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“If you don’t stand for something you fall for anything1.” 

“Nobody can give you freedom. Nobody can give you equality

 or justice or anything. If you’re a man you take it2.” 

Malcolm X

The quest for freedom and equality is characteristic of many civil protests, revolutions 
and wars (e.g., Civil Rights Movement, Occupy, Arab Spring, etc.). In recent history, ideals 
of freedom and equality have become buzzwords that are often used by politicians and 
activists as an argument for their cause and tool to mobilize wider societal support 
with an underlying assumption that values like equality and freedom are endorsed, 
shared and important to all of us.  Even though these buzzwords have become clichés 
that can be attached to any cause, the underlying psychological values that these 
words refer to  may continue to be an essential part of the psychology of collective 
action and social change, precisely because values can both motivate and mobilize. This 
thesis seeks to understand how values do that from a social-psychological perspective. 

Theory and research throughout the last 60 years has largely confirmed that 
values like social justice and equality reflect desirable trans-situational goals which 
determine individuals’ attitudes across all cultures and serve as important behavioural 
guidelines in different contexts (Allport et al., 1960; Rokeach, 1973; Schwartz, 
1992). More importantly, values have an important place in motivating protest and 
social change because they define what individuals deem to be unjust and what 
their relevant goals are (e.g. Skitka & Bauman, 2008; Tetlock, Kirstel, Elson, Green, & 
Lerner, 2000; Van Zomeren, 2013), and predict whether individuals are prepared 
to sacrifice themselves for the group (Skitka, Bauman & Sargis, 2005; Tetlock, 2002). 
In other words, values tell us what is important to defend through our own actions. 
 
This thesis examines the link between values on the one hand, and individuals’ group 

identification and collective action on the other hand. Collective action, defined as any 
action aimed at improving the group’s rather than the individual’s own position (Van 
Zomeren, Postmes, & Spears, 2008; Wright, Taylor, & Moghaddam, 1990), is typically 
predicted by individuals’ subjective identification with the relevant group (i.e., the strength 
of psychological ties with that group; e.g., Simon & Klandermans, 2001). This leads to 
questions such as whether and how values motivate group identification and collective 

1 Anonymous quote attributed to Malcolm X and Pastor Peter Marshall. 
2 In Breitman, G. (Ed.). (1989). Malcolm X speaks: Selected speeches and statements.
Pathfinder Press.
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action, and when and how does the communication of values and group identities by, 
for instance, social movements mobilize people to participate in collective action.

The first aim of this thesis is to propose that the motivational power of values often arises 
from their perceived violation by others. Even though values are defining components of 
individual and group identities, both research and lay perceptions suggest that people 
often do not act upon, and/or even act in ways that transgress their most important 
principles (i.e., the value-behaviour gap). The lack of correspondence between 
individuals’ values and actual behaviours has been evidenced in research in different 
areas, such as moral licencing (Merritt, Effron, & Monin, 2010), human rights protection 
(Chors, Maes, Moschner, & Kielmann, 2007; Staerklé & Clémence, 2004), discrimination 
and conflict (Dovidio & Gaertner, 1998). One of the reasons for this inconsistency is that 
values operate as abstract principles, whereas behaviours are concrete and situation 
specific. This implies that a situation first has to be identified as a concrete instantiation 
of a particular value for it to guide one’s actions (Maio, 2010; Maio, Hahn, Frost, & Cheung; 
2009). In the context of social injustice, I suggest that people will be more likely to act 
upon their values if they recognize the disadvantaged situation as a violation of a specific 
value. For example, the recent introduction of austerity measures and public cuts on a 
variety of economic and social welfare programs in Europe and the Unites States were 
interpreted by some as a threat to equality, and by others as a necessary step when faced 
with an economic crisis. Consequently, I assume that those who perceive this situation as 
a violation of equality, will be most likely to go to streets to protest against such policies. 

Furthermore, perceived value violations not only make the relevant value salient in a 
concrete context, but also provide clearer clues for action needed to protect what one 
deems to be sacred (Mazzoni, Van Zomeren, & Cicognani, 2015; Tetlock et al., 2000; Van 
Zomeren, Postmes, & Spears, 2012; Van Zomeren, Postmes, Spears & Betache, 2011). 
Previous research has only looked at the strength of value endorsement as a predictor 
of political behaviour (Skitka & Mullen, 2002; Tetlock et al., 2000). Although it has been 
assumed that it is the violation of values that drives the engagement, most research did not 
yet explicitly test this idea (for an exception in a single protest context, see Mazzoni et al., 
2015). One contribution of this thesis is that it does precisely that across different contexts.

The second aim of this thesis is to examine whether the fit between violated values and 
group identities is important in motivating collective action. A crucial difference between 
value literature and collective action literature lies in the emphasis on individual (see 
Skitka, 2010) or group identity (Van Zomeren et al., 2012). As values reflect subjective, 
absolute principles, and thereby transcend any contextual or identity boundaries (Skitka, 
2010; Van Zomeren et al., 2012), previous work suggests that the fit between values 
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(e.g. equality) and group identities geared towards the same issue (e.g. feminist identity), 
can transform an individually held value into a collectively moralized basis for collective 
action (Mazzoni et al., 2015; Van Zomeren et al., 2012; Van Zomeren, 2013). This thesis 
expands the idea of value-identity fit by looking at the relation between violated values 
and group identities varying in abstraction (social group vs. superordinate identities; 
see Turner, Hogg, Oakes, Reicher, & Wetherell, 1987), clarity and strength of social 
interactions (group identities characterized by strong vs. weak social relationships; see 
Lickel et al., 2000), and by examining the consequences of value-identity fit on motivation, 
mobilization and perception of collective action and social change.  

More specifically, Chapter 2 investigates the motivational power of the fit between 
violated values and group identity in motivating collective action in the context of 
“human-caused” earthquakes in the northern province of Groningen in the Netherlands. 
The contexts involving technological disasters or incidental disadvantages often lack 
clear group identities and action norms in contrast to more often examined contexts 
of structural disadvantage (see Van Zomeren et al., 2008). However, perceived value 
violations can provide meaning to otherwise vague group identities and potentially fuel 
collective action in the contexts which lack clear solutions and common goals. 

Chapter 3 investigates how value violations and different types of group 
identities (subordinate vs. superordinate group identities) can be used as effective 

communication tools in mobilizing members of disadvantaged groups with different 
ideological background to take action. Theory and research on politicization (Simon & 
Klandermans, 2001), and recategorization (e.g., Turner et al., 1987; see also Gaertner, 
Dovidio, Anastasio, Bachman, & Rust, 1993) suggest that communicating values and 
superordinate group identities may increase a movement’s mobilization potential. This 
chapter compares the effects of fitting values to a superordinate group identity (e.g. 
national identity in this particular context) or ingroup identity (e.g. students) to find out 
what is a more effective mobilization tool.

Finally, I examine how the communication of values and identities as motivation for 
action or inaction affects subgroup relations. Both research and lay perceptions suggest 
that the motivations of passive and active members of disadvantaged groups may be 
qualitatively different: whereas individual and instrumental motives characterize 
those who stay at home, collective and moral motives characterize those who go to 
the streets (Van Zomeren & Spears, 2009). As a consequence, there is a potential for 
misunderstanding between the two subgroups, which is unfortunate given that group 
goals will more likely be achieved when the groups act in unison. Therefore, an intriguing 
and important question for collective action is how passive and active members perceive 
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and evaluate each other. Chapter 4 examines how these perceptions are affected when for 
example, members of active group are confronted with a member of a passive group who 
communicates motivations which contradict those typically associated with that subgroup. 

As a whole, this thesis contributes to theory and research on the relation between values 
and collective action by explicitly testing the motivational power of value violations 
(Aim 1) and value-identity fit (Aim 2) in facilitating collective action among members 
of disadvantaged groups. This is important because the notion of value violations offers 
a strategy to circumvent the problem of value-behaviour gap. Furthermore, I broaden 
the idea of fit between violated values and different types of identities and examine the 
consequences of using values as communication tools. Additionally, the findings of each 
chapter are also discussed in light of their relevance for collective action practitioners, 
suggesting guidelines to practitioners in terms of how to effectively use value violations 
and identities to motivate members of the disadvantaged groups to join actions. Below, 
I briefly review the relevant literature that this thesis builds on, after which I preview 
in more detail the three empirical chapters to come, each of which is written as a stand-
alone empirical chapter and thus may overlap to some extent with the others. 

Theoretical Backdrop

Social psychologists have studied values in at least two different approaches. A first line of 
research following the Rokeach and Schwartz tradition defined and outlined a relatively 
small number of values that are universally held (see De Groot & Steg, 2008; Schwartz 
1992). According to this approach, values are viewed as stable dispositions that influence 
people’s goals in various interpersonal or intergroup contexts, and across different 
cultures. The key contribution of this approach is the establishment of a content-based 

structure of values. For instance, in Schwartz’s model 56 different values are clustered 
around two dimensions (openness to change vs. conservatism and self-transcendence 
vs. self-enhancement) and this structure has been replicated in 44 different countries 
and with over 25,000 participants. 

A second line of research, however, does not focus on the content and structure of values, 
but on the process by which values exert their influence on behaviour. For instance, the 
Value Protection Model (VPM) by Skitka (2002; Skitka & Mullen, 2002) and Tetlock’s 
work on Sacred Value Protection Model (SVMP; Tetlock et al., 2000; Tetlock, 2002) 
examine the consequences of perceiving and endorsing particular issues as absolutely 
right or wrong (whatever the content of these issues is) for individuals’ behaviour. Both 
models point out that violations of issues held with moral conviction or perceived as 
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sacred, are accompanied by stronger (both in terms of intensity and quality) emotional 
reactions in contrast to violations of individual preferences and social norms (see Skitka 
2010; Tetlock et al., 2000). Moreover, Tetlock (2002) suggests that merely contemplating 
a value transgression is enough to induce strong emotional reactions and to propel 
people to protect their sacred values. For this reason, it is not surprising that values have 
been recently integrated in social-psychological models of collective action based on 
this perspective (Van Zomeren, 2013), as collective action offers a powerful venue for 
individuals to act against those who violate their sacred values. 

Early research on collective action emphasized rational and individual motives for 
participation (Olson, 1968; Klandermans, 1984) and overlooked the importance of 
social, affective and ideological motives. This thesis builds on the Social Identity Model 
of Collective Action (Van Zomeren et al., 2008), which suggests that individuals are 
primarily driven by their identification with the relevant group (Simon et al., 1998), and 
especially by identification with social movement organizations (referred to as politicized 
identification; Van Zomeren et al., 2008). In both the sociological and social-psychological 
literature, politicized collective identity is considered as the key motivational basis for 
action because it entails group members’ active and intentional participation in collective 
power struggle to address injustice (Simon & Klandermans, 2001). Indeed, individuals’ 
identification with a social category (e.g. women, black) is less predictive of participation 
in collective action in contrast to identification with for example feminist identity or social 
movement organization (e.g. Civil Rights movement), as politicized identities are geared 
towards actively fighting the injustice (Simon & Klandermans, 2001; Turner-Zwinkels et 
al., 2015). Values have been found to represent an important basis of a politicized identity 
(Mazzoni et al., 2015; Van Zomeren et al., 2012), they differentiate between those who 
actively support their group vs. those who remain passive (Turner-Zwinkels, van Zomeren 
& Postmes, 2016), and facilitate engagement of both disadvantaged and advantaged 
group members in social change (Van Zomeren et al., 2012; Van Zomeren et al., 2011). 

A common assumption in social–psychological models of collective action and value-
protection models by Skitka and Tetlock is that perceiving a value violation should be 
a particularly motivating experience, since transgressions of important principles are 
experienced as exceptionally unpleasant and intolerable. This thesis is the first (except 
Mazzoni et al., 2015) to explicitly test this idea and also examine the fit between values 
and politicized identities by (a) comparing if the values stemming from both personal 
and group identity needs have similar motivational effects (see subheading Motivation 

below), (b) looking at the misfit between values and subordinate vs. superordinate 
identities in communication and mobilization of disadvantaged group members who 
have different ideological background (see subheading Mobilization below), and (c) 
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examining the fit between subgroup identities defined by action vs. inaction and expressed 
moral or non-moral motivations on intragroup relations and perceptions (see subheading 
Misunderstandings below). These three different ways in which value-identity fit has 
been tested are summarized below and reflect the essence of each empirical chapter. 

Motivation (Chapter 2)

The majority of prior research on collective action typically focuses on contexts 
characterized by long-term structural inequalities and discrimination (e.g., Civil Rights 
Movement, LGBT or feminist movements), whereas less attention has been given to 
contexts characterized by human-caused technological and environmental catastrophes 
such as nuclear power accidents or gas extraction (see Walsh, 1981, 1987; Klandermans, 
1997; Van Zomeren et al., 2008). What distinguishes contexts of incidental from structural 
disadvantage is precisely a lack of prior clear group identities (Van Zomeren et al., 2008): 
gender, race or ethnic identities are associated with clear norms and values in contrast 
to group identities based on locations and proximity to a nuclear plant or gas field. This 
means that instead of conforming top-down to an already existing identity, individuals 
need to develop a sense of group identity (Postmes, Spears, Lee, & Novak, 2005). 

The key premise of this project was that value violations play an important role in 
transforming these vague group identities into a psychological basis for collective action. 
More precisely, I examined individuals’ willingness to undertake collective action in the 
north of the Netherlands by surveying 351 inhabitants affected by gas-extraction induced 
earthquakes. In this study, I compared the motivating effects of violation of values that 
stem from of individual’s concrete experiences which are shared with few significant 
others (and are thus based in personal identity needs) vs. those that stem from of 
individuals identification with the group that is being affected by the situation (group 
identity needs). By differentiating between perceived violations of personal/family and 
group-based rights I could test whether identification with the province stems out of two 
different value basis, and also whether these two types of rights violations are linked to 
different coping strategies (exit vs. collective action). Additionally, this particular context 
enabled the investigation of a rarely addressed question in collective action research, 
namely the relation between different levels of objective disadvantage (i.e. the proximity 
to the earthquake epicentre) and individuals’ subjective motivations to act against 
further gas extraction. Thus, this chapter tests if the fit between violated values and 
identities bears important motivational consequences with respect to different types of 

actions (improving the collective situation vs. individual situation), but also for different 

members of a disadvantaged group.
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These findings have important implications for practitioners. For example, a movement 
seeking to mobilize the individuals living in the less affected areas may be more 
successful if it emphasizes the violations of group rights in calls for action, as those who 
are objectively less affected may not perceive the situation as violating their personal/
family rights. The following chapter deals specifically with the question of how 
movements can successfully communicate value violations and mobilize individuals to 
support and act for their cause. Importantly, this work examines if and how movements 
can motivate those who already share their values, but also mobilize those outside of 
their immediate support group.   

Mobilization (Chapter 3)

This chapter tests the differential effects of communicating value violations and group 
identities to those who already share (“preaching to the choir”) vs. who do not share 
movements’ ideological backgrounds (“preaching beyond the choir”). A fair assumption 
is that members of the same group share similar norms and values. This implies that 
communicating group identity and group values should result in increased identification 
with the social movement and intentions to participate in collective action. By integrating 
the insights on the effects of value communication from political science and sociological 
work on framing (Nelson & Garst, 2005; Nelson, Oxley & Clawson 1997; Slothuus, 2008), 
I investigate two different pathways through which values may lead to politicization: by 
a) directly increasing motivations to participate in collective action or by b) indirectly 

changing the importance of affective or instrumental antecedents of politicized identities. 
Furthermore, this work examines if either one of these effects is more likely to take place 
depending on the audience one tries to reach (preaching to or beyond the choir) and on 
the group identity (subordinate vs. superordinate) emphasized in the communication. 

Concretely, in the context of student protests in the Netherlands against budget cuts 
(N=168), I tested whether and how fitting a value (right to free education) to two relevant 
group identities (i.e., student vs. national identity) influenced politicized identification 
among individuals in ideologically different student subgroups. Before conducting the 
actual study, a pilot study revealed that the students of social and economic sciences 
differed greatly in their views on the budget cuts for higher education, i.e. the social 
sciences students perceived the situation as more unjust compared to the economics 
students. For the main study, I approached specifically these two groups and presented 
them with a hypothetical action call, which subtly communicated that the government 
failed to uphold the right to free education by introducing budget cuts (and hence 
transgressed an important societal value). The first goal of this project was to see whether 
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communicating that an important societal value is being transgressed can directly increase 
politicized identification among those who share a movement’s ideological background 
(i.e. social sciences students). Although this may happen, it is more plausible that value 
communication will only have indirect politicizing effects, because those individuals will 
already perceive their values to be violated. On the other hand, when “preaching beyond 
the choir”, communicating values is unlikely to have any politicizing effects and might even 
directly further decrease their motivation for collective action. Still, theory and research 
on politicization (Simon & Klandermans, 2001) and recategorization (e.g., Turner et al., 
1987; see also Gaertner et al., 1993), suggest that aligning the disadvantaged group’s 
identity to national identity may increase movement’s mobilization potential (Simon & 
Klandermans, 2001). Thus, I tested whether fitting value violation to national identity 
(in contrast to student identity) may also have positive effects among the economics 
students who do not share the movement’s ideological background. 

This chapter examines value-identity fit by looking at how mobilization context and 
individuals’ ideological background determine whether one perceives a value violation 
and is motivated to do something about it. Negative effects of value communication have 
mostly been looked at in the context of interpersonal and intergroup relations (Kouzakova, 
Ellemers, Harinck, & Scheepers, 2012). Chapter 3 highlights their significance for 
cohesive intragroup relations, as values may also drive apart the members of the same 
group and negatively affect movement’s mobilization potential. In the following chapter, I 
investigate this idea further by looking into how value communication for action or inaction 
affects the relations between active and passive members of disadvantaged groups.   

Misunderstandings (Chapter 4)

This final empirical chapter examines mutual perceptions and evaluations of those who 
act and those who do not act for the group. Previous research and lay perceptions suggest 
that those who act for the group are motivated by group concerns and act to protect 
important values from being transgressed (they are seen as “intuitive theologians”; see 
discussion of Tetlock’s metaphors in Van Zomeren & Spears, 2009). By contrast, those 
who do not act for the group are concerned with securing individual interests (Olson, 
1968; see also Klandermans, 1984) and they often doubt the group’s effectiveness in 
reaching its goals (Hornsey et al., 2006; Stürmer & Simon, 2004). I argue that this has 
also consequences for what active or passive members expect the motivations of the 
other subgroup to be. In other words, the active members might not be very dismissive 
of those who doubt the movement’s efficacy, but they might be rather angry at those 
questioning the ideological background of the movement. Similarly, the passive subgroup 
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may expect those who protest to be motivated by collective and/or moral concerns and 
not by individual and/or instrumental concerns. The goal of this chapter is to examine 
mutual perceptions and evaluations in a case where the aforementioned expectations 
are met or violated. In other words, when the member of an (in)active subgroup does vs. 
does not communicate motivations typically associated with her/his subgroup. 

Hence, I conducted two field experiments examining how the protesters (Study 1, N = 
187) perceived and evaluated the non-protesters, and how the non-protesters (Study 
2, N = 145) perceived and evaluated the protesters. In Study 1, I approached students 
amidst the demonstration in The Hague and asked them to evaluate a fellow student 
who did not come to the demonstration and explained her/his reasons by emphasizing 
instrumental vs. moral and individual vs. collective motivations for inaction. Study 2 was 
the mirror image of Study 1 and took place two months later and using same design with 
slight adjustments to fit a profile of a student who attended the demonstration. Based on 
the idea of fit between motivations and one’s identity, I hypothesized that the protesters 
would be particularly negative of the non-protester who denies moral motivation 
(i.e. disagrees with acting to protect an important human right) and thus violates the 
expectation of inaction being driven by instrumental concerns. More concretely, I expected 
that the non-protester who denies moral obligation will be perceived as more selfish 
and induce more anger. By contrast, I expected the non-protesters to view a protester 
who communicates individual motivation for action less positively, as (s)he violates the 
expectations of collective action being driven by collective concerns. Therefore, this final 
empirical chapter sheds light on the relations and (possible) misunderstandings and 
between active and passive members of disadvantaged groups.

As the opening quote suggests, values such as freedom and equality cannot be achieved 
without taking action. However, coming to an agreement on which values to fight for and 
communicating them successfully to others, is a great challenge for social movements. 
This thesis examines how values and their violations motivate collective action (Aim 1) 
and how value-identity fit can be used to increase movement’s mobilization potential 
(Aim 2).  By uncoupling the effects of fit between values, identities and actions on mutual 
perceptions and evaluations, this thesis provides further insight into the possibilities 
of achieving group cohesiveness and solidarity, which is important for both theory and 
practice of collective action. 
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Chapter 2
Motivation
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Theory and research on collective action typically focuses on contexts characterized 
by long-term structural inequalities and discrimination (e.g., Civil Rights Movement, 
LGBT or feminist movements), defining collective action as any action performed by 
group members to improve the status of a whole group (Van Zomeren & Iyer, 2009). 
However, scholars have devoted less attention to contexts characterized by man-
induced technological and environmental hazards such as nuclear power accidents or 
gas-extraction, presumably because these contexts are less commonly associated with 
collective uprisings (see Walsh, 1981, 1987; Klandermans, 1997; McAdam & Boudet, 
2012; Van Zomeren et al., 2008). Such contexts are important to study because they 
follow from so-called suddenly imposed grievances (Klandermans, 1997; Walsh, 1981; 
1987), which basically are potentially disastrous situations that violate individuals’ 
basic rights to safe existence. For this reason, we suggest that such contexts enable 
the emergence of collective action when (potentially) affected individuals perceive the 
situation as violating their rights3 (see Mazzoni et al., 2015; Van Zomeren, 2013).

Our research makes use of a real-life emerging situation that represents such a 
context, namely that of gas-extraction-induced earthquakes in the northern province 
of Groningen in the Netherlands. The Groningen gas field is being exploited by a 
Dutch state-based company for the past 60 years and it is a significant pillar of the 
national economy. Still the gas extraction is the main cause of mild tremors that have 
been happening for the past 30 years, however only after a stronger earthquake that 
took place in 2012 (Dost & Kraaijpoel, 2013), did the situation receive more national 
attention. In fact, the Dutch Safety Board (in February 2015) has now acknowledged 
that the situation includes direct, and for years ongoing, violations of individuals’ 
basic rights to safety --- which is one of the moral responsibilities of any government. 
Because research suggests that perceived violations of moral standards should 
motivate people to engage in collective action through a stronger identification with 
those affected by the violation (i.e., those in the areas affected by the earthquakes), we 
examined the psychological implications of perceived rights violation in this context. 

As such, we build on previous work in two important ways. First, this context uniquely 
enabled us to look at how different levels of objective disadvantage (operationalized as 
the distance to the earthquake epicentre) relates to individuals’ intention to engage in 
collective action. Specifically, we tested the implicit assumption in the broader literature 
that stronger objective disadvantage goes hand in hand with stronger subjective 
disadvantage and, by extension, a stronger motivation to engage in collective action. 

3 In the General Introduction I use values and morals as broader terms reflecting moral motivation, 
which in this context were operationalized as specific rights. All the empirical chapters were co authored 
by Martijn van Zomeren and Kai Epstude, hence we (instead of I ) denotes the authorship. 
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Second, we differentiated between perceived violations of personal/family and collective 

rights, because those reflect different types of concerns that people might have, and 
should be predictive of different ways to cope with the situation of suddenly imposed 
grievances (e.g. move away vs. engage in collective efforts to change the status quo). 
However, we reasoned that those who are objectively more strongly affected by the 
earthquakes may also be under stronger pressure to protect their own and their family 
safety compared to those living in the less affected areas. As a consequence, perceived 
personal/family rights violation may also motivate collective action but only among 
those in the more affected areas, while perceived violation of collective rights should 
motivate collective action of those in the less affected areas. 

From Objective to Subjective Collective Disadvantage 
 
The occurrence of collective action is difficult to predict from objective disadvantage 
alone. Indeed, this is why theory and research on collective action has moved toward 
studying the subjective perception of disadvantage (Van Zomeren et al., 2008). For 
one, previous research showed that individuals’ (dis)satisfaction with their outcomes 
depends on the standard of the comparison (Stouffer, DeVinney, Star & Williams, 1949) 
and on the fairness of the procedures (Colquitt, Conlon, Wesson, Porter, & Ng, 2001), 
suggesting that objective disadvantage needs to be perceived as unfair disadvantage. 
However, in most studies of collective action, objective and subjective disadvantage are 
intertwined (e.g. feeling discriminated because of different gender or race), or there is 
lack of consensus on how to measure objective disadvantage (as is the case with socio-
economic status for example; Bradley & Corwyn, 2002). Moreover, many psychological 
studies of collective action simply do not consider objective variables and rely almost 
exclusively on subjective ones. Our study context, however, enabled us to cleanly 
operationalize objective disadvantage by using the distance to the source of a major 
earthquake (i.e., its epicentre) as an indicator of the objective level of affectedness (that 
is, we could objectively divide the broader region into most, moderate and least affected 
area; for more details see Method section). 

A straightforward prediction is that those in the most objectively affected areas are 
also those who experience most subjective disadvantage, which motivates undertaking 
action against it. However, this does not necessarily imply that they will participate in 
collective efforts to resolve the situation, especially if they perceive individual alternative 
possibilities to the status quo (Tajfel, 1978). Theory and research on the effects of relative 
deprivation (Smith, Pettigrew, Pippin & Bialosiewicz, 2012) and system justification on 
collective action (Jost et al., 2012) suggest that the most disadvantaged individuals may 
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be personally ‘burdened’ and as such do not have sufficient psychological resources 
to act collectively, and, possibly for that reason, justify their disadvantaged position 
in the larger system or seek individual strategies to cope with the situation. Indeed, 
although those who are most objectively disadvantaged tend to report high levels of both 
personal and group deprivation (Pettigrew et al., 2008; Smith et al., 2012), subjectively 
experienced group-based deprivation more strongly motivates participation in collective 
action. On the other hand, feelings of personal deprivation are predictive of action-
demotivating variables such as feelings of isolation and stress and individual action 
(Kawakami & Dion, 1993, Smith et al., 2012). Thus, those who are more objectively 
affected might also be more likely to opt for an individual exit strategy as this would help 
them immediately alleviate their burdening personal situation (Van Vugt, John, Dowding 
& Dijk, 2003). Acknowledging these different possibilities, we tested the straightforward 
prediction that those in objectively more affected areas are more willing to engage in 
actions aimed at changing the situation for themselves (i.e. move away) and/or for the 
collective (Hypothesis 1). 

Moral Motivation for Collective Action

Individuals have different core motivations for collective action (Van Zomeren, 2013), 
one of which reflecting ‘moral motivation’. In the current context, we focus on the notion 
of perceived rights violation (i.e. the perception that one’s right to a secure existence 
has been violated, in this case due to the occurrence of earthquakes). This goes beyond 
common perceptions of unfairness for two reasons. First, perceived rights reflect 
individually held beliefs that something is morally right or wrong (in an absolute sense). 
Second, we focus on the perceived violation of a specific right that motivates individuals 
to protect it. Indeed, moral violations evoke strong emotional reactions and motivate the 
individual to act against the moral violator (Skitka & Bauman, 2008; Tetlock et al., 2000).  
 
