresg.
Predictors

We used the same items, appropriately worded, as in Study 1 to assess

intergroup contact with the Romanian outgroup (3 items; U = . 96) . Il ntergr
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with the Roma outgroup was measured by three items (U = . 8 1) , 6Do you

Roma peopl e?d, 6Do you have any friends w
you interact with Roma people ( gr eet i ng, talking or doi nq
Ingroup identification was measured by three items (U = ada@tel from Luhtanen

and Crocker (1992): 6Being Hungarian isdfi magempodtl ar

proud to be Hungariandé, and 61 identify st
Mediators

Perspective taking was measured by three items (U = . 72) @alsenpt ed f
et al. (1997): oI try to |l ook at the relations b
Roma perspectiveo, ol believe | have a go
havedé, and 61 can easily underst@ud=thz22 ;R

r = .56, p < .001) adapted from Simon and Ruhs (2008) to measure the extent of shared
grievances between Hungarians and Roma pe
have been discriminated agai nst i n Romaniadéd, and 6Roma
har mful actions in the past©o.
Outcome variables

Collective action tendencies to benefit the Hungarian ingroup were measured by
twoitems (U =r=.52,<.00) : 61 would vote for a ca
willing to i mprove the current sitwuation
up for a neighbourhood project to improve the conditions for Hungarians in my
nei ghbour hood©é6. Ou te getioo an fpehald of ithe Romaeodtgroopo | | e ¢ t

was measured by rtebop<ionldms 6(Uwoul @8pe will

for a neighbourhood project to i mprove t he
and oI woul d be wi Iddmonstrgtion ttooimprpova thé ¢urcemtp at e i
conditions for Roma in Romani ao.
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Results and Discussion

We present the descriptive statistics and correlations between variables in Table 5.3 and
results for Study 6 are given in Figure 5.4. We used the same statistical procedure as in
Study 5 to assess our model. Using the Robust Maximum Likelihood (MLR) estimation
method, the same model-data fit indices as in Study 5 were utilized and data was
entered as raw. There was no missing data for this study. Results of confirmatory factor
analysis showed that all items loaded on to their respective latent variables with
satisfactory loadings. Our model fit the data well (¢ = 128.19, p < .05, df = 98, &*/df =
1.30, CFI = .98, RMSEA =.034, SRMR = .037).

As expected ingroup identification was positively associated with collective
action tendencies benefitting the ingroup ( 43, p< . 001) and sh=ared g
42, p < .001). Intergroup contact with the Roma outgroup was positively associated

only with pers3Beebil)ve taking (Db
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Table 5.3. Descriptive statistics and correlations between the variables in the model (Study 6).

Variable

1 2 3 4 5 6 7

1. Contact with Romanians

2. Contact with Roma

3. Identification as Hungarian

4. Perspective Taking

5. Shared Grievances

6. Collective Action Tendencies

7. Outgroup Oriented
Collective Action Tendencies

1 -0lns -.17** -02ns -.12ns -20** -04

1 -08ns .25*** -11lns .05ns  .16**
1 S13%  23%%  Agrx
1 A0ns  .03ns  .26%**
1 39*** .06ns
1 17%*

Mean

SD

292 287 599 2098 501 5386 2.77

167 160 128 118 122 112 1.50
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Figure 5.4. Saturated model showing contact and social identity predicting ingroup oriented collective ac