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Abstract

The current research examines joint collective action between advantaged and disadvantaged groups,
from the perspective of the latter. We hypothesize that joint action poses a dilemma which lies in the
tension between perceived instrumentality of joint action (i.e., ability to promote the disadvantaged’s
goals) and perceived normalization (i.e., its tendency to blur power relations). We test this idea
across three studies in the United States and Israel/Palestine. In Study 1 (n = 361) we manipulated
perceptions of joint action from the perspective of a hypothetical character, and in Study 2 (n = 378)
we presented participants with an article highlighting the risk and benefit of joint activism. Results
showed that perceived instrumentality increases, whereas perceived normalization decreases joint
action tendencies. In Study 3 (n = 240), we described a joint action event that taps into some of the
themes that induce concerns about normalization. We found that normalization perceptions feed
into perceptions of instrumentality, and this occurred mainly among high identifiers, for whom the
dilemma is most salient. The implications of these findings for understanding the complexity of joint
collective action from the perspective of the disadvantaged are discussed.
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disadvantaged and advantaged groups sometimes
join forces to promote social change. This inter-
esting phenomenon can be observed in alliances
between, for example, White and Black Americans,
Jewish Israelis and Palestinians, and men and
women. Researchers have explored the psychol-
ogy of such joint action from the perspective of the
advantaged (i.e., solidarity-based action; see Radke
et al., 2020; Van Zomeren et al., 2011), but little
attention has been given to the disadvantaged
group’s perspective on such collaboration (but see
Hasan-Aslih et al., 2020; Kutlaca et al., 2020;
Radke et al., 2021; Selvanathan et al., 2020, for
more recent work). We propose, however, that
joint action may pose an intriguing dilemma for
disadvantaged group members: While such action
may be znstrumental in mobilizing the privilege and
status of the advantaged group in support of the
struggle of the disadvantaged, it may also entail
the risk of normalizing intergroup disparities and
masking privilege with harmony and good will, as
the epigraph suggests.

Understanding this dilemma could offer more
comprehensive insights into whether and when dis-
advantaged groups prefer to act alone, or cooperate
with members from the advantaged group—often,
their  oppressor—to
Tluminating the factors that lead disadvantaged

achieve social ~change.
group members to disengage from joint collective
action is important because it speaks to the ongoing
debates about oppressive structures and the persis-
tence of inequality within the spaces of activism
(see Gorski & Erakat, 2019). Describing the pitfalls
of and roadblocks to joint activism can point to
potential avenues for constructing safe and empow-
ering spaces that place the voice and the issues of
the disadvantaged at the heart of such actions, facili-
tating more appealing and effective actions, and
thereby also progress toward social change.

In this paper, we conceptualize joint collective
action as any action jointly undertaken by mem-
bers of the disadvantaged and advantaged group
that is aimed at bolstering the disadvantaged’s sta-
tus (Hasan-Aslih et. al, 2020; Radke et al., 2022;
Wright, 2009). This can be distinguished from
solidarity-based collective action, which by virtue
of the focus on the term “solidarity” centers on

the perspective of advantaged group members
who sympathize with the disadvantaged or/and
support their cause (e.g, Iyer & Ryan, 2009;
Kutlaca et al., 2020; Leach et al., 2006; Louis et al.,
2019; Radke et al.,, 2020; Thomas & McGarty,
2009; Van Zomeren et al.,, 2011). The term joint
collective action thus speaks also to the perspective
and motivations of disadvantaged group mem-
bers to act together with advantaged outgroup
members.

For members of the disadvantaged group,
joint action poses a dilemma stemming from the
potential double-edged nature of collaborating
with members of the advantaged group. For
instance, while the presence of White activists in
antiracism movements increases the likelihood
that actions will challenge racism and discrimina-
tion, activists of color report lived experiences of
White activists invalidating their perspectives and
undermining their racial justice efforts (Gorski &
Erakat, 2019). Collaborating with members of a
group that is regarded as the oppressor might
thus be perceived as entailing certain costs for the
disadvantaged.

The present research offers a social-psycho-
logical examination of joint action among the
disadvantaged that explores a motivation and a bar-
rier that we believe form the basis for this
dilemma: the perceived zustrumentality of joining
forces with members of the advantaged group,
and the perceived potential for joint action to #or-
malize power relations between the groups.