Importantly, the perceived violation of moral standards can help to define the content of 
emerging group identities (i.e., communities of believers or opinion-based groups, in this 
case those living in the affected areas), thereby motivating collective action (Mazzoni et 
al., 2015; Van Zomeren et al., 2012). This is relevant in the contexts involving suddenly-
imposed grievances where group identities emerge as a consequence, and do not 
represent already existing entities in the broader social structure (as it is the case with 
gender or race; see Van Zomeren et al., 2008). Thus, morals can help create a sense of 
common fate even in the contexts where there is no clear pre-existing group (i.e. people 
living in the same province) or no strong pre-existing group identity that would provide 
a psychological base for collective action (Thomas & McGarty, 2009).
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We move beyond previous work by differentiating perceptions that reflect violations of 
one’s own right to safety and the safety of one’s primary group (referred to as personal/
family right violation), or that of those in the whole province (a form of category-
based right violation, referred to as collective right violation). The perceived violation 
of personal/family rights should increase identification with the affected areas and 
collective action intentions as they reflect attachment to primary groups that individuals 
tend to value the most (Lickel et al., 2000; Prentice, Miller & Lightdale, 1994). Although 
violations of individual standards can motivate collective action (Mazzoni et al., 2015) they 
should be particularly predictive of actions aiming to alleviate individual disadvantage 
(Smith et al., 2012). For example, the survey among residents of metropolitan areas in 
the United Kingdom showed that personal dissatisfaction with the community services 
motivates the intention to voice those concerns (individually and/or collectively), but 
also to move away from the neighbourhood (Van Vugt et al., 2003). On the other hand, 
violation of collective rights reflects attachment to a more loosely defined group (Lickel 
et al., 2000; Prentice et al., 1994), identification with which nevertheless can have strong 
motivational power because it is based in a clear opinion (Thomas & McGarty, 2009), 
even if one does not perceive the situation to violate one’s personal/family rights. 
 
This is important because we expect perceived personal/family or collective rights 
violation to have different effects on group identification and collective action in the 
objectively more versus less affected areas. Specifically, we expect individuals in the 
objectively more affected areas to be primarily motivated by the perceived violation of 
personal/family rights motivating them to identify with the affected areas and undertake 
collective action (Hypothesis 2a); by contrast, we expect individuals in the objectively 
less affected areas to perceive the situation as violating collective rights that increase 
identification with the affected areas and thus motivate them to undertake collective 
action (Hypothesis 2b). In line with the reasoning that these two types of rights should 
also be predictive of different types of responses to the situation (exit vs. collective 
action), we also tested if perceived personal/family rights violation, but not collective 
rights violation, predict the intentions to move away (Hypothesis 3).
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METHOD

A first negative consequence of gas extraction in the Northern Province of Groningen 
occurred almost two decades after the field was discovered. Even though the first 
earthquake took place in 1986, it took seven years more for the first investigations to 
later link earthquakes to gas extraction, albeit inconclusively (the Royal Netherlands 
Meteorological Institute or KNMI, 1993), as the majority of earthquakes are below 
1 degree on the Richter scale and thus pass without noticing. However, in 2012 an 
earthquake of an unexpectedly stronger magnitude (3.6 points Richter scale) hit a small 
village of Huizinge. The majority of previous earthquakes were either of small magnitude 
(below 1 point on Richter scale) or they only affected small regions, sometimes only a 
single village. This event however, had a major impact on the inhabitants of the affected 
regions, and it was also the first to raise the national awareness of the severity of this 
situation which resulted in decision to cut down  the production in early 2014 (though 
not significantly). Our door-to-door survey took place just two months before this 
decision was made.

Figure 2.1.The reported intensity of the earthquake near Huizinge taken from Dost and 

Kraaijpoel (see page 18; 2013) and projected onto the map of the area. 
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We used a publicly available geological report on the earthquake in Huizinge conducted 
by the researchers of the KNMI (Dost & Kraaijpoel, 2013) to operationalize our objective 
disadvantage variable. Specifically, the authors created a map of the tremor’s impact 
differentiating six levels of intensity (see Figure 2.1), which combined the objective 
measures of the earthquake’s strength and individuals’ perception of its intensity. Using 
this geological map of the region, we differentiated between the most affected (3-6 km 
from the epicentre), moderately affected (9-10km) and the least affected area (more 
than 14km from the epicentre).

Participants

Three-hundred-and-fifty-one inhabitants of the northern Dutch province of Groningen 
agreed to participate in a survey about the perception of gas-induced earthquakes. We 
excluded the data of four participants from the analyses: three questionnaires were 
clearly filled out jointly by two people (indicated both by our research assistants and 
by different handwritings) and one arrived by regular mail three months after the data 
collection had finished. The average age of the participants was 51.17 (SD = 15.11) and 
53.3 % were women (5.5 % of the sample did not fill out the demographic questions). 
About half of the sample had vocational education (52.8%), 6% held a university degree. 
Most of the participants were either working or retired (37% and 26% respectively) 
with the average monthly income between 1,000-3,000 Euros. The majority owned the 
house (71.8%) and 53.9% was born in the area. 

Objective Disadvantage and Sampling Procedure

From each area (most, moderate and least affected) we selected three towns that were 
approximately of similar size (for more details see Table 2.1). The city of Groningen was 
excluded from the sampling procedure as it is larger and has a higher number of highly 
educated inhabitants compared to the rest of the province.

We opted for a door-to-door data collection and instructed research assistants to aim to 
include about 50 participants from each place with a restriction not to hand out more 
than 5 questionnaires per one street (one questionnaire was given per household) so as to 
ensure complete coverage of the towns. Thus, we covered different parts of the province 
and more specifically reached both people who reported damages and overall concerns 
about the earthquakes, but also the ones who seem to be less affected by the tremors.
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Participants completed the survey in private, but were encouraged to do so as soon as 
possible and make an appointment with a research assistant to pick them up. We handed 
out 500 survey in total and managed to collect 90% of our data within a two-week 
period (from mid to the end of November, 2013) limiting a number of potential events 
that could influence our sample (there were no earthquakes reported during the period 
of the data collection). A small number of surveys arrived later through post till mid of 
January 2014 (less than 3%). Participants were thanked and given a small notepad as a 
token of appreciation. 

Measures

The survey was a product of a larger collaborative research project and consisted 
of several different parts (for more information see http://www.rug.nl/gmw/
psychology/aardbevingen/). Only the variables related to our specific questions will 
be described below. 

Personal/family and collective rights violations. 

Based on inspection of newspaper materials and debates organized by local communities, 
we identified three relevant rights that people perceived to be violated by the 
earthquakes: safety, financial stability and health. Both perceived personal/family and 
collective rights violations referred to all three specific rights and were operationalized 
by two items. Perceived personal/family rights violations were framed as referring to 
participants themselves and/or their family (e.g. I see the earthquakes as violating my 

safety and/or safety of my family and I feel the need to protect my safety and/or safety of 

my family) whereas collective rights violations referred to the province as a whole (e.g. I 
see the earthquakes as violating the safety of the inhabitants of the province of Groningen 

and I feel the need to protect the safety of the inhabitants of the province of Groningen). The 
scale ranged from 1 – Strongly disagree to 5 - Strongly agree. The reason for framing the 
second item in more motivational terms reflect the broader notion of moral motivation, 
based in approaches such as Tetlock et al.’s (2000) sacred value protection model and 
Skitka, Bauman and Sargis (2005) moral conviction theory (see also Van Zomeren, 2013).

We ran a principal axis factor analysis with Oblimin rotation on the 6 personal/family and 
the 6 collective rights violation, which explained 59.51% variance (first factor accounted 
for 50.52% variance and second factor for 8.99% variance). In support of our research 
question, the two factors clearly distinguished personal/family (with loadings from .64 
to .88) from collective rights violations (with loadings .52 to .99, except for one item with 
lower loading of .38), though the two factors were positively correlated (r = .65). The 

http://www.rug.nl/gmw/psychology/aardbevingen/
http://www.rug.nl/gmw/psychology/aardbevingen/
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cross-loadings were below .30. Principal component analysis using eigenvalue >1 yielded 
similar results. We computed the average across original item scores for personal/family 
(Cronbach’s α = .91) and collective rights violations (Cronbach’s α = .87). 

Disadvantaged group identification. 
Since there was no clear pre-existing group and thus group identity that would define 
people affected by this situation, we asked to what extent individuals saw themselves as 

member of and felt connected to the province of Groningen4 (for all the items the scale 
ranged from 1 – Strongly disagree to 5- Strongly agree). Those items were specifically 
introduced in the context of the earthquake and allowed for the different meanings of 
this group identity (as based in the perceived violation of personal/family, or category-
based, rights). We computed the mean score over the two items since the reliability 
was satisfactory (r(333) = .86, p < .001, Spearman-Brown reliability coefficient was 
equal to .92). 

Action intentions. 
We differentiated between two different types of action one could engage in order to cope 
with the disadvantaged situation, i.e. individual exit and collective action, and we asked 
participants to indicate the likelihood of engaging in these actions (1- Not likely at all to 
5- Most likely). Collective action intentions were measured with three items by asking 
how likely it would be for the participants to engage in signing a petition, demonstrating 
against the gas production and participating in “ludieke” actions (this Dutch term refers 
to actions that humorously, yet provocatively, border on an anti-normative or illegal 
domain). We computed one score for intentions to engage in collective action (Cronbach’s 
α = .86). Individual exit was measured with one item, i.e. “How likely is it that you will 
move away to another place?” 

Control variables. 

At the end of the questionnaire, participants were also asked if they had any damages 
to their houses due to the earthquakes (response categories: yes/no), as an individual-
level indicator of objective affectedness. This item enabled us to check whether our 
division of the province based on the geological maps corresponded with the actual 
damage people had on their houses, and to potentially correct for any bias in the sample 
(e.g., those with damages may have been more motivated to participate in the study). 

4 We also asked participants to what extent they identify with their communities/towns.  The two 
identification scales were highly correlated (r(335) = .77 p < .001). Moreover, their correlations with 
collective action intentions (r(326) = .32, p < .001 and r(326) = .31, p < .001 for identification with community 
and province respectively) and moving away (r(324) = .03, p = .60 and r(328) = .06, p = .32) for community 
and province identification respectively) were almost identical. However, for conceptual clarity and 
as our collective rights measures referred to the whole province we decided to exclude those items.
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We also controlled for the feelings of anger and beliefs about the group efficacy as they 
are theoretically relevant predictors of collective action (e.g., Van Zomeren et al., 2008). 
The participants were asked to indicate on a five-point Likert scale (1- Not at all to 5- 
Very much) to what extent they felt angry when they thought about the earthquakes in 
the province of Groningen. This item was asked immediately after the rights measures. 
Group efficacy was measured after the action intentions also with one item (“Do you 
think that the inhabitants of the province of Groningen can do something together to 
prevent/decrease further damages caused by the earthquakes?; 1- Certainly not  to 5- 
Certainly yes). 

RESULTS

Damage Distribution

We collected 104 surveys in the most affected area, 159 in the moderately affected area 
and 83 in the least affected area (one person did not indicate the place), meaning that 
we collected 69.4% of our planned sample size (as we distributed 500 surveys in total). 
We had roughly equal numbers of people that reported having or not having damages 
on their household due to the earthquakes (41.5 % with reported damage vs. 52.4% 
without, 6.1% missing values). For more details see Table 2.1.

However, as expected the distribution of reported damages significantly differed across 
the areas, χ2 (2, N = 325) = 17. 07, p < .001: the percentage of people who had damages 
was higher in the most (61.1%) compared to the moderately and least affected area 
(40.5% and 31.2 %, respectively). Thus, the distribution of damages supports our 
operationalization of objective affectedness. However, this measure is less precise as 
the damages may have been caused by other local tremors and may depend on the type 
of building. However, in order to avoid any possible bias, we controlled for presence of 
damages in the regression analyses. 



31

Place

Kantens

Stedum

Uithuizen

Bafflo

Warffum*

Winsum(village)

Harkstede

Schildwolde

Siddeburen

Total 

inhabitants

680

1665

5040

1630

2080

7631

4150

1505

3935

N surveys 

collected

33

34

37

50

60

49

37

18

28

N of people 

who reported 

damages

20

16

22

16

31

15

8

9

7

Distance to 

earthquake 

epicentre (km)

3.48

3.61

6.82

10.76

9.3

10.02

14.73

15.75

16.71

Note. Data on number of inhabitants is collected was retrieved September 29, 2014, from http://

www.stadindex.nl/. * Data for Winsum village was retrieved September 29, 2014 http://www.

winsum.nl/vrije_tijd/dorpen_in_beeld/winsum. Straight line distances to the earthquake epicentre 

in Huizinge were retrieved on September 2, 2015 from http://www.afstand-berekenen.com/.

Table 2.1 

Number of Inhabitants and Surveys Collected 

Most affected area

Moderately affected area

Least affected area

http://www.stadindex.nl/
http://www.stadindex.nl/
http://www.winsum.nl/vrije_tijd/dorpen_in_beeld/winsum
http://www.winsum.nl/vrije_tijd/dorpen_in_beeld/winsum
http://www.afstand-berekenen.com/
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Testing Hypothesis 1

We expected that people living in the more affected areas would report higher levels 
of perceived violation of personal/family rights and higher levels of intentions to act. 
A one-way ANOVA with Area as a between-subject factor found significant differences 
between the areas on intentions to move away:  F(2,330) =  4.33, p = .01, η2 = .03) and to 
act collectively (F(2,328) = 6.64, p = .001, η2 = .04). In line with our hypothesis, post-hoc 
comparisons with Bonferroni correction (see Table 2.2) showed that, as expected, the 
ones in the most affected area expressed significantly higher intentions to move away  
(M = 1.91, SD = 1.19) in comparison to the other two areas which did not differ from 
each other (Mmoderate = 1.56, SD = 0.91; Mleast = 1.53, SD = 0.92). Moreover, participants in 
the more affected areas (Mmost = 2.77, SD = 1.05; Mmoderate= 2.76, SD = 1.16 –no differences 
between these two) had higher intentions to act collectively in contrast to participants in 
the least affected area (M = 2.25, SD = 1.03). 

For perceived rights violation, we found significant differences between the areas on 
both personal/family F(2,318) =  7.67, p = .001, η2  = .04, and collective rights violations 
F(2,337) = 3.18, p = .04, η2 = .02. In line with the findings on the intentions to move away, 
those living in the most affected area reported significantly higher levels of personal/
family rights violations (M = 3.69, SD = 0.83) compared to the participants living in the 
moderately (M = 3.36, SD = 0.90) or least affected area (M = 3.21, SD = 0.81), which did not 
differ from each other. And, similar to our collective action findings, we found similarly 
high levels of collective rights violation in the more affected areas (Mmost = 3.82, SD = 0.65; 
Mmoderate = 3.83, SD = 0.76), in contrast to the least affected area (M = 3.60, SD = 0.64).  

Furthermore, the participants living in the more objectively affected area were also 
more angry, F(2,328) = 8.47, p < .001, η2 = .05.  In line with the findings on violations of 
personal/family rights, those in the most affected area (M = 3.06, SD = 1.37) felt more 
angry than those in moderately affected are (M = 2.68, SD = 1.32; though this difference 
was only marginally significant) or least affected area (M = 2.25, SD = 1.24). Finally, there 
were no differences between the areas on group identification, F(2,335) = 0.54, p = .58, η2 
= .003 (Mmost= 3.54, SD = 1.12; Mmoderate= 3.46, SD = 1.11; Mleast = 3.37, SD = 1.00) or group 
efficacy, F(2,333) = 0.62, p = .54, η2 = .004 (Mmost= 2.79, SD = 1.13; Mmoderate= 2.94, SD = 
1.05; Mleast = 2.84, SD = 1.08).

Overall, participants had stronger intentions to act collectively than to move away, 
although, as Van Vugt et al. (2003) suggest, the latter depends strongly on material 
resources. Importantly, those living in the objectively most affected area perceived their 
personal/family rights to be violated more strongly and had higher intentions to move 
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away compared to those living in the lesser affected areas. This supports a straightforward 
relationship between objective and subjective disadvantage at least when it comes to 
perceptions and actions related to the participants’ individual situation. However, those 
in the most and moderately affected area did not differ in their willingness to participate 
in collective action, which does imply a somewhat more complex relationship between 
objective and subjective disadvantage. This is why we turned to our second hypothesis 
that predicts different processes motivating collective action across differentially 
objectively affected regions. 

Table 2.2 

Post-hoc Comparisons between Different Areas using Bonferroni Correction

Intention to Move Away

Most vs. Moderate

Most vs. Least

Moderate vs. Least

Collective Action Intentions

Most vs. Moderate

Most vs. Least

Moderate vs. Least

Personal/Family Rights Violations

Most vs. Moderate

Most vs. Least

Moderate vs. Least

Collective Rights Violations

Most vs. Moderate

Most vs. Least

Moderate vs. Least

Anger

Most vs. Moderate

Most vs. Least

Moderate vs. Least

Mean 

Difference

0.34

0.38

0.03

0.00

0.52

0.52

0.33

0.47

0.14

0.01

0.22

0.22

0.38

0.82

0.43

SE

.13

.15

.14

.14

.17

.15

.11

.13

.12

.09

.10

.09

.17

.19

.18

 

p

.026

.039

1.00

1.00

.006

.002

.008

.001

.658

1.00

.084

.065

.08

<.001

.049

Lower 

Bound

0.03

0.01

-0.30

-0.34

0.12

0.15

0.07

0.17

-0.14

-0.20

-0.02

-0.01

-0.03

0.34

0.001

95% Confidence Interval

Upper 

Bound

0.67

0.74

0.37

0.34

0.92

0.88

0.59

0.78

0.42

0.22

0.47

0.44

0.79

1.29

0.87
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Correlation Analyses

The overall correlation patterns provided preliminary support for our second and third 
hypothesis (see Table 2.3). First, in contrast to the findings by Van Vugt et al. (2003), 
collective action intentions and intentions to move away were not correlated, suggesting 
that these are not necessarily perceived as antagonistic strategies in this context. Second, 
perceived personal/family rights violation correlated more strongly with the intention to 
move away compared to perceived collective rights violation. As expected, disadvantaged 
group identification was positively correlated with collective action intentions, but not 
correlated with moving away which supports the reasoning that this strategy is more 
motivated by personal than collective concerns. 

The correlation between personal/family and collective rights violations was relatively 
high (r (339) = .64, p < .001). However, the size of the correlation differed considerably 
across the regions being the highest in the most affected area (r(99) = .79, p < .001) 
and decreasing in the less affected areas (r(156)  = .63, p < .001 and r(79)  = .46, p < 
.001, moderately and least affected area respectively). In fact, pairwise correlation 
comparisons were significantly different: most vs. moderate Fisher´s � = 2.56, p = 
.01, most vs. least Fisher´s � = 3.78, p < .001, moderate vs. least Fisher´s � = 1.76, p = 
.08 (marginally significant). Both type of rights violations correlated positively with 
disadvantaged group identification. As expected, collective rights violation were 
correlated with collective action intentions in all areas.

Importantly and supporting Hypothesis 2a and 2b, personal/family rights violation 
correlated with collective action intentions in the most affected area (r(94) = .37, 
p < .001; and more strongly than collective rights violations r(94)  = .24, p = .02) and 
moderately affected area (r(154)  = .35, p < .001), whereas they did not correlate 
with collective action intentions in the least affected area (r(76)  = .18, p = .11). As 
expected, in the least affected area collective rights violation correlated with collective 
action intentions (r(76)  = .36, p < .001), but interestingly also with the intentions 
to move away (r(78)  = .27, p = .02). This implies that for the individuals in the less 
affected areas, perceived personal/family and collective rights violations tended to be 
more independent of each other than in the other areas and their action intentions 
seemed to be motivated largely by collective rights violations. This already speaks to 
the different motivational processes in the more and less objectively affected areas.  
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Table 2.3 

Correlation Matrix between Predictors and Dependent Variables across Different Areas 

Note. p < .05, **p < .01,***p < .001. Damage coded as 0 = Do not have and 1 = Do have.

1.Damage

2. Personal/Family Rights Violations

3. Collective Rights Violations

4. Disadvantaged Group Identification

5. Collective Action Intentions

6. Intention to Move Away

7. Anger

8. Group Efficacy 

2. Personal/Family Rights Violations

3. Collective Rights Violations

4. Disadvantaged Group Identification

5. Collective Action Intentions

6. Intention to Move Away

7. Anger

8. Group Efficacy 

2. Personal/Family Rights Violations

3. Collective Rights Violations

4. Disadvantaged Group Identification

5. Collective Action Intentions

6. Intention to Move Away

7. Anger

8. Group Efficacy 

1

14

.07

.04

.02

.11

.20

-.02

.10

-.15

-.05

-.06

-.01

-.01

-.20*

.06

.15

-.12

.21

.05

.27*

-.07

2

.79***

.44 ***

.37***

.31***

.52***

.06

.63***

.30 ***

.35***

.28**

.44***

-.08

.46***

 .40***

.18

.28*

.24*

.03

3

.47***

.24**

.08

.50***

-.04

.41***

.35**

.06

.44***

.10

.25*

.36**

.27*

.48***

.02

4

.35***

.09

.49***

.11

.32***

-.05

.40***

.22**

.24*

.19

.14

.08

Most Affected Area

Moderately Affected Area

Least Affected Area

5

.21*

.43***

.21*

6

.05

.05

7

-.02

.12

.50***

.17*

.02

-.07 .10

.14

.44***

.26*

.14

-.03 .06
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Testing Hypothesis 2a and 2b

Regression analyses. 
We ran hierarchical regression analyses on group identification, and on collective action 
intentions. In the first two steps, we controlled for the effect of objective affectedness. 
Specifically, we included damages (coded 1- Yes and 0-No) and two dummy variables 
for moderate and least affected area (i.e. participants living in the respective area were 
coded as 1, others were coded as 0), with the most affected area as a reference group. 
We opted for using dummy codes rather than contrasts in our analyses as our focus was 
on the different motivational processes in each area (although we are aware that the 
approach has its disadvantages; Gertheiss & Tutz, 2009). We note that we also ran these 
analyses with contrasts, which yielded similar results. 

Step 2 and 3 present tests of our hypotheses: first, we tested for the effects of perceived 
personal/family and collective rights violation, followed by the test of moderating 
effects of objective affectedness by including four interactions terms between the two 
dummy area variables and perceived personal/family and collective rights violations. 
In the analysis on collective action in the last step we also tested for the effects of 
disadvantaged group identification, anger and group efficacy as those are the key 
predictors according to the social identity model of collective action (Van Zomeren 
et al., 2008), and it may possibly mediate the effects of rights violation on collective 
action (Mazzoni et al., 2015). All predictors were centred prior to the analysis.

Disadvantaged group identification and collective action. 
Overall, the models predicting group identification (see Table 2.4) and collective action 
intentions (see Table 2.5) support our hypotheses. Group identification was predicted by 
perceived personal/family rights violation (β = .21, t(305) = 2.97, p = .003, Step 3) and by 
perceived collective rights violations (β = .25, t(305) = 3.74, p < . 001, Step 3). There was 
no significant interaction between objective and subjective variables in the regression 
analysis predicting group identification. Also, having damages did not contribute to the 
model at all. 

Overall, collective action intentions were determined by perceived personal/family rights 
violations (β = .23, t(291) = 3.21, p = .001, Step 2) and collective rights violations (β = 
.18, t(291) = 2.62, p = .009, Step 2). More importantly, we found significant moderating 
effects of objective affectedness on collective action intentions. In line with Hypothesis 

2a and 2b the collective action intentions among those in the least affected area were 
less driven by the perceived violation of personal/family rights (β = -.23, t(287) = -2.39, 
p = .017, Step 3), and more driven by the perceived violation of collective rights (β =  .20, 
t(287) = 2.22, p = .028, Step 3), compared to those in the most affected area. 
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By contrast, the moderately affected area did not differ significantly from the most affected 
one. In line with previous research, disadvantaged group identification, anger and efficacy 
also significantly predicted collective action intentions (e.g., Van Zomeren et al., 2008). 

In the next step we ran separate regression analyses in the more affected areas 
(combining most and moderate in the follow-up analyses) and least affected area5. 
More specifically, in line with Hypothesis 2a, in the more affected areas, the intentions 
to participate in collective action were predicted by the perceived violation of personal/
family rights (β = .35, t(223) = 4.11,  p < .001), while perceived collective rights violations 
did not contribute to the model (β = .08, t(223) = 0.98, p = .34). By contrast, supporting 

Hypothesis 2b in the least affected area collective rights violations predicted collective 
action intentions (β = .35, t(66) = 2.77,  p  = .007) while perceived personal/family rights 
violations did not (β = -.01, t(66) = -0.77, p  = .94). 

We then used Model 2 in PROCESS with perceived personal/family and collective rights 
violations as moderators and the dummy variable that separated the least affected area 
as an independent variable (the other variables were entered as covariates) to obtain 
the data for plotting. Participants in the more affected areas who see the situation as 
violating their personal/family rights more strongly also have higher intentions to 
act (see Figure 2.2), while this is not the case for those in the least affected area (with 
perceived collective rights violations kept at the mean level). In contrast, collective rights 
violation influenced the collective action intentions of those living in the least affected 
areas, but not of those in the more affected areas (see Figure 2.3; perceived personal/
family rights violations kept at the mean level).

5 Although we centred all the predictors prior to the analyses, when we included the interaction 
terms, the multicollinearity indices were still relatively high (highest VIF was around 10). However, this 
was not a problem in the follow-up analyses in each area separately:  the tolerance index did not go 
below .3 and the highest VIF coefficients were well below 3. Nonetheless, multicollinearity is a more 
serious problem in small samples, which is not the case with our study. 
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Table 2.4 

Regression Analysis Predicting Disadvantaged Group Identification

Damage

Affected Area

 Moderate

 Least 

Personal/Family Rights Violations

Collective Rights Violations                                     

Interaction terms

Moderate X Personal/Family Rights Violations                            

Least X Personal/Family Rights Violations                                    

Moderate X Collective Rights Violations                                       

Least X Collective Rights Violations                                             

F

df

p

R2
adjusted

R2
change

F
change

 and significance

Step 1

-.03

-.03

-.07

0.47

3,311

.74

.00

Step 2

-.05

-.00

-.00

.21**

.25***

12.56

5, 309

.366

.16

.17

30.67 

p < .001

Step 3

-.02

.00

.00

.20

.30*

-.10

.12

.07

-.14

7.98

9, 305

< .001

.17

.02

2.04

p =.09

Note. ° p < .1,*p < .05, **p < .01,***p < .001.
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Table 2.5 

Regression Analysis Predicting Collective Action Intentions

Damage

Affected Area

 Moderate

 Least 

Personal/Family Rights Violations

Collective Rights Violations                                     

Interaction terms

Moderate X Personal/Family Rights Violations                            

Least X Personal/Family Rights Violations                                    

Moderate X Collective Rights Violations                                       

Least X Collective Rights Violations                                             

Disadvantaged Group Identification

Anger

Group Efficacy

F

df

p

R2
adjusted

R2
change

F
change

 and significance

Step 1

.01

-.02

-.25***

6.01

3,293

.001

.05

Step 2

-.02

.02

-.18**

.23**

.18**

13.34

5, 291

<.001

.17

.13

22.30 

p < .001

Step 3

-.03

.05

-.16*

.49**

-.06

-.16

-.23*

.15

.20*

8.27

9, 287

< .001

.18

.02

1.78

p =.14

Step 4

-.03

.07

.11°

.32*

-.15

-.07

-.18*

.10

.17*

.10°

.33***

.18***

12.53

12, 284

< .001

.32

.14

20.3

p < .001

Note. ° p < .1,*p < .05, **p < .01,***p < .001.



Figure 2.2. The differences in impact of personal/family rights violations on collective action intentions 

between more and less affected areas. Collective rights violations are kept at the mean level.
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Figure 2.3. The differences in impact of collective rights violations on collective action intentions 

between more and less affected areas.  Personal/family rights violations are kept at the mean level. 
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Testing Hypothesis 3

We examined the predictive power of perceived rights violations in determining the 
intentions to move away (see Table 2.6). We did not include the interaction terms in 
the regressions, as we only expected the effect of perceived personal/family rights 
violation. As hypothesized, personal/family rights violations significantly predicted 
the intention to move away (β = .41, t(301) = 5.55, p < .001, Step 3), whereas neither 
collective rights violations (β = -.12, t(301) = -1.66, p = .097), nor group identification 
(β =  -.07, t(301) = -1.12, p = .26, Step 4) contributed significantly to the model. This 
supports our assumption that personal/family rights violation can motivate collective 
action, but are at the same time conceptually and empirically closely linked to strategies 
aiming to improve one’s own situation. 

Table 2.6 

Regression Analysis Predicting Intention to Move Away

Damage

Affected Area

 Moderate

 Least 

Personal/Family Rights Violations

Collective Rights Violations                                     

Disadvantaged Group Identification

F

df

p

R2
adjusted

R2
change

F
change

 and significance

Step 1

.04

-.15*

-.14

2.44

3, 304

.065

.02

Step 2

-.00

-.08

-.09

.39***

-.14*

8.27

5, 302

<.001

.12

.08

16.65

p < .001

Step 3

-0.01

-.08

-.09

.41***

-.12

-.07

7.11

6, 301

< .001

.12

.00

1.25

p =.26

Note. ° p < .1,*p < .05, **p < .01,***p < .001.
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DISCUSSION

The current study sought to answer the general question of whether and how the level 
of objective affectedness (with respect to gas-extraction-induced earthquakes) motivate 
individuals for collective action to change the situation they are in. We made use of a 
unique study context and applied insights about moral and identity motivations from 
the collective action literature (e.g., Van Zomeren et al., 2008). The results support our 
hypotheses by answering this question as follows: In line with Hypothesis 1, stronger 
objective affectedness was associated with stronger perceived violations of personal/
family rights and intentions to move away. However, the relationship between objective 
and subjective disadvantage was less direct when looking at the collective level (i.e. 
perceived collective rights violation, collective action intentions and group identification).

Supporting Hypothesis 2a and 2b, we found that those in the objectively least affected 
area were motivated to engage in collective action through perceived collective right 
violations, which they differentiated clearly from perceived personal/family right 
violations; moreover, those in the objectively more affected areas were motivated by 
perceived personal/family rights violation which were correlated much more strongly 
with perceived collective rights violations. Moreover, supporting Hypothesis 3 to the 
extent that perceived violations of personal/family or collective rights may motivate 
different coping responses to collective disadvantage, perceived violations of personal/
family rights were predictive of intentions to move away.
 
Together, these findings indicate that the potential for collective action in response to the 
context of ‘suddenly-imposed grievances’ depends both on whether individuals live in 
more or less strongly objectively affected areas, but also on whether they perceive their 
situation as ‘crossing a line’, be it for themselves personally and their family, or for their 
broader group. 

Theoretical and Practical Implications

The current findings align well with previous work by emphasizing the importance of 
objective affectedness and its interaction with subjective disadvantage for individuals’ 
motivation to engage in collective action (e.g. Blumer, 1939; Hovland & Sears, 1940). 
Although we do not argue that quantifying objective disadvantage should now become 
the key topic in studying motivation for collective action, we do believe that it represents 
a blind spot (or at least a hidden factor) in much social-psychological work on collective 
action. Through our unique combination of method and study context we were able 
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to shed a rare light on this blind spot to illuminate whether and how objective real-
world barriers shape how individuals deal with them in terms of motivations to engage 
collective and/or individual actions. Indeed, although the towns in the most affected 
and least affected area are less than 20 kilometers away, individuals’ experience of the 
situation appears very different. 

Moreover, our study contributes to a more nuanced understanding of which perceived 
right violations play an important role in motivating social change. First, individuals’ 
perceived rights violation can provide a normative and action-oriented meaning to 
otherwise rather vague group identities (i.e., the province group identity).  We do not 
imply that people had no prior group identity or connection to the other members of 
their province. However, in the contexts involving incidental in contrast to structural 
disadvantages (e.g. gender or race; Simon et al., 1998; Simon & Ruhs, 2008; Van Zomeren 
et al., 2008), the disadvantaged situation is not yet part of the group narrative. Thus, 
our study shows how perceived rights violations stemming out of different social 
concerns have the power to define and politicize group identities which otherwise 
do not yet include, or are associated with, shared norms or beliefs related to actively 
fighting injustice and improving group’s status. Second, we show that in the least affected 
area, collective rights and their perceived violation seem more motivationally relevant, 
whereas personal/family rights and their perceived violation seem more relevant in the 
more affected areas. This is important because it points to potentially different processes 
(e.g., Van Zomeren et al., 2012), such as top-down conformity to collective rights within 
the least affected area, and to bottom-up projection of personal/family rights within the 
most affected area.

Our study is among the first to examine the motivational underpinnings of different 
coping strategies (i.e. individual exit vs. collective action) in this unique context, and 
more generally in the context of incidental collective disadvantages. According to 
social identity theory (Tajfel & Turner, 1979; Van Zomeren et al., 2008; Wright, 2001) 
individuals may respond to collective disadvantage in three ways: by trying to leave 
the group, by engaging in social creativity strategies (Derks, van Laar, & Ellemers, 
2007), or by participating in collective action. However, individual mobility and social 
creativity are more applicable in the context of structural disadvantage where there 
are clearly defined group identities and group boundaries, and also a clear separation 
between ingroups and outgroups (e.g. women vs. men), which is not the case in the 
context of suddenly imposed grievances. Moreover, we show that individual and 
collective strategies (at least partially) share the same motivational base, i.e. violations 
of personal/family rights, and do not necessarily represent opposing strategies at 
least among the more affected individuals. Thus, it seems that the study of incidental 
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disadvantages may shed a different light on the relationships between identity 
management strategies, as suggested in social identity theory. 

We find the motivational profile of individuals in the moderately affected area particularly 
intriguing. One the one hand, these individuals seem to perceive themselves as less 
personally ‘burdened’ than those nearer to the ‘hot spots’, but on the other hand they 
seem as motivated for collective action as the individuals in the most affected area. 
This suggests that, in line with a recent meta-analysis on relative deprivation (Smith 
et al., 2012), those in the objectively moderately affected areas have the benefit of 
being collectively disadvantaged without being personally victimized. Indeed, they may 
have more resources to act than those in the objectively most affected area, but also 
face greater risks compared to those in the least objectively affected area (as they are 
more likely to become victims themselves). This combination may be potent in terms of 
motivating them to step up and act for the benefit of the whole region --- a hypothesis 
worthy of testing in future research.

Finally, the current findings may also be of interest to social movement practitioners. 
The different motivational patterns can be interpreted as an argument for ‘tailored’ 
mobilization messages to individuals living in differentially affected areas. For instance, 
a focus on perceived personal/family rights violation may not resonate with those 
living in the least affected area. By contrast, our findings suggest a focus on perceived 
collective rights violations. For those in the moderate and most affected areas, however, 
our findings suggest a focus on perceived violations of personal/family rights. 

Limitations and Directions for Future Research

One potential limitation of the current study is that the perceived rights violation 
measures included ‘protection’ items, which some may argue create an overlap between 
those measures and, for instance, the action intentions measures. There are two reasons 
for why this is not problematic. First, empirically it does not matter for our results 
whether we include the protection item in the scales. This is underscored by the finding 
that our original six-item scales and the shorter three-item versions correlated almost 
perfectly (r(341) = .97, p < .001 for perceived personal/family rights and r(339) = .88, p < 
.001 for collective rights violations). The second reason is conceptual and points toward 
the notion of value protection (e.g., Tetlock et al., 2000) as key to the moral motivation to 
participate in collective action (Van Zomeren, 2013). Thus, the protection items actually 
add conceptual meaning to the measure. 
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Furthermore, although the uniqueness of the study context may have many benefits, 
some may view it as too unique to be meaningfully connected to other, more typical, 
collective action contexts. Our findings nevertheless suggest that the psychological 
processes involved are not that different from those found in those other collective action 
contexts (e.g., Van Zomeren et al., 2008). Furthermore, the combination of technological 
hazards and the long-term violation of personal and group-based rights also fit with 
the contexts typically studied in the environmental psychology literature (Bonaiuto, 
Carrus, Martorella & Bonnes, 2002; Morgan, Hine, Bhullar, Dunstan, & Bartik, 2016). It 
would therefore be interesting for future research to replicate our findings in contexts 
of collective action against structural disadvantage (e.g., group discrimination) and/or 
environmental issues (e.g., energy conservation).

CONCLUSION

The current study tested which motivations predict collective action in a real-life emerging 
context of gas-extraction-induced earthquakes in the northern province of Groningen in 
the Netherlands. This context allowed us to assess the objective level of disadvantage 
and connect this with two core psychological predictors of collective action, namely 
moral motivation and group identification. We found that although perceived rights 
violation and group identification predicted collective action across the board, those in 
the least affected areas were motivated more by perceived collective rights violation, 
whereas those in the more affected areas were motivated more by perceived personal/
family rights violation. We hope that these findings offer an intriguing pointer toward 
thinking more systematically about the relationship between objective and subjective 
disadvantage and inspire novel research into this direction. Indeed, a joint consideration 
of objective and subjective disadvantage will certainly add to a fuller understanding of 
collective action to achieve social change.



Chapter 3
Mobilization
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Social movements sometimes succeed in gathering the support of many people (e.g., 
the civil rights movement; McAdam, 1982). A key explanation for this lies in the manner 
in which movements communicate their goals to different audiences in an effective 
way. This is important because effective communication of who they are (i.e., their 
identity) and what they stand for (i.e., their values) may help movements to motivate 
not only those who already value what the movement values, but also those in the 
disadvantaged group who do not necessarily share the movement’s values (i.e., the 
larger mobilization potential). This raises the question of how social movements may 
effectively communicate their values and identity in order to motivate a broad audience 
with diverse ideological backgrounds. This question is particularly relevant in the 
context of incidental or situation-based disadvantage (Van Zomeren et al., 2008), where 
there is often no already established activist organization that can influence the process 
of mobilization in a top-down manner. 

We seek to answer this question by building on theory and research on the motivational 
power of values and group identities because these constitute powerful motivators of 
individual (Rokeach, 1973) and collective behavior (Klandermans 1997; Van Zomeren 
et al., 2011; Van Zomeren et al., 2012). Specifically, we focus on the communication of 
values and their motivational effects in ideologically diverse subgroups. For instance, 
student organizations may communicate that governmental budget cuts on higher 
education imply that the value of free education is being violated in order to increase 
the perceived illegitimacy of the situation and followers´ identification with the action 
group (which we refer to as politicizing effects; indeed, politicized group identification 
is a strong predictor of collective and social movement participation; Simon et al., 
1998; for a meta-analysis, see Van Zomeren et al., 2008). However, little is known about 
whether such a focus on values will have the same politicizing effects on those who 
already share movement values (“preaching to the choir”) and on those who do not 
(“preaching beyond the choir”). 

We suggest that, when preaching to or beyond the choir, communicating a value-identity 

fit is important for politicization. We experimentally tested this proposal by manipulating 
how a social movement communicated a value and a relevant group identity, and 
measured their politicizing effects among Dutch students in the context of budget cuts 
for higher education (an issue that also arose in, for instance, the UK and Germany in 
recent years; e.g., Tausch & Becker, 2013). The student movement emerged in a bottom-
up manner in response to the government’s policy and was comprised of various locally 
operating groups at each university. On the basis of a pilot study, we distinguished 
between two subgroups of students with ideological backgrounds that fit or did not fit 
that of the movement. We then experimentally manipulated the contextually relevant 
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value (the right to free education) and two contextually relevant identities (student or 
Dutch identity) that could be fitted to the value. Below, we develop our line of thought 
and specific expectations and then report the pilot study and the experiment.

Politicizing Effects of Value-Identity Communication

From a psychological perspective, many different actions can be considered collective 
actions, ranging from signing a petition to participating in massive demonstrations 
and occupations of public spaces. The defining feature of these acts is that they are 
undertaken as group members and aimed at improving the group’s (rather than the 
individual’s own) position (Van Zomeren et al.., 2008; Wright et al., 1990). For this 
reason, identification with their group is a powerful predictor of whether individuals 
are willing to act on behalf of it (e.g., Tajfel & Turner, 1979). Theory and research on 
collective action distinguishes between identification with the general social category 
(e.g. race, gender or ethnicity) from identification with social movement organizations 
(often referred to as politicized identification), the latter of which is typically most 
predictive of social movement participation (Van Zomeren et al., 2008). This is because 
in a larger societal context, collective action represents an intergroup power struggle 
where a politicized identity symbolizes a conscious choice on the part of the individual 
to enter the political arena (e.g., to become a feminist, or environmental activist; Simon 
& Klandermans, 2001). The more strongly individuals become politicized, the higher is 
their intrinsic motivation to act on behalf of their group (Stürmer & Simon, 2004).

However, in the context of suddenly imposed grievances (Van Zomeren et al., 2008; Walsh 
1981; 1987), there is often no social movement organization (such as Greenpeace or Blank 
Panthers), with clear goals which potential followers can identify with. Nevertheless, 
a movement may arise and gain support when individuals come to realize that they 
share similar views on the issue (McGarty, Bliuc, Thomas, & Bongiorno, 2009) and are 
effective in communicating their beliefs to other members of their group. However, one 
cannot a priori assume that all members of the disadvantaged group are supportive of a 
movement that aims to represent them (Becker & Wagner, 2009), because they may not 
share movement’s values. 

Previous literature distinguished between affective and instrumental antecedents 
of politicized identities (Mazzoni et al., 2015; Van Zomeren, 2013). Politicization is 
more likely when individuals experience the unfairness and anger about the group’s 
disadvantage more strongly (Simon & Klandermans, 2001) and/or when individuals 
more strongly believe that their group is capable of achieving social change (i.e., group 
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efficacy beliefs; Bandura, 1997; Van Zomeren et al., 2008). Values have an important 
place in this motivational picture because they often define what individuals deem to 
be unjust and what their relevant goals are (e.g., Skitka & Bauman, 2008; Tetlock et al., 
2000). Moreover, values that reflect subjectively absolute principles (such as human 
rights; Mazzoni et al., 2013) may transcend existing personal or group identities, because 
violations of such absolutist values have strong motivational consequences (Van Zomeren 
et al., 2012). On one hand, values can facilitate politicization as a fit between violated 
values (e.g., governmental cuts on higher education) and politicized identities geared 
towards the same issue (e.g., identifying as a student that opposes those governmental 
measures) can transform an individually held value into a collectively moralized basis for 
collective action (Van Zomeren et al., 2012). 

This suggests that movements may increase their mobilization potential by making 
salient the relevant value and the relevant group identity in their communication. In 
other words, communicating values and identities may help movements to create a 
sense of common cause that will appeal to the majority of group members, which is the 
first step in the mobilization process (Klandermans, 1984). Only once this is achieved, 
movements can focus on increasing motivation and on removing potential obstacles to 
participation. On the other hand, communicating values may not always have the desired 
effects depending on the ideological background of the audience, as movements can 
engage in communication with those who already share their values (preaching to the 
choir) or those who do not (preaching beyond the choir). 

Different Politicizing Effects for Different Audiences

Social movements typically attempt to change public opinion, including those who do or 
do not already value what the movement values (Gamson, 1992; Klandermans, 1997). 
Theory and research suggests at least two ways through which public opinion can be 
affected: (1) directly increasing or decreasing relevant attitudes (i.e. mean-level changes) 
or (2) more indirectly by changing the processes leading to a certain attitude (i.e. 
qualitative changes or changes in the meaning of a certain attitude without necessarily 
mean-level changes; see Druckman, 2001; Nelson & Garst, 2005; Nelson et al.,1997; 
Slothuus, 2008). This differentiation is important for present purposes because different 
audiences may not respond equally to the same value communication. To illustrate, in 
a study about different framings of welfare bills, Slothuus (2008) observed that among 
moderately politically aware individuals, policy messages increased the support in 
line with the frame through introduction of novel arguments (i.e. mean-level change). 
In contrast, among highly politically aware individuals, policy messages changed the 
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predictive power of existing arguments or the meaning of a certain policy in line with the 
frame (i.e. qualitative change in the policy meaning). This suggests that, in the context of 
social movements at least, value communication may also have different effects among 
the audience that may or may not share the movement’s values.
 
We thus examined two ways in which communicating values can have politicizing effects. 
First, we tested whether value communication increases motivation to participate in a 
social movement action (i.e., by looking at the mean-level changes). This reflects a direct 
way by which values may operate psychologically by increasing politicized identification. 
Second, we also tested whether values affect individuals’ motivation indirectly by affecting 
the relative predictive weights of affective and instrumental antecedents of politicized 
identification (see also Mazzoni et al., 2015; Van Zomeren et al. 2008).

More specifically, we hypothesized, first, that communicating that important societal 
values are being transgressed may not directly increase politicized identification 
when “preaching to the choir” because those individuals will already perceive their 
values to be violated. Still, we expect that communicating values may make individuals’ 
affective, rather than instrumental, motivations more important in predicting politicized 
identification. Indeed, Van Stekelenburg, Klandermans and Van Dijk (2009) found that 
protesters’ instrumental motivation appeared more important for those mobilized by 
the labour union (an instrumental movement), whereas perceived unfairness appeared 
more important for those mobilized by a value-based movement. Thus, our first hypothesis 

is that communicating values to “the choir” has indirect but no direct politicizing effects 
among those who already value what the movement values. 

However, when “preaching beyond the choir”, communicating values is unlikely to have 
any politicizing effects. In fact, talking about values may even decrease the perception 
of a common ground between ideologically opposed parties (Kouzakova et al., 2012). 
Nevertheless, the effects of values may depend on the identities made salient in the 
message put forward by the movement. For example, in the context of governmental 
cuts on higher education, this means that one could fit the right to education to student 
identity (the disadvantaged group in this context), or to Dutch identity (the larger 
societal group in this context). Indeed, theory and research on politicization (Simon & 
Klandermans, 2001) and recategorization (e.g., Turner et al., 1987; see also Gaertner et 
al., 1993) suggest that aligning the disadvantaged group’s identity to national identity 
may increase movement’s mobilization potential (Simon & Klandermans, 2001). Simon 
and Klandermans (2001) argued that disadvantaged groups seeking to win public 
support must emphasize their membership within the larger category because that 
entitles them with equal status and treatment. Such dual identification also facilitates 



52

participation in collective action among the disadvantaged group members as evidenced 
by Turkish immigrants living in Germany (Simon & Ruhs, 2008). We extended this 
idea to a new type of audience, namely the members who have a different ideological 
background within the disadvantaged group. By framing students’ struggle as violation 
of a value important to the society as a whole (compared to the students only), we were 
able to explore whether and how a value-identity fit may have politicizing effects when 
“preaching beyond the choir”. 

Overview of Studies

We tested our ideas in a pilot study and a follow-up experiment. Through the use of 
an experimental design we were able to control the specific content of value-identity 
message (which increases internal validity). Through the use of the real-life student 
context we could target psychologically meaningful subgroups with different ideological 
backgrounds (which increases external validity). We took advantage of Dutch students’ 
protests during 2011 and 2012 occurring after the introduction of governmental budget 
cuts for higher education (that led to fines for ‘slow’ students and the elimination of 
students’ free access to public transport). Several bigger student unions managed to 
co-ordinate and organize one nation-wide event (i.e. demonstration in The Hague 
in January 2011) not resulting in any change, while most of the protests took place 
locally at each university organized by different student groups operating locally. 
Within this context, value communication referred to these measures not only as a 
collective disadvantage for students but also as a violation of the right to free education6.  

We first conducted a pilot study to (a) validate our assumption that different subgroups 
of students who share or do not share the movement’s ideological background can be 
identified, and to (b) pre-test the value-identity manipulation within such a diverse 
sample. We reasoned that these aims were important because they would allow us to 
effectively focus on two clearly different subgroups in the follow-up experiment, and to 
evaluate and possibly improve our manipulation.

We note that the manipulation was not designed to reflect a rich, real-life mobilization 
attempt that one may recognize from movement campaigns. The aim was to focus 

6 Under the European Convention on Human Rights the right to free higher education is only an ideal 
(unlike free basic education which is considered obligatory) and it is left to each nation state to interpret 
it accordingly (United Nations Human Rights, 1966). In the Netherlands, the universities do charge 
an entrance fee, so the goal of free higher education is less realized as it is for example in Germany, 
Finland or Sweden. Thus, imposing additional fees on students seems as moving further away from the 
internationally held objective.
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specifically on the messages that either contain or do not contain values which enabled 
us to ‘cleanly’ differentiate this type of communication from potential others such as 
making group identity salient or not (which was held constant) or using highly affective 
language to increase anger. We only mentioned the value (the right to free education) 
and the student situation (budget cuts) and left to our participants to deduce that a 
violation has occurred without suggesting that our participants should feel angry or 
outraged in any way. By opting for a very subtle manipulation and not explicitly stating 
a value violation, we increased internal validity but also offered a rather conservative 
test of our hypotheses.

PILOT STUDY

Method

The sample consisted of 98 bachelor and master students (45 males, Mage = 22.407, SD 
= 3.15), from different faculties (social sciences, law, economics, natural sciences) of 
the University of Groningen. Participants were approached in university canteens and 
asked to fill in the questionnaire and as a reward for their participation they were 
offered money (3 Euros). 

Manipulation and measures. 

There were three versions of the questionnaire that reflected the three conditions of the 
value manipulation (value / context-only / empty-control condition). In the context-only 
condition, participants read an article describing that, during 2010 and 2011, the Dutch 
government announced budget cuts for higher education and that, in response, in January 
2011 there was a large protest in The Hague. In the value condition, this information 
was preceded by an introductory paragraph describing education as a basic right and 
its importance to the Dutch society in general, thus making the super-ordinate identity 
salient. After reading the text, participants responded to two information-check questions 
that assessed if they had understood the text (e.g. what were the government’s plans 
regarding the budget for education and the reason for fining students). A manipulation 
check question asked if any of the following three things were mentioned in the article: 
“the education being universal and basic human right” (the correct answer for the value 
condition), “some faculties closing down” (which was not mentioned at all) and “none of 
the above” (the correct answer for context-only condition). In the empty-control condition, 
participants did not read any text, but were asked to fill in the dependent measures; this 
condition served to tap baseline attitudes and motivation to participate in collective action.

7 One person did not indicate age or gender.
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Participants then answered questions with standardized response scales (7-point 
Likert-type scales, with anchors 1 = Not at all to 7 = Very much). First, we measured 
the intentions to join collective action8 (eight items, e.g. ranging from signing an online 
petition, to joining a demonstration, boycotting lectures and occupying a building, α = 
.91), followed by identification with the politicized group (four items, e.g. “I identify with 
the students who oppose these measures”, α = .90). We focused on students who opposed 
the austerity measure as broadly indicating the politicized group as there were many 
different student organizations trying to motivate and co-ordinate students for actions. 

Furthermore, we also measured students’ identification with the Dutch society (four 
items, e.g. “I identify with the Dutch society” α = .85). As an indicator of instrumental 

motivation, we included a four-item measure of group efficacy (e.g. ”I think that students, 
as group, can stop budget cuts”; α = .97). Affective motivation9 was operationalized 
as a combination of perceived illegitimacy and perceived immorality of government’s 
decisions10 (e.g. “How fair are the austerity measures placed upon students”, “The 
decision to cut the budget for higher education is against universal moral values”, 
(eight items in total, α = .91).

Finally, participants filled in the demographic questions (age, gender, nationality). They 
also indicated whether they went to the protests in The Hague (11 participants did) 
which defined our sample as consisting mainly of potential followers (and not as actual 
participants such as in Van Stekelenburg et al., 2009).

Results and Discussion

Most participants apart from two, responded correctly on information check questions. 
However, we encountered a problem with the manipulation check as only seven out of 
35 participants in the value-framing condition circled the correct answer. The other 27 
participants thought that ‘none of the above’ was mentioned in the text. Thus, they did 
not misremember the introductory paragraph in the text, but simply did not remember 
it, which may be related to the minimalistic form the manipulation took. In any event, we 
decided to include a more explicit check in the follow-up experiment. 

8 A principal component analyses on action intention scale with oblique rotation yielded a one factor 
solution explaining 60.87% variance, with the individual item loadings ranging from .62 to .88.
9 A principal component analyses on affective motivation scale with oblique rotation yielded a one 
factor solution explaining 60.73% variance, with the individual item loadings ranging from .70 to .86.
10 We also asked participants to indicate their emotions (anger and contempt) regarding the students’ 
disadvantage, though our main expectation was that the manipulation will have an effect on the affective 
motivation.
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With this in mind, we then tested whether value communication had a direct effect on 
motivation. Mean-level scores on most motivational variables did not significantly differ 
across conditions (see Table 3.1). We only found the significant effect of condition on 
affective motivation, F(2,95) = 4.76, p = .011, η2 = .09. However, the post hoc comparisons 
revealed that the participants in the control condition differed from the rest, which was 
of less interest to us (see Table 3.1). We then proceeded to identify the ideologically 
different subgroups. Our strategy was to compare students groups based on their study 
background5, as previous research had found ideological differences among students 
depending on their majors (Guy, 2011). Due to relatively small sample size and no effects 
of the manipulation, we calculated the mean scores on all variables collapsing over 
the three conditions. Overall, the economics students seem to be the least supportive 
of student protest in contrast to social sciences students who on average were the 
most motivated (see Table 3.2). The contrast test comparing those social science and 
economics students indicated that these two samples differed in their intentions to act 
t(52) = 1.87, p = .068 and politicized identification, t(52) = 2.08, p = .04 suggesting that 
these two groups would be fairly good representatives of different audiences. 

We note that these findings are in line with observations by Fiske, Kitayama, Markus 
and Nisbett (1998) and previous studies showing differential support of welfare policies 
(Guy, 2011) and system justifying ideologies (Pratto, Sidanius, Stallworth, & Malle, 1994) 
among students of social sciences and economics. To corroborate this choice, we decided 
to include specific measures of ideological background. In sum, the pilot study suggested 
that our choice of context and group suited our aims, but also pointed to potential 
improvements with an eye to the follow-up experiment.

Table 3.1 

Mean Scores and Standard Deviations (Pre-test)

Politicized ID

Dutch ID

Affective Motivation

Instrumental Motivation

Action Intentions

M

4.31

4.82

4.56 a

3.54

3.53

SD

1.18

1.09

1.12

1.43

1.20

M

3.87

4.86

4.14ab

3.17

3.10

SD

1.58

0.97

1.32

1.59

1.60

Value-context Value-context Value-context

M

3.78

4.74

3.67 b

3.41

2.99

SD

1.61

1.06

0.99

1.48

1.30

Note. ID = Identification. abThe different superscripts imply statistically 

significant differences between the groups.
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Natural 

Sciencesd

M

3.93

4.70

4.39

3.56

3.42

SD

1.45

0.76

0.99

1.73

1.03

Politicized ID

Dutch ID

Affective Motivation

Instrumental Motivation

Action Intentions

M

4.55

4.78

4.35

3.58

3.66

SD

1.49

1.15

1.26

1.40

1.34

M

3.69

4.72

3.83

3.39

2.94

SD

1.54

1.10

1.27

1.55

1.45

Social Sciencesa Economicsb Lawc

M

4.17

4.95

4.24

2.88

3.18

SD

1.29

1.14

1.18

1.42

1.70

Table 3.2 

Mean Scores and Standard Deviations for Students from Different Faculties Pulled Across all the 

Conditions (Pre-Test)

Note. an = 23; bn = 31; cn = 15;dn = 21. ID = Identification. CA = Collective action.
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EXPERIMENT

The experiment’s main aim was to test whether value communication would have 
politicizing effects both within and beyond the movement’s own “choir”. Furthermore, in 
the follow-up experiment we manipulated whether the value message was embedded in 
a student or national identity, in order to test the notion of value-identity fit. We wanted 
to explore whether communicating values as embedded in a national identity may have 
politicizing effects when “preaching beyond the choir”, whereas we expected indirect 
rather than direct politicizing effects when “preaching to the choir”.