The Dilemma of Joint Collective
Action

Instrumentality

Joint action can benefit the disadvantaged group
by increasing their access to power, influence, and
decisionmakers, which are all zustrumental factors
that could advance social change. Instrumental
motives for participation in collective action stem
from the appraisal that some desired outcomes
can be achieved at affordable costs through
engaging in collective action. This approach
assumes that individuals weigh the perceived costs
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and benefits of participation in collective action
(Klandermans, 1984; Sturmer & Simon, 2004),
reflecting a social dilemma between individual
and collective motives. Thus, the more effective
that individuals believe participation in collective
action will be, the more likely they are to partici-
pate (Louis et al., 2004; Van Stekelenburg &
Klandermans, 2013).

We believe that the dilemma underlying joint
action is not just between the individual and the
group, but relates also to the collaboration with
privileged outgroup members. More specifically,
perceived instrumentality can be defined as an
appraisal that joining forces with members of the
more powerful group will make the action more
effective in achieving its goal and leading to tangi-
ble payoffs. There would be good reason to
assume that this is not “just” a belief or percep-
tion. Resource mobilization theorists suggest that
allies—that is, advantaged group members who
take action in support of the disadvantaged
group (Radke et al., 2020)—can offer resources
that turn an otherwise ineffective action or cam-
paign into an effective one (McCarthy & Zald,
1977). Advantaged group members can benefit
social change efforts as they have more access to
power and resources than members of the disad-
vantaged group, and as a result more means to
leverage influence over the authorities and
decisionmakers.

In addition, advantaged group members are
more likely to be persuasive to the public than
disadvantaged group members. For example,
Louis (2009) argues that collective action can bet-
ter enhance perceptions of injustice when the
public identifies with the actors, which is more
likely when (some of) the actors are representa-
the
Selvanathan et al. (2020) suggest that the involve-

tives of dominant group. Likewise,
ment of advantaged group members in collective
action can increase the legitimacy of the disad-
vantaged in the eyes of the public and shift norms
toward equality. Indeed, recent work by Kutlaca
et al. (2022) shows that including allies from the
advantaged group can increase identification with
the social movement by strengthening norms
about solidarity. Applied psychological research

also demonstrates that messages pertaining to
prejudice confrontation (Rasinski &  Czopp,
2010) and diversity (Gardner & Ryan, 2020) can
be more potent and persuasive when they are
made by advantaged group members rather than
by the disadvantaged.

Thus, cooperating with advantaged group
members may indeed have beneficial outcomes,
as it can bridge gaps between the disadvantaged
and the public as well as the outgroup-controlled
authorities. Assuming members of disadvantaged
groups have knowledge or intuition regarding
this increased effectiveness, they would see joint
collective action as instrumental for achieving
their goals. Accordingly, we expect stronger per-
ceptions of instrumentality of joint action to be
associated with increased willingness to partici-
pate in joint action.

Normalization

Joint action could entail some costs from the per-
spective of the disadvantaged group, as coopera-
tion with the advantaged group could obscure the
salience of intergroup boundaries and contribute
to normalizing hierarchy, thereby undermining
the efforts to promote social change (see Becker
et al.,, 2013 on cross-group contact). In this paper,
we define normalization as the process of cloak-
ing inequality and privilege in ways that make
power relations between the group seem normal
(for a relevant discussion in the context of com-
mon identity, see Ufkes et al., 2016); perceived
normalization thus refers to individuals’ percep-
tion that joint action will have this effect.
Although joint action is aimed at promoting
social change, Droogendyk et al. (2016) identify
several challenges that could arise when disadvan-
taged and advantaged group member act together,
and these can illuminate the process of normali-
zation (see also Kutlaca et al., 2022; Selvanathan
et al., 2020). A process of normalization can take
place when the boundaries between the perpetra-
tors and the victims of injustice become less clear
as a function of idealizing harmony. Droogendyk
et al. (20106), for example, suggest that partici-
pants in a movement may seck to define the
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shared space of activism by highlighting cross-
group commonalities in identities, values, and
attitudes. While this can create a sense of togeth-
erness, the distinct group identity of the disad-
vantaged might be compromised in the process
of establishing such commonality (Louis, 2009).
Consistent with this idea, the literature on inter-
group relations (e.g., Dixon et al., 2010; Sengupta
& Sibley, 2013) has provided empirical evidence
that promoting harmony and common ingroup
identity can reduce attention to inequality and
undermine motivation for social change (Hassler
et al, 2020; Saguy, 2018; Ufkes et al., 2016).
Thus, if re-defining intergroup boundaries occurs
without maintaining clarity about the power rela-
tions between the groups, concerns about nor-
malization are likely to arise and undermine
willingness to engage in joint action. Nevertheless,
it is unclear whether emphasizing commonalities
is always interpreted by disadvantaged group
members as normalizing power relations.
Therefore, it may be important to disentangle
commonality considerations from normalization
considerations.