Method

Participants and design. 
The sample consisted of 181 students. We excluded 13 students from the analysis 
because they either indicated they did not have the Dutch nationality or did not fill in the 
nationality question; one student did not fill in his educational background. Participants 
were approached in canteens, libraries and lectures at either the social sciences or at the 
economics faculty and asked to fill in the questionnaire. Six students did not originally 
belong to either of the two (they were students of natural sciences), but were still 
included in the final sample and assigned to a study based on the location they were 
approached. The data were collected among bachelor and master students (Mage = 21.51, 
SD = 2.35; 68 men, 100 women). Only 19 students participated in any student protests 
organized in the past years, which confirmed that our sample consisted of potential 
followers. The experimental design was a 2 (Subgroup of students: social sciences vs. 
economics) x 4 (Value communication: value-student identity vs. value-national identity 
vs. context -only vs. empty-control condition) between-subjects design. 

Manipulation. 
In order to create a fit between violation of the right to education and student and national 
identity the wording of the first sentence was different in those conditions: “Modern 

Dutch society is based on the principles of freedom and equality” vs. “Most students 

value the principles of freedom and equality”. With this subtle reformulation, we 
defined the same value as embedded in the national (Dutch) or group (students) identity. 
The last paragraph in both conditions was slightly changed to reflect the most recent 
changes in the governmental plans (after the failed negotiations during the summer, 
the first generation of students was obliged to pay the fine starting from September11).

11 A month after our data collection the government decided to withdraw this fine. This was the result 
of political negotiations and elections that took place just after our data collection and not the result of 
the successful student protest.
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Again, the design also included the context-only and an additional empty-control condition 
where people were asked to fill in the dependent variables. Adding these two conditions 
enabled us to test, for either those who already share or do not share the movement’s 
ideological background, both a) mean-level effects of value-identity communication 
(i.e. whether mentioning a value would increase politicized identification) and b) its 
qualitative effects (i.e. whether mentioning a value would increase the relative predictive 
strength of affective motivation and national identification). 

Information and manipulation check. 
The information checks were the same as in the pilot study. However, we reformulated 
the manipulation check by referring specifically to the opening sentence of the article. 
Participants could choose between three options, i.e. the opening sentences of the two 
value conditions, plus ‘none of the above’ which was correct for the context only condition. 

Dependent variables. 
We used the same scales regarding action intentions, identification, affective and 
instrumental motivation as used in the pilot study. Furthermore, in order to support our 
assumption that economics and social sciences students differ in their ideological views 
we included a number of new scales12. First of all, based on a system justification scale 
by Jost and Hunyady (2003) and a protestant work ethic scale by Ghorpade, Lackritz and 
Singh (2006) we created a short 6-item scale tapping into system-justification beliefs 
(e.g. “Most people who don’t get ahead in our society should not blame the system; they 
have only themselves to blame”; α = .81; a principal component analyses with an oblique 
rotation extracted only one factor explaining 51.3% of the variance, with all factor loadings 
> .68). Next, we included two bipolar items measuring political orientation (from 1 = 
Progressive to 7 = Conservative and 1 = Left to 7 = Right) and participants’ opinion about 
the necessity to cut on welfare in times of crisis (two items, α = .73). Finally, we asked the 
students what would be the appropriate size of the fine if they were asked to determine 
it (the answers ranged 1 = Less than 500 Euros to 5 = 2000-3000 Euros, increasing by 500 
Euros apart from the last step). These measures enabled a more specific interpretation 
of any difference between the subgroups of students we chose to sample.

12 In some countries economics is also considered as social sciences. However, at University of 
Groningen economics faculty is separate from the social sciences faculty and is actually part of the 
natural sciences campus. This of course does not immediately imply that they have different political 
preferences, but they do not attend the same lectures as other social scientist and are exposed to 
different type of thinking about the social welfare issues. 



59

Results

Information and manipulation check. 
The number of participants who failed the manipulation check was significantly smaller 
in this study (twelve students or 9.5%). Some students made a mistake on one of the 
information check questions, but did not fail the manipulation check. Considering that 
we collected the data at canteens and lectures, overall a large majority of the sample 
responded correctly to all information check and manipulation check question (77.6%), 
therefore we ran the analyses on the whole sample13.

Sample differences. 
Verifying assumptions regarding different subgroups’ overall ideological background, 
results showed that economics students were more right-wing (Meconomics = 4.51, SD = 1.49 
vs. Msocialsciences = 3.20, SD = 1.36), F(1,164) = 34.76, p < .001, η2 = .18, and endorsed system-
justifying ideologies to a larger extent than social sciences students (Meconomics = 3.81, SD 
= 1.02 vs. Msocialsciences = 3.20, SD = 1.10), F(1,163) = 14.07, p < .001, η2 = .08. Although both 
subgroups described themselves as being relatively progressive rather than conservative 
(Meconomics = 3.23, SD = 1.39 vs. Msocialsciences = 3.07, SD = 1.39), economics students perceived 
the budget cuts for welfare as more justified in times of crisis (Meconomics = 3.69, SD = 1.35 
vs. Msocialsciences = 3.14, SD = 1.31), F(1,165) = 7.15, p = .008, η2 = .04 and thought that 
students should pay higher fines for prolonging their studies (Meconomics = 2.53, SD = 1.40 
vs. Msocialsciences = 2.10, SD = 0.9), F(1,162) = 5.66, p = .018, η2 = .03. This corroborates the 
notion of ideologically heterogeneous subgroups within the larger student group. It also 
corroborates the idea that the social sciences students reflected the movement’s “choir” 
better than the economics students.

13 We also compared the participants who answered all the questions correctly with the ones who 
made mistakes and there were no difference found on any of the collective action or ideological 
variables. The only difference that emerged was on the identification with the Dutch society, where 
participants who responded correctly had somewhat higher scores: M

correct
 = 5.24, SD = 1.02 vs. M

incorrect
 

= 4.80, SD = 1.02, F(1,166) = 4.3, p = .04.
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Testing Direct (Mean-Level) Effects

In order to examine the effects of our manipulation we conducted a 2 (education type) x 4 
(condition) analysis of variance (ANOVA). We only found significant differences between 
two study groups whereby social sciences students had higher actions intentions 
(Msocialsciences = 3.09, SD = 1.15 vs. Meconomics = 2.62, SD = 1.32), F(1,160) = 6.59, p = .011, ηp

2 = 
.04, they identified more strongly with the group that opposes the measures (Msocialsciences 
= 3.95, SD = 1.28 vs. Meconomics = 3.42, SD = 1.36), F(1, 160) = 6.64, p = .011, ηp

2 = .04, and 
perceived the situation to be more unfair (Msocialsciences = 4.56, SD = 0.94 vs. Meconomics = 4.13, 
SD = 1.09), F(1,160) = 8.44, p = .004, ηp

2 = .05. Instrumental motivation and national 
identification did not differ between the groups. No other effects were significant. Still, as 
the main hypotheses regarding the effects of communication were formulated depending 
on the type of audience, we also tested whether our manipulation had effects on the 
issue supporters and issue opponents separately. 

As expected, among the social science students, value-identity communication did not 
directly influence any of the dependent variables (see Table 3.3). Thus, although there 
was a clear value-identity fit, the communication of this fit did not have politicizing 
effects at the mean-level.

Among the economics students, we found a hint at a direct value-identity effect on 
affective motivation F(3, 79) = 2.67, p = .053, ηp

2 = .09. Inspection of the means shows 
that communicating a violation of a human right as a part of the normative content of the 
student identity decreased the affective motivation compared to when national identity 
was made salient or when values were not communicated at all. Post-hoc analysis using 
the least significance difference method (LSD) confirmed the differences between the 
value-student identity condition and the other conditions14. However, in contrast to 
our expectation, communicating the same value violation as embedded in the national 
identity did not significantly increase the affective motivation or other motivational 
indicators compared to the context-only or empty-control condition. 

14 We note that among the economists, the control group had consistently higher scores compared to 
others. We believe that this is due to the difference in age: namely, there were a larger number of first 
year students in this condition and the average age was lower than the average of the whole sample 
(20.1 compared to 21.5).
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Politicized ID

Dutch ID

Affective Motivation

Instrumental Motivation

Action Intentions

Politicized ID

Dutch ID

Affective Motivation

Instrumental Motivation

Action Intentions

M

3.94

5.01

4.57

3.63

3.40

3.21

5.21

3.53a

2.81

2.28

SD

1.18

0.69

0.97

1.20

1.15

1.55

1.20

1.10

1.45

1.23

M

3.80

5.39

4.25

3.21

2.94

3.32

4.99

4.16b

2.89

2.69

SD

1.46

0.84

1.01

1.54

1.33

1.35

0.99

0.87

1.31

1.24

Value-Student 

Identity

Value-National 

Identity 

Social Sciences (n = 85)

Economics and Business(n = 83)

Context-Only Empty-Control

M

4.13

5.09

4.68

2.88

3.11

3.30

5.19

4.37b

2.64

2.39

M

3.93

5.02

4.73

3.25

2.93

3.85

5.50

4.38b

3.54

3.07

SD

1.11

0.75

0.71

1.06

1.16

1.32

1.10

1.06

1.33

1.30

SD

1.42

1.52

1.06

1.46

0.98

1.23

0.97

1.20

1.63

1.47

Table 3.3 

Mean Scores and Standard Deviation for Social Sciences and Economics and Business Students 

(Main Study)

Note. abThe different superscripts imply statistically significant differences between the groups. 

ID = Identification. CA = Collective Action.
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Indirect Effects (Regression Analyses)

To test whether predictors of politicized identification depend on the type of com-
munication, we first ran multiple regression analyses predicting politicized identification 
and action intentions including both samples. However, our main hypothesis was 
formulated depending on the type of audience and these regressions will be the main 
focus of our analyses. All regression analyses were conducted in the same order: in the 
first step we included three dummy variables separating the value-student, context-
only and control conditions. Hence, the value- nation condition served as a baseline. In 
the second step we included the relevant predictors (national identification, affective 
and instrumental motivation), followed by interactions between our manipulations 
and predictors of politicized identification. In the final regression analysis on action 
intentions we also added politicized identification as a predictor to test whether, in line 
with the literature, politicized identification predicted action intentions. 

First, there were no differences between the baseline and the other three condition 
(value-student condition B = 0.06, t(164) = 0.21, p = .832; context-only B = 0.19, t(164) 
= 0.66, p = .509; empty-control B = 0.35, t(164) = 1.21, p = .228). In the second step, the 
national identification (B = 0.22, t(161) = 2.75, p = .007), affective motivation (Step 2, B = 
0.73, t(161) = 8.24, p < .001) and instrumental motivation (Step 2, B = 0.13, t(161) = 1.91, 
p = .059, marginally significant) positively predicted politicized group identification.

There was a marginally significant interaction between value-student condition and 
national identification (Step 3, B = -0.49, t(158) = -1.90, p = .059). In order to unpack this 
interaction, we conducted a simple slope analysis (see Figure 3.1). The more students 
identified with their nation, the higher they identified with the group that opposes the 
budget cuts when value was communicated as part of the national identity, B = 0.34, 
t(158) = 1.99, p = .048). But in contrast, there was no relationship between national and 
politicized identification (the slope was even in the opposite direction) when the value 
was communicated as part of the student identity B = -0.15, t(158) = 0.78, p = .43. 

In the regression analysis on collective action intentions, again there were no differences 
between the baseline and the other three condition (value-student condition B = 0.08, 
t(164) = 0.27, p = .786; context-only condition B = -0.03, t(164) = -0.12, p = .904; empty-
control condition B = 0.19, t(164) = 0.7, p = .485). We found only the main effects of 
affective motivation (Step 2, B = 0.20, t(160) = 2.20, p = .03), instrumental motivation 
(Step 2, B = 0.16, t(160) = 2.77, p = .006) and politicized identification B = 0.48, t(160) 
= 7.01, p <.001) and no interaction effects suggesting that our manipulation did not 
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Figure 3.1. 

Interaction plot examining differences in politicized identification among the students (averaged 

across both samples) with low (-1SD) and high (+ 1SD) on scores on measure of national 

identification. The data for plotting was taken from the third step in regression analysis.

influence action intentions15. Hence, as a follow up, we only repeated the regression 
analysis on politicized identification in the two samples, as previous analysis and our 
theoretical reasoning revolved around the effects of communication on politicized 
identification rather than action intentions. 

15 In the regression analysis emerged a marginally significant interaction between national 
identification and the control condition B = 0.46, t (157) = 1.51, p = .058. However, as this was an empty 
condition, we cannot say what exactly influenced the responses.
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For economics students, the regression analysis rendered similar results to the one 
obtained on the whole sample. Again, there were no differences between the baseline 
and other conditions, but national identification (Step 2, B = 0.25, t(76) = 2.07, p = .042), 
affective motivation (Step 2, B = 0.61, t(79) = 4.47, p < .001) and instrumental motivation 
(Step 2, B = 0.18, t(76) = 1.75, p = .084, marginally significant) positively predicted 
politicized identification (see Table 3.4). However, more importantly and in line with our 
expectations, there was a significant interaction between type of values communicated 
and national identification, B = -0.88, t(73) = -2.66, p = .01 (Step 3). 

Thus, depending on the identities made salient, the value communication increased 
politicized identification16 by appealing to the national identity (B = 0.51, t(73) = 2.26, 
p = .027) or decreased it by appealing to the group’s identity, though this effect was not 
statistically significant (B = -0.37, t(73) = -1.57, p = .12). For more details, see Figure 3.2. 

For social sciences students, affective motivation was the main predictor of politicized 
identification B = 0.83, t(78) = 6.82, p < .001 (Step 2, see Table 3.5). Thus, communication 
of value violation allowed for a stronger psychological basis of politicized identity in 
terms of affective concerns (which reflects the findings by Van Stekelenburg et al., 2009, 
to some extent). However, when the value was not communicated, the relation between 
the two variables changed, as evidenced by a negative slope for the interaction between 
context-only dummy and affective motivation B = -0.96, t(73) = -2.51, p = .015 (Step 4). 
Namely, when the value was communicated the affective motivation strongly predicted 
politicized identification B = 1.16, t(73) = 5.11, p < .001, while there was a very weak and 
a non-significant relationship between the two variables when the value was omitted 
from the communication B = 0.19, t(73) = 0.62, p = .54 (see Figure 3.3). Still, identity-
value fit effects were much stronger among the economics students, directly influencing 
the relationship between the two identities. 

16 Next to politicized identification, the value-identity (mis)fit also affected the relation between national 
identification and affective motivation. Namely, national identification was negatively related to affective 
motivation in the value-student identity condition (r(16) = -.53, p = .025), while there was no relationship 
(or even a positive one) between the two variables in the value-national identity condition (r(22) = .20, p 

= .34). The difference between correlations was significant, Fisher’s � = -2.35, p = .02.
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Table 3.4 

Regression Analysis Predicting Politicized Identification among Economics Students 

Note. Unstandardized regression coefficients are provided. 0 p < .1, * p < .05, ** p < .01, *** p < .001. 

ID = Identification.

Value-Student Condition

Context-Only Condition

Control Condition

Dutch ID

Affective Motivation

Instrumental Motivation

Interaction terms

 Value-Student Condition x Dutch ID

 Context-Only Condition x Dutch ID 

 Control Condition x Dutch ID 

 Value-Student Condition x Affective Motivation

 Context-Only Condition x Affective Motivation

 Control Condition x Affective Motivation

  Value-Student Condition x Instrumental Motivation

  Context-Only Condition x Instrumental Motivation

  Control Condition x Instrumental Motivation

F

Df

p

R2adjusted

R2change

p change

B

-0.12

-0.02

0.52

B

0.23

-0.16

0.14

0.25*

0.61***

0.180

B

0.10

-0.16

0.05

0.51*

0.49***

0.25*

-0.88**

-0.01

-0.20

B

.0.21

-0.17

0.09

0.50*

0.53*

0.27*

-0.79*

0.02

-0.20

0.13

0.00

-0.21

B

0,31

-0,18

0,05

0,50*

0.480

0.37*

-0.56

0.02

-0.22

0.45

0.05

-0.27

-0.40

-0.12

-0.01

SE

0.42

0.41

0.41

SE

0.36

0.34

0.34

0.12

0.14

0.10

SE

0.35

0.33

0.34

0.23

0.14

0.10

0.33

0.32

0.34

SE

0.39

0.34

0.34

0.23

0.27

0.11

0.36

0.33

0.34

0.39

0.36

0.34

SE

0,40

0,35

0,35

0,23

0,28

0,18

0.40

0.34

0,35

0.46

0.38

0.43

0.31

0.27

0.30

Step 1

0.92

3,79

.44

.00

7.58

6,76

<.001

.33

.34

<.001

6.59

9,73

<.001

.38

.07

.03

4.90

12,70

<.001

.36

.01

.78

3.99

15,67

<.001

.35

.02

.59

Step 2 Step 3 Step 4 Step 5
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Table 3.5 

Regression Analysis Predicting Politicized Identification among Social Sciences Students

Note. Unstandardized regression coefficients are provided. 0 p < .1, * p < .05, ** p < .01, *** p < .001. 

ID = Identification.

Value-Student Condition

Context-Only Condition

Control Condition

Dutch ID

Affective Motivation

Instrumental Motivation

Interaction terms

 Value-Student Condition x Dutch ID

 Context-Only Condition x Dutch ID 

 Control Condition x Dutch ID 

 Value-Student Condition x Affective Motivation

 Context-Only Condition x Affective Motivation

 Control Condition x Affective Motivation

  Value-Student Condition x Instrumental Motivation

  Context-Only Condition x Instrumental Motivation

  Control Condition x Instrumental Motivation

F

Df

p

R2adjusted

R2change

p change

B

0.14

0.33

0.13

B

-0.10

0.04

-0.21

0.16

0.83***

0.09

B

-0.15

0.00

-0.25
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Figure 3.3. Interaction plot examining differences in politicized identification among the social 

sciences students with low (-1SD) and high (+ 1SD) scores on the affective motivation scale. The 

data for plotting was taken from Step 3. 

figure 3.2. Interaction plot examining differences in politicized identification among the economics 

students with low (-1SD) and high (+ 1SD) on scores on measure of national identification. The data 

for plotting was taken from the third step in regression analysis.  
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GENERAL DISCUSSION

This research showed different politicizing effects of value-identity communication within 
a student movement context in the Netherlands. Our findings suggest that for the audience 
that already shares the movement´s values, “preaching to the choir” with respect to values 
influenced their motivation only indirectly by creating a stronger link between affective 
motivation and politicized identification. One way of interpreting this finding is that for 
these students, their politicized identity became more defined by affective concerns. 

Moreover, for the audience not sharing this ideological background, we found that 
“preaching beyond the choir” seems sensitive to the notion of value-identity (mis)
fit. Specifically, our results suggest that a value-identity misfit may further alienate 
this audience from the movement that seeks their support (at the mean level). At the 
correlational level, however, we found support for the idea that a value-identity fit has 
indirect politicizing effects to the extent that the national identity (and presumably the 
values embedded in it) became more predictive of politicized identification. We discuss 
implications of our findings below.

Theoretical and Practical Implications 

First of all, our findings complement research on motivational power of values (e.g., 
Van Zomeren et al., 2011) by looking at how communication of values by social 
movements influences politicization whereas previous work only looked to what 
extent participation in collective action was determined by individuals’ values. Hence, 
together with other recent work (see also Mazzoni et al., 2013) this study offers more 
explicit evidence that values are the active ingredient in moral motivation to engage in 
collective action (Van Zomeren, 2013).

Second, the findings also complement research by Van Stekelenburg et al. (2009) by 
testing both direct and indirect effects of value-identity communication on potential 
protest participants (rather than actual ones, as in Van Stekelenburg et al., 2009). This 
is important as the participants in the study by Van Stekelenburg and colleagues already 
passed through all four stages of mobilization according to the Klandermans (1984) 
model and their motives to participate have become crystallized. In contrast, our work 
is situated in the first two stages of mobilization and shows how movements can create 
consensus among potential followers by emphasizing values and identities. We move 
beyond this and other previous research by using an experimental approach, coupled 
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with tests among different subgroups that reflect answers to the question whether 
preaching to or beyond the choir can have politicizing effects. This is an important issue 
for theorists, researchers, as well as practitioners of collective action. 

Third, our focus on communication between movements and potential followers locates 
our research at the crossroads between ‘micro’-level perspectives (i.e., psychological 
work on individuals’ motivation) and ‘meso’- (i.e. sociological work on framing and 
mobilization context) to studying collective action. One of the core functions of social 
movement frames is to motivate people by providing reasons for participation (Benford, 
1993; Benford & Snow, 2000), and sociological theories of framing assumed that 
communicating values corresponding with beliefs of the potential followers increases the 
mobilization potential of a frame. Thus, our findings provide support for this assumption 
among those who share the movement´s values, but importantly specify how (and for 
whom) such framing effects come about psychologically.

Fourth, another important implication of the current work is the analytical and 
empirical differentiation between direct and indirect politicizing effects of value-identity 
communication (Druckman, 2001; Slothuus, 2008). The former refers to mean-level 
increases or decreases in specific motivations as a function of communication, whereas 
the latter refers to shifts in the predictive power of specific motivations with respect to 
politicized identification (i.e., shifts in the psychological meaning of that identity). Looking 
at both effects at the same time broadens our understanding of communication between 
movements and their audiences. For instance, for those already sharing the movement’s 
ideological background, making values salient allows for affective motivation to become 
more important in defining politicized identity. In contrast, for those not sharing the 
movement´s values, embedding the value in the ‘right’ identity, can overcome potential 
detrimental effects of value-laden messages and allow for the relevant broader identity 
to define the politicized identity. 

We believe that, at least for those who already share the movement’s ideology, 
value-identity communication in essence implies communicating a group norm that 
revolves around feelings of unfairness and anger. This is important as it effectively 
reduces individuals’ reliance on instrumental motivations that may be characterized 
as opportunistic. Such a shift is in line with the idea that a politicized identity may be 
created through the alignment of group norms for group emotions such as anger and 
outrage (Thomas, Mavor & McGarty 2009). Nevertheless, the work by Thomas et al. 
(2009) suggests that social interaction with similar-minded individuals is necessary 
to increase individuals’ motivation for collective action, which makes it quite 
different from the current focus on one-sided communication (from movements to 
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the audience). Future research may examine whether communicating values may 
actually become effective at the mean-level when individuals can discuss their values 
and identity with similar-minded others.

However, movements have to be very sensitive in communicating their goals to an 
ideologically opposed group. For example, for the audience (i.e. economics students) 
that puts greater personal (rather than group) responsibility for misfortune and showed 
support for welfare cuts in times of crisis, a message that places an additional emphasis 
on the students as the inclusive group being deprived of important rights offered little 
common ground. This fits with the work by Sassenberg, Kessler and Mummendey (2002) 
who also showed that important psychological differences (e.g. promotion vs. prevention 
focus) go hand in hand with the values embedded in different majors or professions 
(orientation towards profit maximization among business majors vs. orientation towards 
inequality prevention among law majors). Moreover, it also corroborates our choice of 
economics students as a proxy of relatively more conservative group amongst students. 

Consequently, one implication of our findings would be to simply avoid any type 
of value communication toward ideologically different groups. Such avoidance 
specifically reduces the risk of alienating a subgroup through a value-identity 
mismatch. However, it is doubtful whether this is a fruitful strategy in the long run 
because values are essential to identity, and identity is essential to social movements 
especially in the contexts of incidental disadvantage where the identity needs to be 
created bottom-up. In our view, our study points that a potentially more successful 
strategy is to link the value to national identity (or a similar type of superordinate 
identity) which opens the possibility, at least indirectly, for a movement’s cause 
to be seen as contributing to the wider society and therefore worthy of support.  

This directly ties in with work on politicized identities. For instance, according to Simon 
and Klandermans (2001), national identity is seen as one of the main antecedents of 
the politicized collective identity as it provides “the context for shared grievances, 
adversarial attribution and the ensuing power struggles for social change” (p.326). 
Other studies have also noted the mobilizing power of the national identity by looking 
at speeches of political leaders who call upon ‘national values’ to justify discrimination 
against other minorities (Verkuyten, 2013). In other words, fitting values to national 
identity is a strategy that may work well for both right and left wing movements. Thus, 
our findings are in line with previous research and generalize the process from the usual 
groups like general public or media to members of ideologically heterogeneous groups. 
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Finally, the current findings also have practical implications to the extent that they provide 
specific pointers toward motivating individuals for collective action. First, movements 
need to consider that ideologically diverse subgroups require different value-identity 
communication (a point underscored by the finding that a focus on national identity 
appeared more promising for “preaching beyond the choir”). Second, this also means 
that activists should be flexible in tuning their communication to different audiences 
in order to mobilize greater number of followers (even if those to be mobilized do not 
share one’s ideological background). In this sense, aligning the values of the movement 
with the greater societal goals appears a good strategy, with an eye on that movements’ 
actions should actually put those goals into practice and not only use it as an effective 
communication strategy. Moreover, value messages may lead to more long-term 
motivation as they increase the reliance on affective predictors of politicization that tend 
to be more stable. Although people care about values, the lack of direct effect of value 
communication suggests that  just talking about values, especially when the struggle is 
already been going on for a while, is not enough to get people out on the street. Our 
intuition is that movement practitioners should emphasize individuals’ commitment to 
act upon their values and provide clear steps to achieve those values, rather than just 
reminding them of something they already believe in.

Limitations 

One limitation of the current work concerns its external validity. Political issues may 
vary greatly with respect to how central are the values for their definition, where some 
such as abortion or gay rights are in their essence value conflicts, whereas others such as 
budget cuts or increase costs of living may not necessarily be directly related to values. 
Still, in countries like Germany or Finland where the right to free higher education is 
implemented in government policies, one could expect that issues like budget cuts could 
elicit stronger grievances as the discrepancy between the present “ideal” state and 
potential change is much bigger compared to the Netherlands where the students already 
pay entrance fees. In this context, we would assume that value-communication may have 
more direct effects on politicization and participation in collective action. The downside 
is that in a more polarized value context, people are usually divided in subgroups with 
firmly established view of the situation and the ones who hold opposite views may 
completely be irresponsive to the communication. Our findings may apply less to these 
issues. However, Van Stekelenburg et al. (2009) also found similar patterns among the 
demonstrators against a reform of early retirement policies attracting 300,000 people 
in Amsterdam in 2004. This convergence increases confidence in the external validity 
of the current findings. Future research should try to replicate the current findings in 
contexts where value conflict is stronger.
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Another potential limitation concerns the generalization of the value identity (mis)fit 
effects beyond the movements operating within a national level context. In the current 
political arena, many movements have international agendas and aim to mobilize 
people from different countries (like the Peace movement or Occupy). Hence, in these 
situations national identification can have rather debilitating effects on politicized 
identification. The key point here is that aligning values with higher-order identities 
can be seen as a general communication strategy. Thus, we would expect similar 
motivational consequences in aligning values with identities like European or human 
on people from different countries and ideological backgrounds. This is clearly an 
important area for future research.

Lastly, we note that a single study with a cross-sectional design obviously cannot capture 
the richness of real-life discussions between activists and their potential followers. A 
longitudinal design encompassing all four stages of mobilization process (Klandermans, 
1984) would enable a thorough analysis of changes in followers as well as movements’ 
goals as a result of the communication. Indeed, our findings only point out to the effects 
of communication on potential followers, whereas communication is a two-sided process 
and movements may change their initial goals in order to win the support of various 
groups. For example, we only focused on the communication between a movement and 
its immediate target audiences, while movements may also engage in communication 
with the general public and with the outgroup itself. In any event, we believe that theory 
and research on collective action would benefit from more frequent use of longitudinal 
designs (e.g., Turner-Zwinkels et al., 2015) as they are better able to examine how various 
identity dynamics relate to participation in collective action. 

CONCLUSION

Our findings suggest that the principle of value-identity fit can be used by social 
movements in their communication to individuals from different ideological subgroups. 
As multiple identities and value violations may be relevant in a given social context, the 
success of value-identity communication ultimately depends on the sensitivity of social 
movements to the (diverse) ideological backgrounds of their potential followers. The 
current work shows that it may be fruitful for movements to “tailor” different forms of 
value-identity messages to different subgroups, for instance focusing on value violations 
as embedded in the disadvantaged group identity or in society at large. 



73



Chapter 4
Misunderstandings
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Lay perceptions, as indicated by a Thesaurus search, typically relate activist to words 
like ‘militant’ or ‘radical’, but also to ‘idealist’ and ‘romantic’, thus suggesting an image of 
a person driven by values and ideals in the face of many obstacles to social change. This 
fits with theory and research that those who are actively fighting collective disadvantage 
are often motivated by perceived violation of group values, rights, or convictions 
(e.g., “intuitive theologians” as Van Zomeren and Spears (2009) used one of Tetlock’s 
(2002) metaphors). By contrast, those who do not act for the group are often viewed 
as individualist “free-riders” (or “intuitive economists”; Van Zomeren & Spears, 2009), 
who benefit from the collective good without having to act personally, and for whom 
instrumental concerns seem to prevail (e.g., Kelly & Breinlinger, 1995; Van Zomeren 
et al., 2008). Together, this paints a picture of two very different subgroups within a 
disadvantaged group, defined by their tendency toward action versus inaction on behalf 
of the group, which is associated with collective-moral or individual-instrumental 
reasons, respectively.

It seems clear that efforts toward social change are facilitated by positive relationships 
between these active and inactive subgroups within the disadvantaged group. Yet, 
surprisingly little is known about how members of those subgroups perceive and 
evaluate each other. It is possible that these perceptions may be quite positive. Indeed, 
the smaller group of morally driven and active individuals may be perceived as ‘heroes’ 
by the larger group of those who remain inactive (Monin, Sawyer, & Marquez, 2008), 
while the former perceive the latter as potential allies or resources to be mobilized 
(e.g., Klandermans, 1984). Another possibility, however, is that these perceptions and 
evaluations are less positive. For instance, Dutch strikers had a rather negative view 
of their colleagues who did not participate and even boycotted the strike (Thommes, 
Akkerman, Torenvlied & Born, 2014). Moreover, individuals who voiced discontent 
about group-based discrimination were perceived as complainers by those who 
did not (Garcia, Schmitt, Branscombe, & Ellemers, 2010; Kaiser, Hagiwara, Malahy, 
& Wilkins, 2009). Therefore, our question is theoretically as well as practically 
relevant, as we consider that mutual misperceptions between the subgroups may 
lower their chances of forming a unified group in order to achieve social change.  

In two field experiments, we surveyed a group of students amidst a demonstration 
against government plans likely to result in increased student debts, and a group of 
students who were not present at the demonstration. We then asked the protesters to 
evaluate a (fictitious) fellow student who voiced reasons for not going to the protest, 
whereas we asked those who were not at the protest to evaluate a (fictitious) fellow 
student who voiced reasons for going to the protest. In both studies, we manipulated two 
types of motivation (i.e. individual/collective and instrumental/moral), voiced as reasons 
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for (in)action. This enabled us to test whether members of the two subgroups perceive 
and evaluate each other in similar ways, and whether this depends on expectations of 
protesters as being collectively and morally motivated, and of non-protesters as being 
individualistically and instrumentally motivated.

Different Motivations for Collective Action 

Research on collective action, defined as any action undertaken by individuals on behalf 
of a group to achieve group’s goals, differentiates between individual and group-based 
motivations for collective action (Van Zomeren & Spears, 2009). Individual motivation 
is best captured by Tetlock’s (2002) “intuitive economist” metaphor, which portrays 
humans as individual actors motivated solely by securing instrumental benefits through 
participation in collective action. This ‘rational’ view on motivation has dominated 
research on collective action in the 1960s and 1970s (Olson, 1968; see also Klandermans, 
1984). Nowadays it is also evident in scholarly interest in the perceived effectiveness of a 
group or a collective action (Hornsey et al., 2006; Stürmer & Simon, 2004). More recent 
views on inaction suggests that individuals will not act for the group if they do not believe 
the group to be efficacious, or collective action to be effective, to achieve the relevant 
goal. Put differently, individuals’ inaction in collective action contexts is best explained 
by their individual and instrumental motivations (e.g. disbelief in group efficacy). 

Still, some members of the disadvantaged group seem to defy this individualist-
instrumental logic. The social identity theory of collective action suggests that individuals 
can perceive themselves to be group members and thus think, feel, and act on behalf of 
the group (for a meta-analysis see Van Zomeren et al., 2008). In other words, those who 
act do so based on group concerns and are thus driven by their identification with the 
relevant group (Simon et al., 1998; Van Zomeren et al., 2008). Furthermore, theory and 
research has assumed that group identification includes internalized group norms and 
values, or more generally moral motivation to act for the group (Van Zomeren, 2013). 
Importantly, morals predicts whether individuals are prepared to sacrifice themselves 
for the group (Skitka et al., 2005; Tetlock, 2002), represent an important basis of a 
politicized identity (Mazzoni et al., 2015; Van Zomeren et al., 2012) and differentiate 
between those who actively support their group vs. those who remain passive (Turner-
Zwinkels et al., 2016). Moral motivation is important for those mobilized by typically 
value-oriented movements (e.g. Civil Rights Movement), but also for those mobilized by 
a power-oriented movement (i.e. labour union) where instrumentality is assumed to be 
a primary motive for participation (Van Stekelenburg et al., 2009). Thus, protesters seem 
primarily motivated by collective and moral concerns. 
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Asymmetrical Perceptions and Evaluations of Protesters and Non-protesters?

Surprisingly little is known about how members of the same disadvantaged group 
defined by their (in)action evaluate each other. Nevertheless, there are some indirect 
pointers to consider. Individuals who confront blatant group-based discrimination, for 
example, seem to receive some support from their own group (Dodd, Giuliano, Boutell, 
& Moran, 2001; Garcia et al., 2010), although such positive perception and evaluation is 
easily eroded when the context of discrimination is perceived as ambiguous (Dodd et al., 
2001), or when the protesters’ actions are too extreme (Becker & Barreto, 2014). Indeed, 
those who act against group-based discrimination run the risk of being perceived as 
‘complainers’, with their actions being evaluated as inappropriate or an ‘overreaction’ 
(Kaiser et al., 2009). Thus it remains unclear whether protesters are more likely to be 
perceived by non-protesters as ‘heroes’ or ‘fools’. 

On the other hand, protesters may hold rather negative views of the non-protesters. 
For instance, strike-breakers were judged harshly by strikers (Akkerman, Born, & 
Torenvlied, 2013; Thommes et al., 2014) due to a perceived violation of the solidarity 
norm (Akkerman et al., 2013). Similarly, those who engaged in more costly actions 
disidentified from the larger ingroup when they perceived other group members as 
lacking solidarity and commitment to the group cause (Becker, Tausch, Spears & Christ, 
2011). This implies that those who are active are more likely to distance themselves from 
those who remain passive. And instead of perceiving them as assets, they might rather 
consider them as irrelevant or possibly even as hindrance to the group’s cause.  

We therefore expect that perceptions and evaluations between the subgroups will 
be asymmetrical in at least three ways. First, we expect that in terms of character 

evaluation, those who are active will perceive those who are passive as selfish and 
immoral which is in line with perceived violations of solidarity (Akkerman et al., 2013). 
By contrast, those who are passive will still evaluate those who are active positively 
(at least in the context of clear injustice; Dodd et al., 2011; Garcia et al., 2010), because 
they are working for the broader group that also includes those who are passive.  

A particularly intriguing question here is whether those who are active perceive 
those who are passive as part of an ingroup (and vice versa). Since those who remain 
passive are seen as lacking the commitment to the group cause (Becker et al., 2011), 
it is possible that they will also be excluded from the group by those who do act. In 
contrast, as long as the active members make it clear that they act for the group that 
also includes the passive members, they should be seen as representative members 
of the same group. This once more implies asymmetrical perceptions between the 
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subgroups, suggesting that those who are active, rather than those who are passive, 
will draw clear boundaries between the two subgroups. 

Third, we reasoned that this asymmetry should be most pronounced when a member of 
the other subgroup violates expectations associated with that subgroup. For example, if 
a non-protester communicates collective/moral motives as reasons for not protesting, 
(s)he violates the expectations that those who stay at home do so out of individual/
instrumental reasons (Hornsey et al., 2006). Similarly, if protesters communicate 
individual/instrumental motives, they violate the expectation of protesters being driven 
by collective/moral concerns (Van Zomeren & Spears, 2009). We therefore manipulated 
the type of motivation (individual/collective, and moral/instrumental) expressed by 
a group member as reasons for (not) protesting. We hypothesized that protesters will 
be less negative towards a non-protester who provides individual and/or instrumental 
explanation for their inaction as those reasons fit their expectations about non-protesters. 
In contrast, they should be especially outraged at those who voice collective and/or 
moral reasons for remaining inactive. In a similar vein, we expect the non-protesters to 
be more positive about the protester who expresses collective and/or moral motivations 
for their action. 

Overview of the Studies

We examined the mutual perceptions of active and passive subgroups of students in the 
context of recent protests in the Netherlands against government measures feared to 
further increase student study debts. The first study was conducted among students who 
took part in a nation-wide organized demonstration in November, 2014 in The Hague. 
The second study took place two months later among the students of University of 
Groningen who did not participate in the demonstration. In both studies, the participants 
read about a fellow student who provided individual/collective and instrumental/moral 
motives for not participating (Study 1) or for participating in the protest (Study 2), and 
were asked to evaluate the character and to judge how representative was the student 
of the larger ingroup. This context enabled us to define the two subgroups as those who 
went to the protest vs. those who did not. However, in order to check whether those 
groups also reflected the subgroups of interest, we also collected data about their own 
motivations to engage in collective action (which should fit with the collective-moral and 
individual-instrumental themes derived from the literature).
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Study 1

METHOD

Participants, Procedure and Design

The sample consisted of 190 protesters attending the demonstration in The Hague 
on November 14, 2014, collected by five research assistants. There were around five 
thousand protesters in total according to the organizers (see http://www.omroepwest.
nl/nieuws/2715375/Studentenprotest-op-Malieveld-Den-Haag-4-arrestaties-en-
Jet-Bussemaker-bekogeld-met-tomaten). Three participants were excluded from the 
analyses as they turned out to be younger than 16 years17 or failed to fill out the survey 
completely. The average age of protesters was relatively young (Mage = 19.96; SD = 
4.68, range 16-46; 51.9% women; 6.4% did not indicate gender). The majority of the 
participants were students (51.9%) or were still attending high school (32.6 %). The 
sample was moderately politically active: 26.7% were members of a politically engaged 
student organizations or were invited by a politically active person to attend the protest 
(38%). Thus, our sample seemed to have consisted mostly of less experienced protesters. 

90% of the data was collected during the four-hour protest in The Hague; a relatively small 
number of questionnaires were collected during the train ride from Groningen to The 
Hague. Each of five research assistants, who covered different parts of the demonstration, 
received 40 questionnaires and was blind to experimental conditions (the order of the 
experimental conditions was randomized). The design was a 2 (Individual vs. Collective 
Motivation) x 2 (Moral vs. Instrumental Motivation) between-subjects design.

The assistants were also given a counter and instructed to count every person they 
approached irrespective of them actually agreeing to participate. The response rate was 
high as 77% of the total number of protesters approached (i.e. 248) agreed to take part in 
the study. The informed consent and the questionnaire were administered together with 
another survey asking about the emotions that protesters would like to communicate 
to the general public, but this was always administered after our study. The study took 
about 5 minutes. The participants were debriefed and given a chocolate as a token of 
appreciation for taking part in the study. 

17 According to the ethics committee of the University of Groningen and Dutch law, an individual 
younger than 16 is considered to be a minor and thus cannot participate in a study without a parental 
consent.

http://www.omroepwest.nl/nieuws/2715375/Studentenprotest-op-Malieveld-Den-Haag-4-arrestaties-en-Jet-Bussemaker-bekogeld-met-tomaten
http://www.omroepwest.nl/nieuws/2715375/Studentenprotest-op-Malieveld-Den-Haag-4-arrestaties-en-Jet-Bussemaker-bekogeld-met-tomaten
http://www.omroepwest.nl/nieuws/2715375/Studentenprotest-op-Malieveld-Den-Haag-4-arrestaties-en-Jet-Bussemaker-bekogeld-met-tomaten
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Materials

Pre-measures. 
Since the study was conducted as a field experiment in a presumably less controlled 
context compared to laboratory experiments, we included a number of pre-measures 
to make sure that randomization was successful, or otherwise use them as covariates 
in our analyses. Furthermore, the pre-measures enabled us to empirically compare the 
samples across the two studies, as we expected them to reflect the two qualitatively 
different subgroups. Thus, before the manipulation, participants were asked to 
indicate to what extent they perceived the government’s measures to be unfair and 
immoral, identified as a student (group identification) and as an activist subgroup (i.e. 
identification with students who are actively opposing these measures), believed in the 
group’s efficacy to achieve its goals, intended to engage in future action (i.e. intentions 
to protest again against these measures) and felt personally affected by the government 
measures. All the items were measured on 7-point Likert-type scales ranging from 1- 
Strongly disagree to 7- Strongly agree. 

Manipulation. 
Participants were randomly assigned to one of the four conditions. They read about 
a fellow student J. who did not come to the demonstration and expressed different 
motives (individual vs. collective) and (moral vs. instrumental) for doing so. In the two 
moral conditions participants read about J. who expressed agreement with the cause 
but decided not to go because “…  I don’t believe it’s my personal moral obligation/ our 

collective moral obligation as current students to fight for an equal access to education in 
the future”. In the two instrumental conditions, J. said “…I don’t believe that my personal 

presence / our collective presence at the protest as current students will have an effect on 
the government’s plans for education in the future”.

Dependent variables

Character evaluation. 
Next, we asked the participants to judge the fellow student on several dimensions: 
perceived sociability (i.e. adjectives selfish, egoistic, and social), morality (arrogant, 
honest, moral and principled) and rationality (irrational, realistic and pragmatic). 
The scale for all the items ranged from 1 – Strongly disagree to 7- Strongly agree. The 
principal component analyses with Oblimin rotation extracted three factors, with 
eigenvalues larger than one, which explained 56.83% variance. The factors were 
weakly correlated (ranging from .03 to .21). The items loaded highly on the respective 
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dimensions, with the exception of arrogant and social which loaded on different factors. 
We used the original items to calculate an average rating for selfish (items: selfish, 
egoistic, and arrogant; Cronbach’s α = .76) and moral scale (items: social, honest, 
moral, and principled; Cronbach’s α = .65). Overall, we expected the non-protesters 
to be evaluated as relatively selfish and immoral, especially when the communication 
included collective and/or moral reasons.

Moreover, the item pragmatic was dropped out of the analysis, for the reason that 
during the data collection, a lot of participants indicated that they were not familiar 
with the meaning of the word, and mirroring those comments the item did not load 
highly on any of the factors. We decide however not to combine the items irrational 
and realistic as the reliability of the scale was too low, r(182) = .26, p < .001; Spearman-
Brown reliability coefficient = .42.

Group representativeness. 

To capture if the protesters see the non-protesters as part of the same group, we asked 
them to judge to what extent J. was representative of the group who opposed the 
government’s measures (i.e. the protesters’ group), but also of the larger ingroup (i.e. 
all students) and the group who supported the government’s measures. The scale for 
all items ranged from 1 – Strongly disagree to 7- Strongly agree. We expected the non-
protesters to be seen as more representative of the group who supports the government’s 
measure rather than the protester group. 

Expectation violation. 
We asked participants to what extent they felt angry and outraged towards J. (1 – 
Not at all to 7 - Very much), as an indicator of a violation of their expectations.  If the 
protesters intuitively believe that the non-protesters are driven by individual and/or 
instrumental logic, we expect more anger and more outrage in the conditions where 
J. violates those expectations, i.e. when he/she expresses collective and/or moral 
motivations for inaction. 

Explorative items. 

In addition to character evaluation, we also asked the participants to evaluate 
J.’s reasons for not coming to the protest. More specifically, the participants had 
to indicate to what extent J.’s reason for not coming was justified (1 – Not at all 

justified to 7 - Very justified), and to what extent it represented an individual or a 
group opinion (1- Individual opinion to 7 – Opinion of all students). Furthermore, the 
participants were asked to indicated how similar J. was to themselves personally and 
to what extent they found J. likeable (1- Not at all to 7 - Very much). Also, as the fellow 
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student was only introduced through initials, we asked participants whether they 
thought J. is male or female, and what J.’s political orientation is (1-Left to 7-Right). 

Demographics. 
At the end of the survey, participants filled out the demographics: age, gender, education 
(high school students, college/university students or done with studying), and political 
orientation (1-Left to 7-Right)18.

RESULTS

Pre-measures: Who are the protesters?

Unsurprisingly, the protesters perceived government measures as highly unfair (M = 
5.77, SD = 1.19) and they moralized the issue to a great extent (M = 5.66, SD = 1.45). 
They identified highly with both the larger ingroup (M = 5.74, SD = 1.36) and with the 
politicized group (M = 5.72, SD = 1.38), and they were planning to participate in future 
actions against government’s plans (M = 5.47, SD = 1.44). 

Interestingly, participants’ efficacy expectations were somewhat lower (M = 4.59, SD = 
1.66). The protesters perceived themselves to be relatively affected by these measures, 
though that seemed to vary to a larger extent across the sample (M = 4.67, SD = 2.33). 
This is not surprising as the sample consisted of students who were finished with their 
studies and high-schools students who were the first generation to be directly hit by 
these measures. The participants were on average on the left of the political spectrum 
(M =3.36, SD = 1.67). 

In order to check if the randomization worked, we conducted a 2 (Individual vs. 
Collective) x 2 (Moral vs. Instrumental) ANOVA on all the pre-measures. There were 
no significant differences between the conditions on all the variables, apart from one 
significant interaction term on personal affectedness F (1, 183) = 4.91, p = .028, ηp

2 = 
.026. As this indicated a somewhat unequal balance across the conditions, we decided to 
include this item as a covariate, but across the board, randomization seemed successful. 

18 In both studies we also asked the participants about their most important motives for (not) joining. 
The motives mirrored the manipulation. Confirming the image of an activist driven by collective-moral 
concerns, more than 50% of the participants chose moral obligation as their main motive, with the 
collective moral obligation being the most popular choice overall (31%). In line with assumed motivations 
for inaction, most participants in Study 2 (above 80%) indicated instrumental reasons for not joining the 
protest and about half of the sample (52%) picked the individual instrumental reason.
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Evaluation of the Non-Protester J.

Character evaluation. 
Overall, the protesters see J. as neither positive nor negative. Indeed, all the scores were 
about midpoint of the scale (see Table 4.1). In line with our assumptions, a 2x2 ANCOVA 
(with personal affectedness as a covariate) we found the effects or our manipulations 
on the extent to which the non-protester was seen as selfish and irrational. The results 
remained the same irrespective of the covariate being included in the analyses or 
not (the covariate contributed significantly to the models only two times across all 
the analyses). Specifically, J. was perceived as more selfish when (s)he denied either 
individual or collective moral obligation to participate (Madjusted = 4.24, SE = 0.14), in 
contrast to when he/she denied individual or collective instrumentality (Madjusted = 3.69, 
SE = 0.15), F (1, 187) = 7.31, p = .008, ηp

2 = .039.  Furthermore, J. was seen as more 
irrational when he/she expressed individual motives for inaction (Madjusted = 4.18, SE = 
0.15), in contrast to expressing the collective ones (Madjusted = 3.68, SE = 0.15,), F (1, 181) 
= 5.50, p = .02, ηp

2 = .029. 

Group representativeness. 
As expected, J. was not seen as representative member of the protesters’ group (M = 2.25, 
SD = 1.54) and was more seen as representing the group that supports the government 
(M = 3.45, SD = 1.78; see Table 4.1). More importantly, J. was also not seen as particularly 
representative of the larger ingroup, i.e. all students (M = 3.19, SD = 1.56)19. There were 
no effects of the manipulations on these variables, implying that irrespective of the 
reasons the non- protesters may provide they are not very likely to be seen as members 
of the same group as protesters.

Expectation violation. 

In line with the effects observed on the perceived selfishness, the participants were more 
outraged when the non-protester denied moral obligation for action (Madjusted = 4.03, SE = 
0.19) compared to instrumentality (Madjusted = 3.40, SE = 0.19), F(1, 180) = 5.58, p = .019, 
ηp

2 = .03.  Furthermore, there was a significant interaction term on the extent to which 
the participants felt angry towards J., F (1, 180) = 5.30, p = .022, ηp

2 = .029 (see Table 2). 
Denying collective moral obligation induced the most anger (Madjusted = 3.80, SE = 0.26). 
The simple effect comparisons revealed a significant difference between the denial of 
collective moral obligation and collective instrumentality (Madjusted = 2.90, SE = 0.26), F 
(1, 180) = 6.07, p = .015, ηp

2 = .033, suggesting that the combination of the collective and 
moral motives may represent the strongest violation of protesters’ expectations.  The 

19 The average scores on all three times were significantly different from the midpoint of the scale.
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Table 4.1 

Study 1: Character Evaluation and Group Representativeness of a Non-protester J.

Note. Superscripts refer to significant mean differences. 

Dependent variables 

Egoistic

Moral

Irrational

Realistic

Represents all students

Represents politicized group

Represents students who 

support the government  

M

4.03ab

3.76

4.20 a

3.08

3.08

2.04

3.65

M

4.45 a

3.68

3.85 ab

3.04

3.04

2.13

3.55

M

3.67 ab

3.77

4.16 a

3.51

3.51

2.55

3.23

M

3.70 b

3.81

3.50 b

3.16

3.16

2.33

3.33

SD

1.32

1.20

1.55

1.48

1.48

1.12

1.69

SD

1.46

1.32

1.43

1.67

1.67

1.64

2.00

SD

1.32

0.87

1.55

1.61

1.61

1.72

1.67

SD

1.38

1.01

1.23

1.46

1.46

1.65

1.76

Individual

Moral Instrumental

Manipulations

Collective Individual Collective

denial of individual moral obligation (Madjusted = 3.28, SE = 0.25) or instrumentality evoked 
similar levels of anger (Madjusted = 3.57, SE = 0.26), F < 1. 

Explorative analyses. 
There were no effects of our manipulations on the items evaluating J.s reason not to join 
(see Table 4.2). Unsurprisingly, the reasons for inaction were seen as relatively unjustified 
(M = 3.48, SD = 1.60) and as representing an individual opinion rather than a view of all 
the students, since the mean was well below midpoint of the scale (M = 2.64, SD = 1.86), 
and J. was not much liked (M = 3.21, SD = 1.24). However, in line with the effects on 
perceived selfishness and expectancy violations, denying moral obligation decreased the 
perception of personal similarity more (Madjusted = 2.45, SE = 0.15) compared to denying 
the instrumentality of the protest (Madjusted = 2.90, SE = 0.16), F (1, 180) = 4.07, p = .045, 
ηp

2 = .022. Plus, J. who denied moral obligation was seen as more right wing (Madjusted = 
4.89, SE = 0.15) compared to J. who denied instrumentality (Madjusted = 4.11, SE = 0.15), F 
(1, 179) = 12.37, p = .001, ηp

2 = .065.

There were no effects of manipulations on perception of gender. Overall, J. was twice as 
much likely to be seen as a man than as a woman (64.2% vs. 27.8 %), χ2 (1) = 26.88, p < .001. 
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Table 4.2 

Study 1: Expectation Violations and Explorative Items

Note. Superscripts refer to significant mean differences. 

Angry at J.

Outraged at J.

Reason legitimacy

Group opinion

Liking

Personal similarity

J. Political orientation

M

3.31ab

3.90 ab

3.84

2.67

3.04

2.51 

4.85 a

M

3.74a

4.13 a

3.37

2.83

3.13

2.40 

4.89 a

M

3.55 ab

3.52 ab

3.35

2.86

3.26

2.93 

4.34 ab

M

2.96b

3.31 b

3.36

2.18

3.43

2.87 

3.89 b

SD

1.60

1.76

1.46

1.91

1.21

1.53

1.28

SD

1.94

1.96

1.77

1.98

1.39

1.48

1.52

SD

1.63

1.77

1.33

1.94

0.93

1.53

1.21

SD

1.82

1.77

1.77

1.54

1.35

1.50

1.68

Individual

Moral Instrumental

Manipulations

Collective Individual Collective
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DISCUSSION

In line with expectations, our findings indicated that the protesters evaluated the 
non-protester J. relatively negatively and perceived him/her, across the board, as 
unrepresentative of the larger ingroup. Specifically, in line with our hypotheses 
communicating moral in contrast to instrumental motivations for inaction lead to 
harsher character evaluation (i.e. selfishness), further increased the distance towards 
the non-protester both in terms of personal and ideological dissimilarity, and induced 
more negative emotions. Denying collective moral obligation particularly increased 
the feelings of anger towards the non-protester, although overall the protesters did not 
differentiate much between those who emphasized individual or collective motivations 
for inaction (apart from the effects on irrationality). However, their expectations of 
non-protesters’ motivations were clearly violated in the conditions where they were 
confronted with those who explicitly denied moral obligation to act.  

The perceptions of the students who participated in the protest resemble the findings 
among the Dutch strikers and non-strikers (Akkerman et al., 2013, Thommes et al., 
2014). Our findings complement previous work by showing that the protesters evaluate 
differently those who break the solidarity norms out of moral or out of instrumental 
reasons. In line with Tetlock (2002) and Skitka et al. (2005), negating the moral 
background of the collective struggle evokes outrage and judgment by those who act for 
the group. More importantly, breaking the solidarity norm means that those who did not 
act are at risk of being excluded from the group by those who do as the protesters clearly 
drew a line between them and those who stayed at home.  