Processes of normalization could also occur
when the disadvantaged are marginalized by
benevolent paternalistic behaviors that are osten-
sibly meant to do good (Jackman, 1994). Indeed,
Droogendyk et al. (2016) point out that advan-
taged group members may fail to recognize their
privileges, taking the role of “saviors” and
instructing the disadvantaged on how to conduct
their struggle (see also Gorski & Erakat, 2019). A
number of works (Becker et al.,, 2018; Nadler,
2002; van Leeuwen & Tauber, 2010) suggest that
inappropriate forms of help can be driven by a
motivation to maintain an advantaged social posi-
tion alongside a positive identity, all of which
under the guise of care and protection. Because
such acts maintain the dependency of the disad-
vantaged on the advantaged, they serve to per-
petuate and normalize the power relations
between the groups (Jackman, 1994; Nadler,
2002). Therefore, if disadvantaged group mem-
bers worry that they might be patronized as part
of the struggle, they will be reluctant to act jointly
with advantaged group members.

In sum, we theorize that the motivational path
to joint collective action is derived from consid-
erations of the materialistic and tangible benefits
weighed against the symbolic or non-materialistic
costs of collaborating with members of the
outgroup.

The Role of Ingroup Identification

Given that concerns about normalization are
predicated on some level of awareness of the
group’s structural power disadvantage, it is likely
that responses to normalization depend on indi-
vidual variations between disadvantaged group
members in how much they are committed to
their group. Indeed, group identification influ-
ences one’s perceptions of collective disadvan-
tage and thus whether individuals will invest in
protecting the group identity in the face of threats
(Spears et al., 1997; Veenstra & Haslam, 2000).
Moreover, research suggests that people who
have strong identification with a group tend to
place more weight on consequences for the group
when choosing certain actions over others, and
thus their decision is more likely to be shaped by
perceptions of collective costs and benefits
(Louis et al., 2004). In the context of joint collec-
tive action, it might be that high identifiers are
more attuned to the risks posed by normalization
than low identifiers, and are thus more likely to
weigh this disincentive in their deliberations on
whether to participate in joint collective action.
Accordingly, their willingness to cooperate with
outgroup members is more likely than that of
low identifiers to be derived from cost-benefit
assessments weighing the risk of normalization
against the instrumentality of joint action. It may
even be that these two concepts, while distinct,
may not be orthogonal to high identifiers. In fact,
an assessment of such costs may be related to their
instrumentality perceptions: to the extent that
disadvantaged group members discern the conse-
quences of normalization on the group as a
whole—which may be tied to the strength of
their identification with the group—viewing an
action as normalizing might render it less instru-
mental to these group members. Consistent with
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this, recent work by Hasan-Aslih et al. (2020)
found that Palestinians with a strong group iden-
tity showed decreased willingness to engage in
joint collective action with Jewish Israclis when
the conflict between the groups was exacerbated,
which suggests that identification might play a
role in shaping perceptions of what serves the
group in a particular situation.

The current research. The goal of this research is to
examine whether and how perceived instrumen-
tality and normalization influence disadvantaged
group members’ willingness to participate in joint
collective action. Given the power imbalance
between the groups involved, we argue that joint
action poses a unique dilemma to disadvantaged
group members which lies between the instru-
mental benefits of joint action and the risk of
blurring power relations. We specifically hypoth-
esize that perceptions of instrumentality increase
willingness to participate in joint collective action,
whereas perceptions of normalization under-
mine this willingness. To examine these hypothe-
ses, we conducted three experimental studies in
two different contexts that feature an ongoing
struggle for equality and justice (the United States
and Palestine), characterized by clear inequality
between the groups (White and Black Americans,
Israeli Jews and Palestinians).! Both contexts are
characterized by historical and present-day state
violence and systematic oppression, but also
occurrences of joint collective action between
disadvantaged and advantaged group members,
which are at times fraught with challenges. Such
challenges include power conflict between the
groups, and problematic behaviors by the advan-
taged, such as racism, White fragility, patronizing
the disadvantaged, and dominating the move-
ment (see Gorski & Erakat, 2019; Kameir &
Mayard, 2014; Selvanathan et al., 2020; Younis,
2014). Studies 1 and 2 tested the influence of per-
ceived instrumentality and normalization on
Black Americans’ intentions to undertake joint
collective action. To ensure that the blurring of
power relations (i.e., normalization) do not
merely reflect the blurring of group boundaries,
we also manipulated appraisals of commonality