In order to gauge how the passive group members view the active group, we also 
sampled inactive members of the same group and asked them to evaluate an active 
student. We repeated the manipulation by changing the phrasing slightly to match a 
fellow protester’s motivations for going to the demonstration, keeping the design and 
the dependent variables as similar to the previous study as was possible. We expected 
the non-protesters to have a relatively positive view of the protesters and especially of 
those who communicate the concerns for the collective (as this includes the inactive 
subgroup). When it comes to communicating moral or instrumental motivations, the 
literature suggest that the moral communication might indeed be more persuasive 
(Benford & Snow, 2000), especially as it should match the expectations of who the 
protesters are better. 
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Study 2

METHOD

Participants, Procedure and Design 

This sample, collected two months after Study 120, consisted of 145 students enrolled 
at the University of Groningen. The average age of this sample was similar compared to 
the Study 1 sample (Mage = 20.2; SD = 2.09, range 17-29; 64.6% women; one person did 
not indicate gender). The participants were university students from various disciplines. 
Unlike the sample from Study 1, these participants were not politically active. In fact, 
only two participants were members of the politically involved student organizations 
(only one student went to the protest and was excluded from the analyses). Moreover, 
80% of the sample indicated that they did not know anyone who went to the protest. The 
sample was on average somewhat more right wing in contrast to the protesters in Study 
1 (M = 3.80, SD = 1.26).

The data was collected during the last two weeks in January 2015. Two research 
assistants approached students in the canteens and libraries across different parts of 
the university. The questionnaire took about 5 minutes. All participants were debriefed 
at the end and were given a chocolate as a token of appreciation for taking part in the 
study. As in Study 1, the design was a 2 (Individual vs. Collective Motivation) x 2 (Moral 
vs. Instrumental Motivation) between-subjects design.

Materials

Pre-measures. 

We used the same pre-measures as in Study 1 and added the identification with the 
group that supports the government. Since these were the students who did not go to 
the protest and thus may not think that the issue is personally relevant for them, we also 
asked them if they cared if the measures were adopted. 

Manipulation. 
The manipulation matched the one in the previous study, the only difference being that 
the participants now read about a fellow student J. who went to the demonstration and 

20 We did not collect the data for Study 2 on the day of the protest itself. However, collecting the data 
at a later point enabled us to gauge the opinions of the non-protesters which are not biased by personal 
reasons for not going to the protest. 
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expressed individual/collective moral motivation (i.e. “it’s my personal moral obligation / 

our collective moral obligation as current students to fight for an equal access to education 
in the future”) or instrumental motivation for participating in collective action (i.e. “my 

personal presence / our collective presence at the protest as current students will have an 
effect on the government’s plans for education in the future”).

Dependent Variables

Character evaluation. 
Participants were asked to evaluate J. on same dimensions as protesters. The principal 
component analyses with Oblimin rotation again extracted three factors, with 
eigenvalues larger than one, which explained 61.65% variance (the factors were again 
weakly correlated .03. to .26). We calculated the same selfish scale (i.e. selfish, egoistic 
and arrogant Cronbach’s α = .76) and moral (i.e. social, moral, honest and principled, 
Cronbach’s α = .69), but again we did not combine the items irrational and realistic as 
well (r(142) = .39, p < .001; Spearman-Brown reliability coefficient = .56). Pragmatic 
was dropped from further analyses as it lowered the reliability of the moral scale. We 
expected the protester J. to be evaluated as sociable and moral person and even more so 
if he/she communicated collective and/or moral motives for action. 

Group representativeness. 
The non-protesters were asked to what extent is J.  representative of the larger ingroup 
(i.e. all students), but also of the group who is opposing the governmental plans (i.e. 
the politicized group). We assumed that if the non-protesters perceive the protesters as 
part of the same group, than J. should be seen as a representative member of the larger 
ingroup, not just her/his politicized group. 

Perception of authority. 
We also asked the participants if the protester intended to impose her/his views on 
others. In line with Monin et al. (2008), we wanted to see whether those who act upon 
or communicate their values may come across as self-righteous and/or preaching to 
others. The participants indicated the agreement (1 – Strongly disagree to 7- Strongly 

agree) with items “students like J. want to influence others” and “students like J. act as 
a moral authority”21.

21 Of course these items per se do not necessarily imply negative evaluations. However, being 
perceived as wanting to influence others correlated positively with the extent to which the protester 
was judged as selfish r(140) = .38, p < .001, and was disliked r(138) = -.28, p = .001. This speaks that to 
the fact that communicating moral motivation may not be necessarily beneficial.
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Explorative items. 
As in Study 1 we asked the participants to evaluate J.’s reasons for going to the protest, 
liking, personal closeness, gender and political orientation. The scale for all the items 
ranged from 1 – Not at all to 7- Very much.

Demographics. 
Participants filled out the same demographics and we also included a question of how 
many people they knew who went to the protest. 

RESULTS

Pre-measures: Who are the non-protesters?

Since the two studies provided different samples that are difficult to directly compare, 
descriptively at least the non-protesters did seem clearly different, motivation-wise, from 
the protester sample in Study 1. First of all, they moralized the issue to a lesser extent (M 
= 4.07, SD = 1.57). Second, while they identified highly with the students as a group (M = 
5.51, SD = 1.22), their identification with the politicized group was much lower (M = 4.00, 
SD = 1.51) compared to the Study 1 protesters. Most importantly, they had relatively little 
faith in students’ capability to influence the situation (M = 3.06, SD = 1.48). 

We then tested whether randomization was successful. Although participants were 
randomly assigned to the conditions and were approached by the research assistants 
blind to the hypotheses, the 2x2 ANOVA did show significant difference (mostly 
marginal) between the groups on perceptions of illegitimacy, group efficacy and personal 
affectedness. Thus, we included all three variables as covariates in the following analyses22. 

Evaluation of the Protester J.

Character evaluation. 
Overall, as we expected J. was perceived rather positively (see Table 4.3). For example, 
(s)he was perceived as rather selfless (M = 2.52, SD = 0.93), highly moral (M = 5.12, SD = 
0.72), but not irrational (M = 3.30, SD = 1.31). 

22 We will discuss the issue with randomization in the limitations section of the general discussion. 
Moreover, both illegitimacy and efficacy contributed significantly to most of the analyses, while personal 
affectedness did not.
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However, the communicated motivations for action had no effects on character 
evaluation, except for a strong main effect of reason on the perception of how realistic J. 
was, F (1, 137) = 17.93, p < .001, ηp

2 = .116. The protester who communicated individual 
or collective moral motivation for going to the protest was perceived as more realistic 
(Madjusted= 4.49, SE = 0.13) compared with the protester who communicated instrumental 
motivation (Madjusted = 3.70, SE = 0.13). 

Group representativeness. 
As expected, J. was seen as representative of the politicized group (M = 5.48, SD = 1.21). 
More importantly, the manipulations had an effect on the extent to which J. was seen 
as representative member of the larger ingroup (see Table 4.3). Specifically and in line 
with our assumptions, J. was judged as more representative when the communication 
emphasized the collective (Madjusted = 4.67, SE = 0.13), rather than individual motives for 
attending the protest (Madjusted = 4.27, SE = 0.13,), F (1, 137) = 4.57, p = .034, ηp

2 = .032.

SD

0.69

0.68

1.24

1.32

1.04

1.31

Table 4.3 

Study 2: Character Evaluation and Group Representativeness of a Protester J.

Note. Superscripts refer to significant mean differences. 

Dependent variables 

Egoistic

Moral

Irrational

Realistic

Represents all students

Represents politicized group

M

2.56

5.17

3.14

4.25a

4.19 a

5.53

M

2.46

5.25

3.14

4.63 a

4.89 b

5.57

M

2.76

4.98

3.63

3.53 b

4.24 a

5.43

M

2.26

5.10

3.26

3.97 b

4.57 ab

5.40

SD

1.04

0.74

1.33

1.36

1.45

1.06

SD

1.05

0.67

1.24

1.19

1.08

1.42

SD

0.87

0.77

1.38

1.29

1.17

1.04

Individual

Moral Instrumental

Manipulations

Collective Individual Collective
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J. as an authority. 

Interestingly (see Table 4.4), J. was perceived as intending to influence others more in 
moral (Madjusted = 2.85, SE = 0.12) in contrast to instrumental conditions (Madjusted = 2.41, 
SE = 0.12), F (1, 135) = 6.61, p = .011, ηp

2 = .047. Also, there was a significant interaction 
on the extent to which protester was perceived as acting like a moral authority F (1, 
135) = 4.01, p = .047, ηp

2 = .029, though this effect was rather small. J. was perceived as 
a moral authority especially when (s)he communicated collective moral obligation as 
motivation for going to the protest (Madjusted = 4.46, SE = 0.21) in comparison to collective 
instrumental motivation (Madjusted = 3.83, SE = 0.22), F (1, 135) = 4.01, p = .047, ηp

2 = .029. 
There were no significant differences between individual moral (M = 3.90, SE = 0.22) and 
individual instrumental motivations (M = 4.16, SE = 0.21), F <1. 

Explorative items. 

In line with the effects on how representative J. is of the larger ingroup (i.e. students), 
there was a strong main effect of communicating individual or collective motivations 
F (1, 137) = 9.66, p = .002, ηp

2 = .066, qualified by a marginally significant interaction 
effect, F (1, 137) = 2.87, p = .092, ηp

2 = .021, on the extent to which J.’s opinion reflected 
an individual or a group stance (see Table 4.4). The students who did not go to the 
demonstration felt that J. was representing more the ingroup’s opinion when (s)he 
communicated collective motivations (Madjusted = 3.90, SE = 0.22), instead of individual 
ones (Madjusted = 2.95, SE = 0.21). Moreover, communicating collective moral obligation 
as a motivation for action was seen as more representative of the larger group’s (i.e. all 
students) opinion (Madjusted = 4.38, SE = 0.31), in contrast to communicating collective 
instrumental motivation (Madjusted = 3.42, SE = 0.31), F (1, 137) = 4.90, p = .028, ηp

2 = 
.035. There was no difference between the two individual conditions which were both 
seen as representing just an individual opinion (Mmoral = 2.91, SE = 0.31 vs. Minstrumental = 
2.98, SE = 0.29, F < 1). 

There were no effects on other items. Overall, J. was seen as a likable person (M 
= 4.89, SD = 1.04), relatively similar to the non-protesters (M = 3.92, SD = 1.44) and 
the reasons for going to the protest were seen as legitimate (M = 5.61, SD = 1.09)  

. Similarly to the protesters, the passive students also thought J. was more likely to be a 
man (65.2% vs. 34.8%) χ2 (1) = 13.11, p < .001, and of left political orientation (M = 2.84, 
SD = 1.24; there were no effects of the manipulation).
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Table 4.4 

Study 2: Perceptions of a Protester J. as an Authority and Explorative Items

Dependent variables 

Influence

Moral authority

Reason legitimacy

Group opinion

Liking

Personal similarity

J. Political orientation

M

2.66 ab

3.94 ab

5.64

2.83a

4.69

3.83

2.63

M

2.97a

4.41 a

5.79

4.40b

4.89

4.34

2.94

M

2.53 ab

4.16 ab

5.34

2.97 a

4.82

3.53

3.03

M

2.34 b

3.83 b

5.69

3.49ab

5.18

4.00

2.71

SD

1.26

1.41

1.33

1.89

1.21

1.63

1.38

SD

0.87

1.21

0.84

1.96

1.08

1.33

1.30

SD

1.01

1.13

0.97

1.55

0.95

1.45

1.26

SD

0.87

1.34

1.16

1.84

0.87

1.26

1.02

Individual

Moral Instrumental

Manipulations

Collective Individual Collective

Note. Superscripts refer to significant mean differences. 

DISCUSSION

The findings of Study 2 indicated, as expected, that the non-protesters had quite a 
positive impression of their fellow group member who went to the demonstration. 
In line with our expectations, when J. communicated collective motivations (and 
especially a collective moral obligation), (s)he was seen as more representative of the 
larger group’s views. Moreover, this increased the extent to which the protester was 
seen as a representative of the larger ingroup. In contrast to our expectations, different 
motivations for action had little effects on character evaluation. Across the board, the 
protester was supported by the ingroup and seen as a prototypical group member. Thus, 
we did not find the evidence that the protesters were seen as complainers (Becker & 
Barreto, 2014; Garcia et al., 2010), but, by contrast, they were rather appreciated by 
their fellow passive group members. 

However, expressing a moral motivation for action evoked ambivalent reactions. On the 
one hand, the protester who voiced moral motivation for action was perceived as being 
more realistic, but also perceived as wanting to impose her/his opinions which was 
not seen so positively (as this was correlated with dislike). These results suggest that 
the protesters can come across as preachers (see Monin et al., 2008). However, unlike 
the protesters in Study 1, the non-protesters did not make a clear boundary between 
themselves and those who went to the demonstrations, but as expected perceived those 
who did act as representative group members. 
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Although the overall effects of the manipulation were relatively small, they appeared 
to be relatively consistent and robust taking into account that the both studies were 
conducted outside of the laboratory settings. To check whether with the given sample 
sizes (N1 = 187 and N2= 144) enabled us to detect the population effects of similar 
magnitude (Faul, Erdfelder, Lang, & Buchner, 2007), we conducted a power sensitivity 
analysis using G*Power 3.1.7.  With power set to 1-β = .80 and α set to .05 for the two-
way factorial ANOVA, we obtained similar parameters for both studies (Study 1: λ = 7.93, 
critical F value of 3.89 and an effect size f = .21; Study 2: λ = 7.96, critical F value of 3.91 
and an effect size f = .23). Thus, both studies were sensitive enough to detect small to 
moderate effects, as an f of .21 is equal to an eta square of .04. The significant effects in 
this study ranged from .03 to .07, which further increases our confidence in this respect. 

GENERAL DISCUSSION

The current set of studies aimed to answer the question whether active and passive 
student subgroups perceived and evaluated each other symmetrically, in response to 
manipulated motivations voiced by a fellow student for his/her (in)action. Our answer 
to this question can be summarized in three statements. First, our findings support 
scholarly and lay assumptions that the students who went to protest were driven by 
moral and collective concerns, while those who stayed home were driven by instrumental 

and individual concerns. Second, mutual perceptions and the evaluations of protesters 
and non-protesters were largely asymmetrical: the active members disapproved and 
distanced from the passive ones, whereas those who did not act positively evaluated 
those who did. Third, the denial of moral motivations for action was met with more 
anger among protesters and with a harsher evaluation of the non-protesters. On the 
other hand, the protester who emphasized collective concerns was perceived as a more 
representative member of the larger group. Thus, as we hypothesized, when expectations 
about what motivates inaction (e.g. instrumentality) or action (e.g. collective concerns) 
were violated, the subjective distance between the two subgroups increased even more. 
Together, this suggests a clear asymmetry between the subgroups in terms of their 
perceptions and evaluations of each other, which may represent a significant obstacle to 
group unity and social change.
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Theoretical and Practical Implications

The current research contributes to the literature by showing that the pathway to social 
change may not only depend on intergroup relations (i.e. the disadvantaged and the 
advantaged; Dixon, Levine, Reicher & Durrheim, 2012; van Zomeren et al., 2008), but also 
on the intragroup relations, i.e. between those who act against collective disadvantage 
and those who do not. Present findings regarding the asymmetrical perceptions between 
active and passive members fit more broadly with the research focusing on intragroup 
relations and their impact on intergroup relations (Dovidio, 2013; Greijdanus, Postmes, 
Gordijn, & van Zomeren, 2015). From this perspective, our studies represent an important 
step in answering why movements sometimes fail to build a unified and strong group 
to fight its disadvantage, as the misperceptions between the different members of the 
group may decrease group cohesiveness and lead to dysfunctional intragroup relations.

An important conclusion of Study 1 is that for the protesters, participation in collective 
action becomes the defining characteristics of group membership. Therefore, those who 
violate the action norms are not only evaluated negatively, but are more importantly not 
categorized as members of the same group. In other words, the non-protester is seen as 
an ingroup deviant or “black sheep” (Marques & Yzerbyt, 1988).  Although ostracizing the 
bad apples who broke the solidarity norms (Akkerman et al., 2013, Thommes et al., 2014) 
can be sometimes beneficial especially for smaller groups (Kerr et al., 2009), it is less so in 
the present context. Rather, those who act should focus on securing strong ties with their 
ingroup as their support is necessary in renegotiating power relations with the outgroup. 

The findings of Study 2 suggest that the larger ingroup is actually very sympathetic of 
those who participate in collective action, which to some extent stands in contrast to 
the previous work on those who challenge discrimination (e.g. Becker & Barreto, 2014). 
However, the contexts described in those studies referred mostly to the context of 
individual discrimination, while we focused on the situation of collective disadvantage 
in which the non-protesters were not outsiders, but were objectively affected by the 
situation and could directly profit from the protesters’ actions. Moreover, the results 
suggest that the protesters could easily harvest this support especially by communicating 
collective concerns. Since being perceived as a representative group member is one of 
the key features of successful leadership (van Knippenberg, 2011), the protesters have a 
potential to become role models who could eventually motivate the passive ones to act. 
Still, this potential may never be realized if those who act draw clear boundaries between 
themselves and the rest of the group.
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Finally, our work extends the view of values as motivators of social change (van 
Zomeren, 2013) to examining the impact of their communication on the politicization 
and mobilization process. Importantly, we found that moral communication can easily 
increase the gap between the members of the same group which is in line with our 
previous work on the effects of value communication among ideologically diverse 
group members (Kutlaca, van Zomeren & Epstude, 2016). Although attitudes that are 
moralized are better predictor of behaviour compared to those that are not (Skitka et al., 
2005), moral communication is a double-edged strategy, as failing to uphold them can be 
threatening and demotivate further engagement (Täuber, van Zomeren, & Kutlaca, 2015). 
These findings are also of relevance for collective action practitioners. Specifically, social 
movements should be careful when using value-laden messages so as to avoid being seen 
as too insistent and they should also be open to communicate and not distance from 
those who may disagree with their ideological views.

Limitations and Directions for Future Research

In both studies we encountered a methodological issue with groups not being 
completely equal across the conditions on the pre-measures, even though we used 
random assignment and standardized the procedure23. As we controlled for these 
differences in our analyses, we believe that our findings are, across the board, reliable. 
The methodological literature usually points out that using field experiments increases 
the external validity of findings, but comes with costs in terms of possibility to exert 
control (Cialdini, 2009; Keizer, Lindenberg, & Steg, 2014). However, we would like to 
emphasize that from a methodological point of view randomization per se does not rule 
out the possibility that the groups will differ on some dimensions, which applies both 
to laboratory and field experiments (Thye, 2007; West, Cham & Liu, 2014). Therefore, 
we would recommend for both field and laboratory experiments to use and report 
relevant pre-measures and formally check, rather than assume, whether the groups are 
equivalent as intended.

Furthermore, we acknowledge several theoretical limitation of the present research. 
First of all, according to lay perceptions actions are more clearly connected to goal 
progress (Ferguson, 2007), and in general evaluated more positively compared to 
inactions (McCulloch, Li, Hong, & Albarracin, 2012). However, the character evaluation 

23 We made sure the questionnaires looked identical, our research assistants were blind to the 
conditions and had a randomized order of all possible conditions that they could give to the participants. 
The research assistants also did not experience problems in motivating the protesters and non-
protesters to fill out the questionnaires.
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in both studies were rather moderate, hence this could not account for our results. 
Second, we only looked at a normative action (i.e. protesting), whereas some members 
may also engage in non-normative and violent actions (e.g. actions like occupying a 
building, clashing with the police), which are less likely to be supported by the larger 
ingroup (Becker & Barreto, 2014). Moreover, some inactions can also be interpreted as 
at least indirectly contributing to the group’s cause (e.g. not paying tuition fees as a sign 
of dissatisfaction with the university), even though these individuals may never actively 
participate in the protests. Thus, one potential venue for future research is to look at the 
full spectrum of actions and inactions.

CONCLUSION

The present research fills an important gap in the literature on collective action by 
looking at the intragroup relations between the members of disadvantaged groups who 
engage in active struggle against injustice and those who remain passive. We tested 
and confirmed that these two subgroups are indeed driven by different sets of motives 
(collective-moral vs. individual-instrumental) and that their mutual perceptions are 
highly asymmetrical even to point where they may redefine group boundaries. Moreover, 
we showed that the motives put forward as explanations for their (in)actions play an 
additional role in bringing or further separating the two subgroups.  Our findings have 
important theoretical and practical implications, as these misperceptions may especially 
affect the activists and demotivate them from seeking the larger group support which 
clearly does not raise the disadvantaged group’s chances of achieving social change.
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This thesis sought to provide answers to two related questions, namely whether and how 
individuals’ values motivate group identification and intention to engage in collective 
action, and how values can be effectively communicated in order to motivate individuals 
to participate in collective action. Building on value protection models (Skitka, 2010; 
Tetlock et al., 2000), I specifically examined the politicizing effects of value violations 
and found that value violations define and thus can transform the meaning of group 
identities (Chapter 2 and Chapter 3).

The answer to the first question, according to my findings, is that values facilitate the 
creation of a psychological group that aims to change the disadvantaged situation. This, 
in turn, provides an important criterion for distinguishing those who belong from those 
who do not belong to the group. To answer the second question, I further explored the 
relation between values and both individual and group identities (Skitka, 2010; Van 
Zomeren et al., 2012). Previous research suggested that value-identity fit is a particularly 
motivating factor with respect to collective action (Mazzoni et al., 2015; Van Zomeren et 
al., 2012). Moving beyond previous work, this thesis investigated various consequences 
of value-identity fit on motivation of members of disadvantaged groups who may be 
differentially affected by the situation, hold contrasting ideological beliefs or action norms.  

Specifically, I found that value-identity fit can, following Haidt (2013) phrasing, bind 
(Chapter 2 and Chapter 3) but also blind (Chapter 4) members of the disadvantaged 
group who represent the movement’s core support group (e.g. those who are highly 
affected, who share the movement’s ideological background or who participate 
in actions). On the other hand, for those outside of the movement’s ‘choir’ (e.g. 
disadvantaged group members who are less affected, who have different ideological 
background or those who are not active), values are less likely to have any politicizing 
effects and might even demotivate and chase them away. However, Chapter 3 and 
Chapter 4 suggest that not all hope is lost for those who seek social change, because 
fitting values to a group identity that resonates better with those outside of the 
‘choir’ may pull them back closer. Thus, the answer to the second question is that 
taking seriously the fit between movement values and specific group identities in 
mobilization messages might increase movement’s mobilization potential and prevent 
potential fallout with the group members who may not necessarily share its views.  

Below I will first provide a summary of the key findings across the empirical chapters. I 
will then discuss their theoretical and practical implications and also outline limitations 
and possible venues for future research, particularly with an eye to the motivational and 
mobilization power of values and their perceived violation.
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Overview of Key Findings
 
Politicization in the context of incidental disadvantages. 
Theories about mobilization suggests that the first step towards participation in collective 
action requires the creation of shared grievances which then form the basis of politicized 
collective identities (Klandermans, 1984; Stürmer & Simon, 2004; Van Zomeren et al., 
2008). However, theory and research on collective action and social movements typically 
focuses on the contexts involving structural disadvantages (e.g. gender or race; Simon 
et al., 1998; Simon & Ruhs, 2008; Van Zomeren et al., 2008), where the disadvantaged 
situation is already part of the group narrative. This thesis however provides insight into 
what happens in the situations involving incidental disadvantages where group-based 
injustice is not yet recognized and acknowledged by different members of the group. 

My findings suggest that value violations facilitate collective action in contexts of 
incidental disadvantage in at least two ways. First, in the situation of technological 
disaster such as human-caused earthquakes where the disadvantaged group identity is 
defined by the local proximity to the source of the disaster, perceived violations of both 
personal/family rights and collective rights strongly predicted participants’ identification 
with such a group (Chapter 2). Furthermore, perceived value violations and participants’ 
identification with the province predicted the intentions to participate in collective 
action to change the disadvantaged situation. Thus, these findings contribute to previous 
research on politicization (Simon & Klandermans, 2001), and specifically on the link 
between values and politicized collective identities (Mazzoni et al., 2015; Van Zomeren 
et al., 2012) by showing that value violations have the power to define and politicize 
group identities which otherwise do not yet include, or are associated with, shared 
norms or beliefs related to actively fighting injustice and improving a group’s status. 

The second way through which value violations affect politicization is by strengthening 
the link between individuals’ feelings of injustice and their politicized identification, 
at least among those who sympathize with the movement’s cause. In the context of 
the budget cuts for higher education, Chapter 3 revealed that communicating value 
violations (i.e. transgression of the human right to free education) made affective 
antecedents (i.e. feelings of injustice) more important predictors of students’ politicized 
identification in comparison to instrumental antecedents (i.e. perceived group efficacy). 
Thus, by making the injustice of an issue salient, value violations can help overcome 
reliance on instrumental concerns, which may lead to free-riding and inaction (Stürmer 
& Simon, 2004; Van Zomeren & Spears, 2009). 



G
EN

ER
A

L 
D

IS
CU

S
S

IO
N

102

Consequences of value-identity fit for the movement’s choir. 

Previous research showed that the fit between values and politicized identities predicts 
individuals’ engagement in collective action and therefore (presumably) positively affects 
mobilization (Van Zomeren, 2013; Van Zomeren et al., 2012). Although I found similar 
positive effects of value-identity fit among those who are considered as being part of the 
movement’s mobilization potential, my findings also suggest that one should be aware 
of its negative effects, especially concerning the relations between active and passive 
members of the same group. 

First, in the context of human-caused earthquakes I found that among those who were 
more affected and more motivated to act, perceived personal and collective rights 
violations overlapped to a great extent (both on the mean and the correlational level; see 
Chapter 2). The mixture of personal and group values illustrates the value-identity fit idea 
and is in line with the recent research on identity content of activists which also revealed 
that values play a key role in binding personal and political identity (Turner-Zwinkels et 
al., 2016). At the same time, however, the most disadvantaged were also more motivated 
to leave the area, which stands in sharp contrast with collective efforts to deal with the 
injustice. Moreover, these two opposite strategies were motivated by the same perceived 
violations of personal/family rights. These findings illustrate one potential negative 
consequence of value-identity fit in context of incidental disadvantages: those, for whom 
personal and group values and identities merge, may be faced with the difficult dilemma 
to stay and fight for the group or seek options to alleviate their personal suffering.  

Second, a more alarming effect of value-identity fit on mobilization is that values may 
also blind those who stand to protect them and therefore reduce their effectiveness 
in mobilizing the larger ingroup to participate in actions. In Chapter 4 I found that 
the protesters psychologically distanced and rejected those who did not participate 
in protests - and this effect was even stronger when the non-protesters disagreed 
with the values important to the protesters. In this case, the non-protester was seen 
as more selfish, more personally and ideologically dissimilar to the protester and 
also evoked more anger and moral outrage. These findings are in line with previous 
work showing that those who break moral norms are judged harshly (Skitka, 2010) 
and risk being ostracized by those who belong to the moral community (Tetlock et al., 
2000). Thus, values can help define who we are and what we stand for, but they can 
also isolate those who share them and seem to make them more intolerant towards 
different views and opinions. 
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Looking beyond the movement’s “choir”. 

Most work on politicization and collective action focuses on group members who are 
either already part of the movement or are at least supportive of the movement, i.e. who 
represent the movement’s “choir” (see for example Klandermans [1984] description 
of the first mobilization stage). This thesis sheds light on the questions such as how 
those outside of the movement’s choir view the situation and how they can be mobilized 
to participate in actions. For example, in Chapter 2, I found that those in the least 
affected area were not only less motivated to do something, but they also perceived the 
disadvantaged situation in a different manner. For example, in contrast to those in the 
more disadvantaged areas, they felt their individual rights were not strongly violated. 
Moreover, those living in the least affected area clearly differentiated between individual 
and collective rights violations (as the correlation coefficient between the two measures 
was significantly smaller). More importantly, only collective rights violations had 
motivating effects on their action intentions in contrast to those in the most affected 
areas whose intentions were motivated by individual rights (or by mixture of both type 
of rights). Taken together, those outside of the core affected group perceived the same 
situation in a qualitatively (not only quantitatively) different manner, which is rarely 
taken into account in theory and research on mobilization. This is important because 
overlooking intragroup differences (e.g., those in and outside of the movement “choir”) 
can negatively affect the movement’s mobilization potential. 

So, how can movements attract those whose views are different? One solution is to adjust 
their communication strategies. Based on the findings in Chapter 2, I argue that mobilization 
appeals emphasizing personal disadvantage may not resonate very well with those who 
do not perceive the situation as personally burdening. In Chapter 3 I tackled this issue 
explicitly by looking at how value communication affects group members with a different 
ideological background. Importantly, linking the societal values to ingroup identity further 
decreased this group’s feelings of injustice, which I interpret as a sign of a value-identity 
misfit and as an indicator of increased psychological distance towards the movement.

However, the study also identified a possible way to facilitate politicization among 
those with dissimilar ideological background by linking the value to national identity 
(a type of superordinate identity), which resulted in national identification becoming 
a strong positive predictor of politicized identification. This is in line with Simon and 
Klandermans’ (2001) view of politicization, who also argued that national identity is 
one of the main antecedents of the politicized collective identity. Through creating a link 
between subordinate and superordinate group identities, it seems, values can at least 
indirectly motivate those outside of the choir by way of making the movement’s cause 
important to the wider society and therefore worthy of support.
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Furthermore, Chapter 3 suggests movements should be careful when designing their 
mobilization calls as some group members may question their goals and actions. Namely, 
in contrast to the movement’s choir that might blindly follow the movement, those outside 
of it are more likely to scrutinize movements’ messages and actions. In Chapter 4, I found 
that the non-protesters paid more attention to the protester’s communication and their 
evaluations were overall more nuanced and less one-sided than those of the protesters. 
For example, the non-protesters clearly differentiated and preferred the protester who 
communicated collective motivations in contrast to individual motivations for action. In 
addition, they evaluated the protester who communicated values as more realistic, and 
the one who emphasized collective moral motivation as the most representative of the 
ingroup’s opinion. At the same time and in line with Chapter 3 findings, communicating 
values (especially emphasizing ingroup values) as motivation for action was perceived as 
pushy and as an imposition (similar to the findings on rejection of moral rebels; Monin et 
al., 2008). Hence, this study implies that values can politicize and mobilize those outside 
of the movement’s choir as they are regarded as a more valid reason for participation 
in contrast to the instrumental or external motives. At the same time, using values as 
mobilization tools comes with its risks as those who communicate may come across as 
self-righteous and chase away those whose support they seek. 

Theoretical Implications

As a whole, the main theoretical contributions of this thesis lie in further illuminating the 
process politicization, and specifying the role of values within it. Recent theoretical and 
empirical work in this area has posed critical questions about the type of identities that 
are important in predicting engagement in collective action (i.e. opinion-based groups; 
McGarty, et al., 2009), and the way politicization as a process has been operationalized 
and examined so far (Turner-Zwinkels et al., 2015). This work expands the view put 
forward by Simon and Klandermans (2001) and Stürmer and Simon (2004) that the 
pathway to political engagement begins with transformation of one’s membership in 
a disadvantaged group through internalization and crystallization of norms related to 
group injustice, efficacy and actions.

However, there is still more work to be done, especially when it comes to understanding 
the initial step of the process where the situation of collective disadvantage becomes 
part of the group identity (i.e., of what it means to be a group member). Below, I propose 
that developing a clearer theoretical framework that encompasses values and value 
violations is important in addressing this issue. Furthermore, the majority of previous 
work has consistently overlooked the question of politicization of those members of 
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the disadvantaged groups who for various reasons fall outside of the movement’s core 
support group. I believe that taking these intragroup differences into account will help 
us better understand how, for example, a political conservative may be mobilized by a 
left-wing party, or how “free-riders” might take part in a demonstration. 

Pathway to mobilization: initial stage. 

The process of mobilization for collective action is thought to consist of four stages (see 
Figure 5.1), with each stage having less group members taking part in it (Klandermans, 
1997; Klandermans & Oegema, 1987). According to the model, the first stage limits the 
movement’s mobilization potential to those who share the collective action frame or in 
other words who have the sense of collective injustice, identity and efficacy. Although 
this explains why only very few members of disadvantaged groups act against the 
unjust situation, current mobilization model overlooks important questions such as how 

do members of disadvantage groups come to develop those shared grievances and what 

happens with those who do not share the movement’s frame.

In my view, theory and research on mobilization and collective action would benefit from 
paying more attention to the qualitatively different initial stages in the contexts involving 
incidental or structural disadvantages (symbolized as Stage 0 in the model, see Figure 
5.1). The reason for this is that in response to incidental disadvantages, individuals 
need to form a new identity around those shared grievances, whereas in the context of 
structural disadvantage they need to transform an already existing group identity which 
is part of a larger historical, social and cultural context (Van Zomeren et al., 2008). Thus, 
to effectively model the process of politicization, one needs to elucidate the nature of the 
identities formed in response to incidental or structural disadvantages and the origin of 
those shared grievances. I discuss each in turn.

 The role of values in the context of incidental disadvantage.  The emergence of new 
identities by no means implies that there are no pre-existing group identities in the 
contexts involving incidental disadvantages. On the contrary, people may feel connected 
to other members of their province or to their local communities/towns. Nevertheless, 
as McGarty et al. (2009) have argued, collective action is not simply about one’s 
membership in a social category, but reflects individuals’ relation and the contestation 
of it. For example, the Elaborated Social Identity Model (e.g., Drury & Reicher, 1999) 
argues that the meaning of a group identity transforms in relation to outgroup actions 
(e.g. peaceful protesters may become more radicalized after violent police reactions).  
Another possible solution, according to McGarty et al. (2009), lies in the formation of a 
new group identity defined by a common opinion (i.e., an opinion-based group identity), 
which lies between very broad social categories and very specific activist identities.  
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In my view, the identities created in response to incidental disadvantages resemble such 
opinion-based group identities well, as people first need to reach a common view and 
agree they have been treated unjustly (symbolized as Stage 0 in the model, see Figure 
5.1) . However, the paradigm used to explore the psychological characteristics of opinion-
based groups falls short in examining the factors leading to development of those similar 
views. Namely, the typical opinion-based group study begins with people categorizing 
themselves as having similar or dissimilar views and then engaging in group discussions 
(Bliuc, McGarty, Reynolds, & Muntele, 2007; Thomas & McGarty, 2009). Thus, the 
method captures how efficacy, emotion or action norms develop rather than how similar 
opinions form in the first place. This however, is precisely the issue when it comes to the 
emergence of groups in contexts of incidental disadvantage. 

Previous research showed that discussing outgroup stereotypes or actions leads to 
formation of group norms (Smith & Postmes, 2009; 2011). Thus, having the same 
opinions is not necessary for norms to develop, though reaching a consensus in 
discussion energizes the actions.  This thesis adds to this research by showing how value 
violations can act as the basis around which new (opinion-based) identities are formed 
in the context of incidental disadvantages. In my view, values offer a better explanation 
of how shared grievances develop than opinions (Thomas & McGarty, 2009), or than 
the traditional focus on relative deprivation (Smith et al., 2012). In fact, interpersonal 
and/or intergroup comparisons cannot fully explain the feelings of unjust treatment 
in the contexts where there may be no clear (out)groups to whom one could compare. 
On the other hand, values reflect internalized universal principles which can be used 
as standards for self or self /other comparisons (Smith et al., 2012), and also provide 
orientation in a novel situation. Thus, values and their violations serve a dual purpose: 
(1) they can unify various individuals in defending important principles and (2) also 
energize action as they are accompanied by stronger emotional reactions than violations 
of any other attitudes or norms (Skitka, 2010).

 The role of values in the context of structural disadvantage.  Although I did not 
explicitly look into the role of values in the context of structural disadvantage, I believe 
that values and value violations can provide important insights into how existing group 
identities transform into politicized identities. For individuals faced with structural 
disadvantages, collective action is just one of the many options to deal with the unjust 
situation as suggested by Social Identity Theory (Ellemers, Spears, & Doosje, 1997; Tajfel 
& Turner, 1979; Van Zomeren et al., 2008). Importantly, these alternative strategies such 
as individual mobility, tendency to justify the status quo or engagement in social creativity 
strategies all negatively affect the motivation for collective action (Becker, 2012; Jost et 
al., 2012). By focusing individuals on values they care about, movements may decrease 



109

G
EN

ER
A

L D
IS

CU
S

S
IO

N

their tendency to engage in these alternative strategies and possibly empower them to 
seek societal and not individual change. The support for this assumption comes indirectly 
from the research showing that values motivate people to sacrifice themselves (Skitka 
et al., 2005; Tetlock, 2002), facilitate activism (Thomas & McGarty, 2009; Van Zomeren 
& Spears, 2009) and the participation of advantaged group members in social struggle 
(Van Zomeren et al., 2012). Hence, in the context of structural disadvantage, values may 
facilitate collective action by transforming group identities to become more aligned 
with protecting individual and/or group moral standards and stressing the necessity to 
achieve social change as the only way to prevent further transgression of values. 

Mobilizing the movement’s “choir”. 

Another contribution of this thesis lies in examining the consequences of value-identity 
fit on motivation of those inside and outside of the movement core support group. In line 
with previous research (Mazzoni et al., 2015; Turner-Zwinkels et al., 2016; Van Zomeren 
et al., 2012), this thesis showed that among those who belong to the movement’s choir 
values facilitate collective action by merging personal and group identities (Chapter 

2 and Chapter 3), and by creating more sustainable politicized identities, which rely 
less on instrumental motivations (Chapter 3). This is particularly important in the 
contexts where there is no clear social movement organization that could mobilize and 
provide different incentives for action (Van Zomeren et al., 2008). In the case where the 
movement has to be built bottom-up (i.e., grassroots action), reinforcing an internal 
obligation for action by making justice concerns salient is a more viable strategy than 
focusing on more extrinsic factors that can quickly lose their power and appeal after 
possible initial setbacks. 

 Values bind, but also blind.  The most intriguing effects of values, which has received 
little attention in the literature, is in shaping the intragroup boundaries between the 
‘active’ minority and the ‘passive’ majority. This has important theoretical and practical 
implications, because disagreeing on what the values are (and how to achieve them) may 
lead to negative relations between the two subgroups and affect a movement’s success. 

Chapter 4 suggests that activists dismiss passive members of the group, which is in line 
with the findings among the Dutch strikers who judged and punished those who kept 
working (Akkerman et al., 2013). Similarly, research by Becker et al. (2011) also showed 
that those who act for the group may deliberately disidentify from the larger ingroup 
if they perceive it as unsupportive (Becker et al., 2011). Irrespective of whether the 
activists reject some or all members of the passive ingroup, which most likely depends on 
whether those who disagree can be easily dismissed as a minority (such as in Chapter 4),  
this raises the question for whom, or for which group, those who act actually are standing 
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up for. In other words, this challenges the appropriateness of equating political activism 
with the highest levels of identification with the broader group (Simon et al., 1998). It 
also implies that the activists care for and identify highly with their politicized group 
(or their moral community according to Tetlock, 2002), whereas their feelings and 
perceptions of the larger ingroup may not be so positive. 

Furthermore, negative perceptions of the passive ingroup may also affect a movement’s 
success in reaching its goals. One of the key tasks of a social movement is to mobilize 
others to participate (Klandermans, 1984; Olson, 1968). However, this is not likely to 
happen if those who act for the group fail to accept that the majority of the ingroup may 
not share the same motivations.  In other words, they may miss out on the power that, 
if mobilized, at least some part of the ingroup would bring (e.g. non-protesters who 
communicate individual instrumental motivations). However, this may be less the case 
among more experienced activists as their primary goal is to mobilize support which is 
equally (or even more) important as influencing the powerful outgroup (Blackwood & 
Louis, 2012; Hornsey et al., 2006). Hence, those with more experience may become less 
blinded by their values (Haidt, 2013), and perceive the passive ingroup as a (potentially 
valuable) resource. In my view, a seasoned activist may not necessarily have more 
positive views of the passive ingroup, but may be more strategic in communicating and 
relating to those outside of the movement in contrast to the occasional protester.  

Consequences of using values and identities in mobilizing those outside of the 

movement’s “choir”. 

In recent years, the field of political psychology has been opening up to more diverse 
methods (such as combination of quantitative and qualitative research, Turner-
Zwinkels et al., 2015; 2016), but also to investigation of more diverse topics as a result 
of scholarly criticism for its ideological uniformity (Haidt, 2013). This thesis aims to 
illuminate a similar blind spot in research on collective action by examining how values 
and identities together may be used to motivate those who fall outside of the movement’s 
choir and (by extension) outside of theoretical models of mobilization (Klandermans, 
1984; Van Zomeren et al., 2008).

The first necessary theoretical and empirical step towards appropriately addressing 
this issue is to acknowledge important differences between the members of the same 
group, which may lead them to perceive the same situation in a qualitatively different 
manner. This thesis elucidated two of those: the level of objective affectedness and the 
difference in ideological backgrounds. While the difference in objective affectedness 
may matter more in the contexts involving incidental disadvantages, the differences in 
ideological beliefs are often found in the contexts involving structural disadvantages. 
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For example, there are cases of minority members who support policies and politician 
who do not work in their favour (e.g. Hispanic and Black Americans who vote for the 
Republican Party), or hold traditional and conservative values (e.g. Becker, 2010; 
Becker & Wagner, 2009). Although these views may be the consequence of endorsing 
system-justifying beliefs (Jost et al., 2012) or different cultural backgrounds, the net 
effect is that some members of minority groups do not feel that their group or they 
themselves have been unjustly treated. 

This is important because recognizing that the intragroup differences are not only 
quantitative, but also qualitative, tells us something about why successful strategies in 
mobilizing those who sympathize with the movement may not have any effect, or could 
even be counterproductive for those who do not sympathize with the movement. It also 
suggests that movements need to tailor their messages to different audiences. As an 
illustration, theory and research on collective action suggests that one should increase 
identification with the (politicized) group to motivate action (Simon et al., 1998; 
Stürmer & Simon, 2004; Van Zomeren et al., 2008). One possible way to achieve this is 
by making salient the common fate of the group as being disadvantaged or threatened 
(Simon et al., 1998).  However, this was tested only among those who are already part of 
the mobilization potential and share the movement’s view of the situation. Those who 
do not, are more likely to feel threatened and dismiss the movement either because they 
do not identify highly with their group (Derks, van Laar & Ellemers, 2009) or because 
they actually hold opposite values and beliefs (e.g. traditional vs. progressive women, 
Becker & Wagner, 2009). 

A potentially even less successful strategy to mobilize those outside of the movement’s 
“choir” is to emphasize values as reasons to join the struggle. First, communicating 
values might make the difference between the movement and this audience even more 
salient, and decrease the perception of common ground (Kouzakova et al., 2012; see 
also Chapter 3). Framing the mobilization messages in moral terms can also induce 
defensive reactions as a result of perceiving moral threat (Täuber & van Zomeren, 2013; 
Täuber et al., 2015). One could easily imagine an anti-capitalist movement advocating 
social welfare being completely ridiculed by a more right-wing audience. In reality, the 
activists who invoke values may be seen as preachers who want to impose their opinions 
rather than role models to look up to (Monin, 2007; see Study 2 in Chapter 4). 

However, combining one’s values with different group identities opens at least an 
indirect possibility to motivate and politicize those outside of the movement’s “choir”. 
For example, by fitting values to a superordinate identity one surpasses the problem of 
emphasizing a disadvantaged situation and disadvantaged group identity, which those 
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outside of the choir are less likely to identify with. For example, a student movement 
fighting against budget cuts may mobilize greater support if it stresses how investment 
in education improves society as a whole, rather than by arguing how students’ 
rights have been transgressed. This is in line with Simon and Klandermans’ (2001) 
conceptualization of politicized identity which stresses that the conflict between 
groups does not happen in a vacuum. Indeed, when the groups enter a political arena 
and seek social change, they need to align their cause with the broader social context 
in order to mobilize greater public support. By using values and identities together 
in mobilization messages, movements can circumvent potential problems associated 
with each strategy separately, and provide their followers with a more reasonable and 
realistic argument for their cause, which may resonate well with those in and outside 
of the movement’s “choir”. 

Future Research

One important avenue for future research is to look more deeply into the question why 
some movements manage to attract various audiences, whereas others fail. I suspect that 
the activists who become more strategic in their communication and more willing to 
compromise on their values have a greater mobilization potential. For example, one of 
the reasons why Malcolm X and Martin Luther King did not work together is that Martin 
Luther King was more ready to negotiate with the ingroup and the outgroup to achieve 
equal rights. However, becoming more strategic may not be something that all activists 
are ready to do, exactly because of the subjectively absolute experience of their values 
(e.g., Skitka, 2009; Van Zomeren et al., 2011, 2012). 

More specifically, previous research suggests that those who become activists evaluate 
the fairness of the situation by judging whether important values or principles have been 
transgressed or not (they act as “intuitive theologians”, Van Zomeren & Spears, 2009).  
In other words, activists are presumably driven by deontological moral inclinations in 
contrast to the passive majority that is more often preoccupied with calculating (personal) 
benefits and costs (see Kant, 1785; Conway & Gawronski, 2013; Greene, Sommerville, 
Nystrom, Darley, & Cohen, 2001). Thus, adopting utilitarian logic in the communication 
may resonate better with the passive majority and those outside of the choir. However, 
some activists may perceive such concessions as transgressions of their values and 
principles. Also, there may be valid reasons to refrain from more strategic and utilitarian 
approach, because those who use utilitarian arguments may appear as less moral (Kreps 
& Monin, 2014). In any case, movements who wish to mobilize others for their goals 
face the important dilemma to either religiously stick to their principles yet risk possible 
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failure, or to be prepared to sacrifice some of their values to achieve the greater good. 
Another difference between Martin Luther King’s and Malcolm X’s approach to racial 
inequality lies in the preferred use of normative or radical means to achieve social 
change. In my opinion, one of the core differences between the two key figures of the 
US Civil Rights Movement lies in their focus on values as ideals vs. value violations. Dr. 
King’s famous speech starts with the words “I have a dream” and illustrates the wish to 
achieve an ideal society, which is in contrast to Malcolm X’s call for standing up against 
further violations of one’s basic rights (e.g. “Nobody can give you freedom… If you are 

a man you take it”). Previous research has shown that moral convictions motivate 
both normative and radical forms of collective action. For example, women who care 
about gender equality are more likely to participate in collective action to improve the 
group status (Becker & Wagner, 2009; Zaal, Van Laar, Ståhl, Ellemers, & Derks, 2011). 
However, Zaal et al., (2011) found that among women high in prevention focus but not in 
promotion focus, moral convictions increase the support for radical forms of action. The 
authors argued that those in prevention focus are concerned with “oughts” while those 
in promotion focus are more concerned with “ideals”. Future research could examine 
whether communicating values as ideals increases promotion focus and engagement 
in normative actions, in contrast to value violations, which may be more linked to 
prevention focus and radicalization. 

Moreover, the link between values and politicization or radicalization may depend on 
the type of value violations. Namely, violations of harm or abstract rights evoke anger, 
but in general they are less emotionally involving in comparison to purity violations 
(e.g. risk of disease due to contamination of land or water). This is due to the fact that 
purity violations are more likely to induce emotions like disgust and contempt (Pizarro, 
& Inbar, 2015; Russell & Giner-Sorolla, 2011). The differences in type of value violations 
may explain why mobilization campaigns revolving around harm lose their appeal after 
a while (e.g. the photograph of a drowned Syrian boy published in September 2015 
has initially stirred a lot of reactions, but was also relatively quickly forgotten). On the 
other hand, mobilization messages emphasizing violations of purity may not always be 
popular among more liberal audience (Graham, Haidt & Nosek, 2009; Inbar, Pizzaro, 
& Bloom, 2009), however  they can lead to stronger commitment and engagement in 
actions against individuals or groups who are seen as transgressors (Matsumoto, Frank, 
& Hwang, 2015). It would be important to further investigate whether communicating 
violations of values paired with different emotional reactions increases the extent to 
which people moralize an issue and are willing to act upon it. 
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Practical Implications

This thesis suggests some practical pointers for social movements. Regarding the content 
of mobilization messages, overall I believe that activists can benefit from using values as 
mobilization tools to attract supporters. By being explicit about their values, movements 
can guide their followers through all the stages of mobilization process. First, previous 
research (Mazzoni et al., 2015; Van Zomeren et al., 2012) and Chapter 2 suggest that 
values facilitate the creation of shared meaning and provide an initial impulse which 
can translate into both individual and collective efforts to deal with the disadvantaged 
situation. Since values provide people with important internalized standards, movements 
may help individuals to interpret the unjust situation especially when the context 
is novel and less clear, as often is the case with incidental disadvantages. Moreover, 
values are less susceptible to changes in external circumstances and can energize and 
provide motivations for participation despite potential failures and ensure long-term 
participation (since the goals derived from values are seen as more worthy of struggle). 
Additionally, they also have a positive impact on movements’ image as the protesters 
who communicate values, but not instrumental motivations for action, were perceived 
as being more realistic and as reflecting the opinion of the larger ingroup better by those 
who remain passive (Chapter 4).

However, there are also two important caveats in using values as mobilization tools. First, 
values may decrease the motivation of those who have different ideological background 
(see Chapter 3). This problem can be surpassed, but movements need to consider that 
ideologically diverse subgroups require different value-identity communication. For 
example, aligning the values of the movement with the greater societal goals appears to 
be a good strategy. 

Another issue often observed in research and practice is that although people care 
about values, they do not seem to necessarily act upon them. The lack of a direct effect 
of value communication on action intentions in Chapter 3 and also noted in prior 
research (Mazzoni et al., 2015) suggests that just talking about values, especially when 
the struggle is already been going on for a while, is not enough to get people out on 
the street. One solution to the issue is to more clearly communicate how a particular 
situation or a group violates important societal values. Chapter 2 provides evidence 
that value violations can also directly predict both individual and collective action 
intentions, because transgressions create a clearer and more straightforward link 
between values and behaviours.
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In order to ensure a good relation with their audience and increase the mobilization 
potential, movements need to be sensitive to the needs and the ideological background 
of their potential followers. This implies that activists have to keep an open mind and 
tune their communication to different audiences, potentially even adjust their goals, and 
reframe their values to be able to reach those who may not in the beginning sympathize 
with their cause.  Still, movements need to ‘put their money where their mouths are’ and 
not use values and group identities only as an effective communication strategy; they 
should provide their followers with clear steps to achieve those values, rather than just 
reminding them of something they already believe in.

Limitations

A first potential limitation of this work concerns the type of disadvantage investigated 
across the chapters. As mentioned previously, the initial stage of mobilization follows a 
different path in the contexts involving incidental and structural disadvantages due to 
different type of pre-existing group identities (Van Zomeren et al., 2008). As this thesis 
focused on the cases of incidental disadvantage, it does not capture how values affect 
politicization of members of structurally disadvantaged groups. In my view however, values 
and their violations may facilitate collective action in the context of structural disadvantage 
by giving a new “moral” layer to the group identity and transforming those who are 
oppressed into those who struggle to protect important individual and group standards. 

Furthermore, this thesis explored contexts typically associated with more left-wing 
ideologies. As such, it still falls short of addressing Haidt’s (2013) criticism about lack of 
political diversity in research topics in psychology in general, and psychology of morality 
specifically. This is important to consider as more right-wing or conservative issues are 
associated with different type of value violations, such as violations of loyalty, authority 
and purity (Graham et al., 2009). It is questionable whether mobilization messages 
linking values associated with more conservative ideologies to superordinate identities 
would resonate at all with the more liberal audience. However, this strategy is often used 
by more conservative politicians (Verkuyten, 2013) and right-wing parties tend to gain 
wider public support at least in times of crisis. Thus, it would be important to examine 
whether their popularity may result from using values and identities to evoke emotions 
such as disgust or contempt (Pizarro, & Inbar, 2015; Russell & Giner-Sorolla, 2011). 

There are also two important methodological limitation of the present work. First, it used 
cross-sectional designs, which cannot fully grasp the dynamic process of politicization 
and mobilization. A longitudinal design following the formation and changes in 
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politicized identities as people pass through different stages of mobilization process 
(Klandermans, 1984) would allow a more thorough analysis of how value violations help 
merge personal and group identities (Turner-Zwinkels et al., 2016). Second, although 
Chapter 3 and Chapter 4 focus on value-communication, the studies lack the richness 
of real-life discussions between activists and their potential followers. Chapter 4 moves 
in that direction by capturing both the perception of those who act and those who do 
not, however communication is a two-sided process and both movements and their 
audiences may change their initial goals and motives as a result of the contact. By putting 
activists and non-activists in the same room, one could see if the activists try to win the 
others’ support and what kind of strategies they may use to achieve this goal depending 
on whether they are faced with those who doubt the movements’ values or efficacy. 

CONCLUSION

This thesis tried to illuminate both positive and negative consequences of using values 
in mobilizing people to achieve social change. Indeed, I found that values bind and guide 
those who find themselves struck by injustice. Nevertheless, they may also blind them and 
make them intolerant even to those who share their fate, but not their views. One of the 
key practical insights of this work is that social movements need to be careful when using 
values to motivate different audiences as they may risk chasing them away. However, if 
framed appropriately they can also pull them back in, although this implies that activists 
need to be more strategic in their communication and prepared to compromise. As such, 
this thesis suggests that values are central to understand individuals’ motivation to 
engage in social change efforts; and although they often lay at the core of conflicts as 
well, they can also be used to solve them. 
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De laatste 60 jaar heeft sociaal-psychologisch onderzoek grotendeels bevestigd dat 
waarden, zoals bijvoorbeeld rechtvaardigheid en gelijkheid, wenselijke trans-situationele 
doelen weerspiegelen die de attitudes van individuen in alle culturen bepalen en dienen 
als belangrijke gedragscodes in verschillende contexten (Allport, Vernon, & Lindzey, 
1960; Rokeach, 1973; Schwartz, 1994). Belangrijker, waarden spelen een grote rol in 
het motiveren van protest en sociale verandering omdat ze definiëren wat individuen 
als onrechtvaardig beschouwen en wat hun relevante doelen zijn (e.g. Skitka & Bauman, 
2008; Tetlock, Kirstel, Elson, Green, & Lerner, 2000; Van Zomeren, 2013), en voorspellen 
of individuen bereid zijn zichzelf op te offeren voor de groep (Skitka, Bauman & Sargis, 
2005; Tetlock, 2002).

In deze these onderzoek ik de relatie tussen waarden aan de ene kant, en 
groepsidentificatie en collectieve actie van individuen aan de andere kant. Collectieve 
actie wordt gedefinieerd als iedere actie gericht op het verbeteren van de positie van 
de groep in plaats van de positie van het individu zelf (Van Zomeren, Postmes, & Spears, 
2008; Wright, Taylor, & Moghaddam, 1990), en veelal voorspeld door de subjectieve 
identificatie van een individu met de relevante groep (e.g., Simon & Klandermans, 2001). 
Deze these heeft twee kerndoelen: het onderzoekt of en hoe waarden groepsidentificatie 
en collectieve actie voorspellen, en wanneer en hoe de communicatie van waarden en 
groepsidentiteit mensen mobiliseert om deel te nemen aan collectieve actie.

Ten eerste heb ik de voorspelling empirisch onderzocht dat de invloed van waarden 
veelal voortkomt uit de waargenomen schending van deze waarden. Waarden zijn 
zonder twijfel bepalende componenten van individuele- en groepsidentiteiten. Echter, 
zowel onderzoek als percepties van leken doen vermoeden dat mensen vaak falen in 
het beïnvloeden van en/of overschrijden van hun meest belangrijke principes (i.e., de 
waarden-gedrag kloof). Een van de redenen voor deze inconsistentie is dat waarden 
functioneren als abstracte principes, terwijl gedrag concreet en situatie-specifiek is. 
In de context van sociale ongelijkheid heb ik voorgesteld en aangetoond dat men meer 
geneigd is om conform hun waarden te handelen als zij de nadelige situatie herkennen 
als een schending van een bepaalde waarde. Een waargenomen schending van waarden 
maakt de relevante waarde niet enkel belangrijk in een concrete context, maar biedt 
daarnaast een duidelijker inzicht in de acties die nodig zijn om te beschermen wat 
men heilig acht (Mazzoni, Van Zomeren, & Cicognani, 2015; Tetlock et al., 2000; Van 
Zomeren, Postmes, & Spears, 2012; Van Zomeren, Postmes, Spears & Betache, 2011). 
De eerste kernboodschap van deze these is dus dat waarden van individuen de 
ontwikkeling van een psychologische groep die zich richt op het veranderen van de 
nadelige situatie bevordert. 
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Ten tweede heb ik onderzocht of de overeenstemming, of ‘fit’, tussen geschonden 
waarden en groepsidentiteiten belangrijk is in het motiveren van collectieve actie. 
Eerder onderzoek suggereert dat waarden subjectieve absolute principes reflecteren en 
daardoor contextuele- of identiteits-grenzen overschrijden (Skitka, 2010; Van Zomeren 
et al., 2012). De overeenstemming tussen een persoonlijke waarde (e.g., gelijkheid) en 
een groepsidentiteit gericht op dezelfde kwestie (e.g., feministen), kan deze waarde 
transformeren naar een morele basis voor collectieve actie (Mazzoni et al., 2015; Van 
Zomeren et al., 2012; Van Zomeren, 2013). 

Voortbouwend op eerder onderzoek onderzocht deze these de consequenties van 
waarden-identiteit overeenstemming op motivatie (Hoofdstuk 2) en mobilisatie 
(Hoofdstuk 3) van leden van benadeelde groepen die verschillend beïnvloed worden 
door de situatie of contrasterende ideologieën hebben. Bovendien onderzocht ik hoe 
waarden en identiteiten de relaties vormen tussen leden van benadeelde groepen die wel 
of niet handelen in het belang van de groep (Hoofdstuk 4). De tweede kernboodschap 
van deze these is dus dat het serieus nemen van de overeenstemming, of ‘fit’, tussen de 
waarden van een beweging en de identiteit van de specifieke groep in mobiliserende 
berichten de mobilisatie-potentie van de beweging kan verhogen en potentiële uitval 
van groepsleden die de visie van de groep niet noodzakelijkerwijs delen kan voorkomen 

Hieronder geef ik een korte samenvatting van de empirische hoofdstukken en 
kernbevindingen in de verschillende hoofdstukken van deze these. Vervolgens bespreek 
ik hun theoretische en praktische implicaties en licht ik tekortkomingen en potentiele 
richtingen voor toekomstig onderzoek toe, in het bijzonder gericht op de motiverende en 
mobiliserende kracht van waarden en hun waargenomen schending. 

Motivatie (Hoofdstuk 2)

De meerderheid van eerder onderzoek naar collectieve actie richt zich doorgaans op 
contexten gekenmerkt door langdurige structurele ongelijkheid en discriminatie (e.g., 
burgerrechten beweging, LHBT of feministische bewegingen), terwijl minder aandacht 
wordt gegeven aan contexten gekenmerkt door technologische of milieu catastrofes 
veroorzaakt door mensen zoals kerncentrale ongelukken en gaswinning  (zie Walsh, 
1981, 1987; Klandermans, 1997; Van Zomeren et al., 2008). Hetgeen deze contexten 
van incidentele benadeling onderscheid van contexten van structurele benadeling is 
het gebrek aan duidelijke groepsidentiteiten (Van Zomeren et al., 2008). Waar geslacht, 
ras of etnische identificatie worden geassocieerd met duidelijke normen en waarden, 
is dit vaak niet het geval bij groepsidentiteiten gebaseerd op locaties en nabijheid tot 
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kerncentrales of gaswinningsvelden. De kern-vooronderstelling was dat schending van 
waarden een belangrijke rol speelt in het transformeren van deze vage groepsidentiteiten 
naar een psychologische basis voor collectieve actie. 

In dit project onderzocht ik door middel van een enquête, afgenomen bij 351 inwoners 
die getroffen zijn door aardbevingen veroorzaakt door gaswinning in het noorden 
van Nederland, de bereidheid van individuen om collectieve actie te voeren. Op basis 
van geologische rapporten heb ik drie regio’s gedifferentieerd die objectief gezien 
verschillend zijn getroffen door een hevige beving in 2012. Deze specifiek context 
maakte het mogelijk  een zelden aangekaarte vraag in onderzoek naar collectieve actie te 
onderzoeken, namelijk de relatie tussen verschillende niveaus van objectieve benadeling 
(i.e., de nabijheid tot het epicentrum van de aardbeving) en de subjectieve motivatie 
van individuen om in actie te komen tegen verdere gaswinning. Van belang is dat ik 
de vergelijking maakte tussen het motiverende effect van schending van waarden die 
voortkomen uit concrete ervaringen van een individu die gedeeld worden met enkele 
belangrijke anderen (en dus gebaseerd zijn op persoonlijke identiteit) versus waarden 
die voorkomen uit een individu’s identificatie met de groep die getroffen wordt door de 
situatie (groepsidentiteit). 

De bevindingen bevestigden dat sterkere objectieve benadeling gekoppeld was aan 
sterkere waargenomen schending van rechten en aan sterkere intenties om hier iets aan 
te doen. Bovendien heb ik door te differentiëren tussen waargenomen schending van 
persoonlijke/familie en groeps- rechten aangetoond dat identificatie met de getroffen 
groep voortkomt uit twee verschillende waardenbeginselen. Een andere belangrijke 
bevinding is het modererende effect van objectieve benadeling op subjectieve motivaties 
voor collectieve actie. Namelijk, individuen in de objectief gezien minst getroffen 
gebieden werden gemotiveerd om deel te nemen aan collectieve actie door waargenomen 
schending van collectieve rechten, welke zij duidelijk onderscheiden van schending 
van persoonlijke/familie rechten. In tegenstelling, individuen in objectief gezien 
zwaarder getroffen gebieden werden gemotiveerd door waargenomen schending van 
persoonlijke/familie rechten die veel sterker correleerden met waargenomen schending 
van collectieve rechten. De implicatie van deze bevindingen is dat een beweging die als 
doel heeft individuen in minder zwaar getroffen gebieden te motiveren, succesvoller zou 
kunnen zijn wanneer in de oproep tot actie nadruk gelegd wordt op de schending van 
groepsrechten, aangezien degenen die objectief het minst geraakt zijn de situatie wellicht 
niet ervaren als een schending van hun persoonlijke/familie rechten. Het volgende 
hoofdstuk richt zich specifiek op de vraag hoe bewegingen de schending van rechten 
succesvol kunnen communiceren om zodoende individuen te kunnen mobiliseren.
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Mobilisatie (Hoofdstuk 3)

Dit hoofdstuk onderzocht de verschillende effecten van het communiceren van 
waardeschendingen en groepsidentiteiten aan degenen die de ideologische achtergrond 
van de beweging wel delen (preaching to the choir, of wel preken voor eigen parochie) of 
niet delen (preaching beyond the choir). Een redelijke aanname is dat leden van dezelfde 
groep vergelijkbare normen en waarden hebben. Dit suggereert dat het communiceren 
van groepsidentiteit en groepswaarden tot gevolg zal hebben dat men zich sterker 
identificeert met de beweging (een zogenaamde gepolitiseerde identiteit) en sterkere 
voornemens heeft om deel te nemen aan collectieve actie. Door het integreren 
van inzichten aangaande de effecten van waarde communicaties vanuit politieke 
wetenschap en sociologisch werk over framing (Nelson & Garst, 2005; Nelson, Oxley & 
Clawson 1997; Slothuus, 2008), heb ik twee verschillende routes onderzocht waardoor 
waarden tot een gepolitiseerde identiteit kunnen leiden: (a) door rechtstreeks te leiden 
tot hogere motivatie om deel te nemen aan collectieve actie of (b) door op indirecte 
wijze het belang dat gehecht wordt aan affectieve of instrumentele antecedenten van 
gepolitiseerde identiteiten te veranderen. Bovendien onderzocht dit werk of het ene of 
het andere effect vaker voor zal komen afhankelijk van het publiek dat men probeert te 
bereiken (preaching to or beyond the choir) en groepsidentiteit (ondergeschikt versus 
bovengeschikt) dat door de communicatie benadrukt wordt.

In de context van studentenprotesten tegen bezuinigingen in het onderwijs (N=186), 
heb ik onderzocht of en hoe het afstemmen van een waarde (bijv. het recht op gratis 
onderwijs) op twee relevante groepsidentiteiten (dwz: student vs. nationale identiteit) 
invloed heeft op gepolitiseerde identificatie onder leden van ideologisch verschillende 
subgroepen van studenten. Een pilot-studie liet zien dat de studenten van sociale en 
economische wetenschappen sterk verschilden in hun meningen over de bezuinigingen 
in het hoger onderwijs (de studenten sociale wetenschappen vonden de situatie 
onrechtvaardiger dan de studenten economische wetenschap).  In de hoofdstudie heb 
ik deze twee groepen benaderd en gaf ze een hypothetische oproep tot actie waarbij 
op subtiele wijze gecommuniceerd werd dat de overheid nagelaten had het recht op 
gratis onderwijs in stand te houden door het introduceren van bezuinigingen (en zo een 
belangrijke maatschappelijke waarde overtreden had).

Met name voor studenten die de ideologische achtergrond van de beweging deelden, had 
preaching to the choir slechts een indirecte invloed hun motivatie door het creëren van een 
sterkere link tussen affectieve motivatie en gepolitiseerde identificatie. Deze bevinding 
kan geïnterpreteerd worden door te zeggen dat voor deze studenten hun gepolitiseerde 
identiteit meer gedefinieerd werd door affectieve afwegingen. Daarnaast vond ik, onder 
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het publiek dat de ideologische achtergrond niet deelt, dat preaching beyond the choir 
gevoelig was voor tegenstrijdigheid tussen de waarde en de identiteit. Dat wil zeggen, 
het afstemmen van waarden op subgroep/studenten identiteit vervreemdde dit publiek 
nog verder van de beweging die hun steun zoekt (gemiddeld genomen). Het afstemmen 
van waarden op een overkoepelende groepsidentiteit (zoals nationale identiteit), 
daarentegen, had een indirect positief effect in de zin dat de nationale identiteit (en 
waarschijnlijk de waarden die daarin ingebed zijn) een sterkere voorspeller van 
gepolitiseerde identificatie werd. Kortom, de studie liet ook een mogelijk succesvolle 
communicatiestrategie zien (dwz: het afstemmen van waarden op overkoepelende 
identiteiten) die bewegingen kunnen gebruiken om degenen te bereiken die hun mening 
wellicht niet delen.

Dit hoofdstuk onderstreept ook het belang van hechte intra-groeps relaties, aangezien 
waarden leden van dezelfde groep ook uit elkaar kunnen drijven en een negatieve invloed 
hebben op het mobilisatiemogelijkheden van de beweging. In het laatste empirische 
hoofdstuk ga ik verder in op dit idee door te onderzoeken hoe waardecommunicatie 
over actie of inactie de relaties tussen actieve en passieve leden van achtergestelde 
groepen beïnvloedt.

Misverstanden (Hoofdstuk 4)

Het laatste empirische hoofdstuk onderzoekt wederzijdse percepties en evaluaties van 
degenen die wel of niet in actie komen voor de groep. Eerder onderzoek en de perceptie 
van leken suggereren dat degenen die in actie komen voor de groep gemotiveerd 
worden door de belangen van die groep en dat zij in actie komen om te voorkomen dat 
belangrijke waarden overschreden worden (zij worden gezien als intuitive theologians; 
zie de discussie over Tetlock´s metaforen in Van Zomeren & Spears, 2009). Degenen die 
ervoor kiezen niet in actie te komen voor de groep, echter, houden zich bezig met het 
veiligstellen van individuele belangen (Olson, 1968; see also Klandermans, 1984), en 
twijfelen vaak aan de effectiviteit van de groep in het bereiken van haar doelen (Hornsey 
et al., 2006; Stürmer & Simon, 2004). Ik beargumenteer dat dit ook consequenties heeft 
voor wat actieve en passieve groepsleden verwachten dat de motivatie van de andere 
subgroep is. Anders gezegd, de actieve groepsleden zullen niet bijzonder afwijzend staan 
tegenover degenen die de effectiviteit van de beweging betwijfelen, maar zijn wellicht 
wel boos als de ideologische achtergrond van de beweging in twijfel wordt getrokken. 
Op vergelijkbare wijze zal de passieve subgroep wellicht verwachten dat degenen die 
manifestaties bijwonen gemotiveerd worden door collectieve en/of morele afwegingen 
en niet door individuele of instrumentele afwegingen.  Het doel van dit hoofdstuk was 
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om wederzijdse percepties en evaluaties te onderzoeken in situaties waar wel of niet aan 
de eerder genoemde verwachtingen wordt voldaan. 

Daarom heb ik twee veldstudies verricht waarin ik onderzoek hoe demonstranten (Studie 
1, N = 187) niet-demonstranten beoordelen, en hoe niet-demonstranten (Studie 2, N = 
145) demonstranten beoordelen. In Studie 1 heb ik studenten benaderd die deelnamen 
aan een manifestatie in Den Haag en vroeg hen een medestudent te evalueren die niet 
naar de demonstratie was gekomen en zijn of haar redenen voor die keuze uitlegde, 
waarbij instrumentele ofwel morele, en individuele of collectieve motivatie voor 
inactie werd benadrukt. Studie 2 vond 2 maanden later plaats en gebruikte hetzelfde 
onderzoeksontwerp, met kleine aanpassingen om te voldoen aan het profiel van een 
student die deelnam aan de demonstratie.  Ik zag dat de demonstranten zich psychologisch 
distantieerden en afwijzend opstelden tegenover degenen die niet aan de protesten 
deelgenomen hadden --- en dit effect was sterker wanneer een niet-demonstrant het 
oneens was met de waarden die belangrijk waren voor de demonstranten. De niet-
demonstranten, echter, beoordeelden de demonstranten positief, vooral wanneer de 
demonstrant een collectieve motivatie om te demonstreren communiceerde. Dit laatste 
empirische hoofdstuk geeft dus inzicht in de asymmetrische relaties tussen actieve en 
passieve groepsleden, hetgeen wellicht kan bepalen of sociale bewegingen succesvol zijn 
of falen in het bereiken van hun doelen. 

Theoretische Implicaties

De weg naar mobilisatie: beginstadium. 

De belangrijkste theoretische bijdrage van dit proefschrift is het verder verhelderen van 
het proces van politisering en de rol die waarden daarin spelen. Dit werk draagt bij aan 
het begrip van de eerste stap van dit proces waarin collectieve achterstelling deel wordt 
van de groepsidentiteit (oftewel van wat het betekent om lid van een groep te zijn). De 
bestaande modellen van het mobilisatieproces beperken het mobilisatiepotentieel tot 
diegenen die het frame voor collectieve actie delen, of in andere woorden een gevoel 
hebben van collectief onrecht, identiteit en verwachte effectiviteit (Klandermans, 1997; 
Klandermans & Oegema, 1987).  Hoewel dit verklaart waarom slechts enkele leden van 
achtergestelde groepen in actie komen tegen onrecht, laat deze huidige conceptualisering 
belangrijke vragen buiten beschouwing zoals hoe leden van achtergestelde groepen 

dergelijke gevoelens van onrecht ontwikkelen en wat er gebeurt met mensen die het frame 

van de beweging niet delen. 
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Theorie en onderzoek naar mobilisatie en collectieve actie zouden mijns inziens 
verbeteren als er meer aandacht wordt geschonken aan kwalitatief verschillende 
beginstadia in situaties van incidentele of structurele achterstelling. De reden hiervoor is 
dat individuen als reactie op incidentele achterstellingen een nieuwe identiteit moeten 
vormen rondom deze gedeelde grieven. Naar mijn idee bieden waarden een betere 
verklaring voor hoe gedeelde grieven ontwikkelen dan meningen (Thomas & McGarty, 
2009), of dan de traditionele focus op relatieve deprivatie (Smith, Pettigrew, Pippin, & 
Bialosiewicz, 2012). Sterker nog, interpersoonlijke- of intergroepsvergelijkingen kunnen 
gevoelens van onrechtvaardige behandelingen niet volledig verklaren in een context 
waar geen duidelijke andere groep is met wie een vergelijking gemaakt kan worden. 
Waarden kunnen aan de andere kant een weergave zijn van geïnternaliseerde, universele 
principes die gebruikt kunnen worden als standaard in een vergelijking met iemand zelf 
of tussen iemand zelf en een ander (Smith et al., 2012) en ook richting geven in een 
nieuwe situatie. Waarden en schendingen daarvan dienen hierdoor een tweeledig doel: 
(1) ze kunnen verschillende individuen verbinden in het beschermen van belangrijke 
principes en (2) actie versterken omdat ze samengaan met sterkere emotionele reacties 
dan schendingen van andere normen of attitudes (Skitka, 2010). 

In de context van structurele achterstelling moeten individuen echter een bestaande 
groepsidentiteit die deel is van een grotere historische, sociale en culturele context (Van 
Zomeren et al., 2008) transformeren. Hoewel ik niet specifiek heb gekeken naar de rol van 
waarden in de context van structurele achterstelling denk ik dat waarden en schendingen 
van waarden belangrijke inzichten kunnen verschaffen omdat voor individuen die 
geconfronteerd worden met structurele achterstelling collectieve actie slechts een van 
de vele opties is om om te gaan met de onrechtvaardige situatie (Ellemers, Spears & 
Doosje, 1997; Tajfel & Turner, 1979; Van Zomeren et al., 2008). Het is van belang om op te 
merken dat deze alternatieve strategieën zoals individuele mobiliteit, de neiging om de 
status quo te rechtvaardigen of het gebruik van sociale creativiteitstrategieën allen een 
negatieve invloed hebben op de motivatie voor collectieve actie (Becker, 2012; Jost et al., 
2012). In de context van structurele achterstelling zouden waarden daarom collectieve 
actie kunnen bevorderen door groepsidentiteiten te transformeren zodat ze meer in 
lijn worden gebracht met het beschermen van morele standaarden van individuen of 
groepen, en door het benadrukken van de noodzakelijkheid om sociale verandering te 
bereiken als enige manier om verdere waardenschendingen te voorkomen. 

 Preaching to and beyond the movement’s choir.  Een andere bijdrage van dit 
proefschrift is de studie naar de consequenties van de waarde-identiteit-fit op motivatie 
van de mensen binnen en buiten de kerngroep van supporters van de sociale beweging. 
In lijn met eerder onderzoek (Mazzoni et al., 2015; Turner-Zwinkels et al., 2015; Van 
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Zomeren et al., 2012) laat dit proefschrift zien dat bij diegenen die tot de parochie van de 
sociale beweging behoren, waarden collectieve actie faciliteren door het samenvoegen 
van persoonlijke- en groepsidentiteiten (Hoofdstuk 2 en Hoofdstuk 3), en door 
het creëren van meer blijvende gepolitiseerde identiteiten die minder afhangen van 
instrumentele motivaties (Hoofdstuk 3). Dit is met name van belang in contexten waar 
geen duidelijke sociale beweging aanwezig is die kan mobiliseren en drijfveren voor actie 
kan verschaffen (Van Zomeren et al., 2008). In het geval dat een beweging van onderop 
opgebouwd moet worden (i.e. een grassroots-actie), is het versterken van een interne 
verplichting tot actie door het saillant maken van rechtvaardigheidsoverwegingen een 
meer haalbare strategie dan de focus te leggen op meer extrinsieke factoren die snel hun 
kracht en aantrekkingskracht kunnen verliezen na enkele tegenslagen. 

Het meest intrigerende effect van waarden, dat weinig aandacht heeft gekregen in de 
literatuur, is het creëren van grenzen binnen een groep tussen de ‘actieve’ minderheid 
en de ‘passieve’ meerderheid. Hoofdstuk 4 laat zien dat activisten de passieve leden 
van de groep afwijzen, in lijn met bevindingen onder Nederlandse stakers en niet-
stakers (Akkerman, Born,  & Torenvlied, 2013). Deze bevinding bestrijdt in andere 
woorden de adequaatheid van het gelijkstellen van politiek activisme met de hoogste 
niveaus van identificatie met de bredere groep (Simon et al., 1998). Het houdt ook in dat 
activisten belang hechten aan, en zich sterk identificeren met hun gepolitiseerde groep 
terwijl hun gevoelens en percepties over de bredere ingroep niet zo positief hoeven te 
zijn. Voorts kunnen negatieve percepties van de passieve ingroep ook het succes van de 
beweging beïnvloeden met betrekking tot het behalen van haar doelen omdat een van 
de kerntaken van een sociale beweging is om anderen te mobiliseren voor participatie 
(Klandermans, 1984; Olson, 1968). Dit is echter minder waarschijnlijk wanneer zij 
die namens de groep optreden niet accepteren dat de meerderheid van de ingroep 
wellicht niet dezelfde motivaties deelt. Mogelijk is dit minder het geval onder meer 
ervaren activisten (Blackwood & Louis, 2012; Hornsey et al, 2006) die minder verblind 
worden door hun waarden (Haidt, 2013), of tenminste meer strategisch zijn in het 
communiceren ervan en het relateren aan mensen buiten de beweging in tegenstelling 
tot de incidentele demonstrant. 

Dit proefschrift belicht een blinde vlek binnen het onderzoek naar collectieve actie door 
te onderzoeken hoe het concept waarden-identiteit-fit verbreed en gebruikt kan worden 
om mensen outside of the choir (door verbreding) ook buiten de theoretische modellen 
van mobilisatie vallen (Klandermans, 1984; Van Zomeren et al., 2008), gemotiveerd 
kunnen worden. Dit is belangrijk omdat herkennen dat de verschillen binnen een 
groep niet alleen kwantitatief maar ook kwalitatief zijn, ons iets vertelt over waarom 
succesvolle strategieën om sympathisanten van de beweging te mobiliseren geen effect 
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hebben or zelfs contraproductief kunnen zijn voor hen die niet sympathiseren met de 
beweging. Het veronderstelt ook dat bewegingen hun boodschap moeten aanpassen aan 
de verschillende doelgroepen. Het veronderstelt ook dat bewegingen hun boodschap 
moeten aanpassen aan de verschillende doelgroepen. 

Als illustratie kan worden gezegd dat theorie en onderzoek lijken te suggereren dat 
duidelijk maken dat de groep benadeeld of bedreigd wordt de identificatie met de 
(gepolitiseerde) groep kan versterken en aan kan zetten tot gedrag/actie (Simons et 
al., 1998). Mensen die de groepsvisie op de situatie niet delen zullen zich echter eerder 
bedreigd voelen en de groep afwijzen omdat ze zich of niet sterk genoeg identificeren 
met de groep (Derks, Van Laar & Ellemers, 2009) of omdat ze er eigenlijk tegengestelde 
waarden en overtuigingen op na houden (e.g. traditionele versus progressieve vrouwen, 
Becker & Wagner, 2009). Een waarschijnlijk nog minder succesvolle strategie om mensen 
buiten de harde kern te mobiliseren is het benadrukken van waarden als reden om aan de 
strijd deel te nemen. Het communiceren van waarden kan de het idee van een gedeelde 
basis ondermijnen/verminderen (Kouzakova, Ellemers, Harinck & Scheepers, 2012; zie 
ook Hoofdstuk 3) of defensieve reacties veroorzaken doordat er een morele dreiging 
wordt waargenomen (Täuber & Zomeren, 2013; Täuber, Zomeren & Kutlaca, 2015). 

Door waarden en identiteit gezamenlijk en ‘fittend’ te gebruiken in de mobilise-
ringsboodschap, kunnen groepen problemen die per strategie voorkomen vermijden 
en hun volgers een redelijker en realistischer argument voor hun zaak te geven wat 
wellicht aanslaat bij hen die zich zowel in and outside of the choir. Door bijvoorbeeld de 
waarden aan te passen op een hogere identiteit kan men het probleem vermijden van het 
benadrukken van een nadelige situatie en een nadelige groepsidentiteit waarmee zij die 
zich outside of the choir bevinden zich waarschijnlijk minder goed kunnen identificeren. 
Daarbovenop kan het communiceren van waarden en waardenovertredingen deze 
toehoorders van een duidelijk doel voorzien wat niet alleen gezien kan worden als iets 
voordelig voor zichzelf en of de groep maar ook als bijdrage aan een hoger (sociaal) doel.

Praktische implicaties

Dit proefschrift bevat ook enkele praktische punten voor sociale bewegingen. Om een 
goede relatie met hun doelgroep te waarborgen en het mobilisatiepotentieel te vergroten 
moeten bewegingen gevoelig zijn voor de behoeften en ideologische achtergrond van 
hun potentiële aanhangers. Dit houdt in dat activisten een open blik moeten houden en 
hun communicatie moeten afstemmen op verschillende toehoorders of zelfs hun doelen 
aanpassen en waarden herformuleren om diegenen te bereiken die niet vanaf het begin 
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sympathiseerden met hun doel. Wat betreft de inhoud van mobilisatieboodschappen 
ben ik van mening dat activisten gebruik kunnen maken van waarden om aanhangers 
te trekken. Omdat waarden mensen belangrijke geïnternaliseerde standaarden bieden, 
kunnen bewegingen individuen helpen hoe de onrechtvaardige situatie geïnterpreteerd 
kan worden, met name wanneer de situatie nieuw en onduidelijk is zoals vaak het geval 
is bij incidenteel onrecht. Verder zijn waarden minder onderhevig aan veranderingen 
in externe factoren en kunnen zij aanzetten tot, en motivatie bieden voor, participatie 
ondanks mogelijke tegenslagen of mislukkingen. Door waarden in hun communicatie 
te gebruiken, kunnen bewegingen hierdoor hun aanhangers door alle fasen van het 
mobilisatieproces leiden. 

Er zijn echter ook twee belangrijke kanttekeningen te plaatsen bij het gebruik van 
waarden als mobilisatiemiddel. Ten eerste kan het gebruik van waarden de motivatie 
verminderen van diegenen met een andere ideologische achtergrond (Hoofdstuk 3). 
Dit probleem kan vermeden worden, maar bewegingen moeten zich bewust zijn van het 
feit dat ideologische diverse subgroepen verschillende waarden-identiteitscommunicatie 
nodig hebben. Een oplossing hiervoor is om duidelijker te communiceren hoe een 
bepaalde situatie of groep belangrijke maatschappelijke waarden schendt. Toch 
moeten bewegingen naar mijn idee ook de daad bij het woord voegen en waarden en 
groepsidentiteiten niet alleen als effectieve communicatiestrategie gebruiken; ze moeten 
hun aanhang een duidelijk stappenplan aanbieden om deze waarden te bereiken, in 
plaats van hen alleen te herinneren aan iets waarin zij toch al geloven.   
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