between Black and White activists. Study 3, con-
ducted among Palestinians, examined whether
the costs associated with normalization may be so
high as to also undermine the perceived effective-
ness of the joint action. In Study 3, we also inves-
tigated whether the effects of normalization are
shaped by ingroup identification.

Study 1

The purpose of Study 1 was to obtain initial evi-
dence that perceptions of instrumentality and nor-
malization influence joint collective action
tendencies. The study was conducted among Black
Americans in the context of the collective action
against racial discrimination. As no protests were
taking place at the time of data collection (February
2016), we presented participants with a hypotheti-
cal scenario of joint action faced by an imagined
character. We manipulated how the person
described in the scenario appraised a joint Black
and White protest—his perceptions of the action
as instrumental and normalizing power relations,
and his perceptions of commonality between
Black Americans and White activists

explored the extent to which participants expected

—and

him to feel conflicted about the protest and to sup-
port joint activism. We predicted that participants
would perceive the target’s participation in joint
action as more likely when he appraises the action
as instrumental, and less likely when he appraises it
as normalizing power relations.

Method

Participants. 'To calculate sample size, we per-
formed a power analysis with G*Power, specify-
ing 80% power and an anticipated medium effect
size of Cohen’s /= .20, yielding a sample size of
327. We recruited 376 Black American partici-
pants through Amazon Mechanical Turk, over-
sampling to allow for possible exclusions due to
the online format. Because the study was con-
ducted online, where attention is less likely to be
sustained throughout the study (Maniaci &
Rogge, 2014), we excluded 15 participants who
failed all the attention checks embedded between
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the survey questions (e.g., “This is an attention
check, select number four”, scale ranging from 1
to 6) and/or had duplicate Internet Protocols
(IPs), yielding a final sample of 361 participants
(196 females, ages 18-65; M, = 32.71 years).

Procedure. We adapted the method of zmagined
responses to criteria-based scenario simulations, which is
commonly used in the research based on
appraisal theories of emotions (see Scherer,
1988). The original method consists of con-
structing scenarios in which specific components
of the situation that imply particular appraisal
criteria are systematically varied. The subjects
imagine which emotion they or the person in the
scenario would have felt if they experienced the
same situation and appraised it in the same way.
This method allows us to estimate collective
action tendencies even in the absence of con-
temporaneous protests. In addition, it can also
help overcome possible biases based on people’s
prior beliefs about joint activism. To manipulate
appraisals relevant to joint action, participants
were presented with a profile of a Black student
named Joshua, who is considering taking part in
joint Black and White protests. Participants were
randomly assigned to read one of several ver-
sions of a text that described how Joshua
appraised the action. These appraisals varied
across three variables in a 2x2x2 design: the
effectiveness of the protests (instrumentality),
the extent to which the protest blurs power rela-
tions (normalization), and the extent to which
Joshua and White allies share values and goals
(commonality). For example, in the instrumen-
tality, normalization and commonality condition,
participants read the following text:

“... [TThese joint protests of both White and
Black students blur the deep hierarchical
relations between the groups and maintain
White privilege while seeming to be non-racial.
However, he thinks these White allies share his
values and goals, and that these protests are
beneficial in improving the status and treatment
of African-Americans on campus.”

Participants then rated the extent to which
they expected Joshua to be motivated to partake
in joint collective action. The underlying assump-
tion was that the way participants make sense of
the dilemma that Joshua faces reflects to a large
extent their calculation of the costs and benefits
of participation.

Measures. The following variables were measured
on a1 (= not at all) to 6 (= to a great extent)
Likert-type scale.

Manipulation checks. 'To check whether partici-
pants comprehended the vignette in accordance
with the conditions to which they were assigned,
three items measured the extent to which they
believed Joshua thinks that: (a) joint protests
would be beneficial for promoting the status of
Black Americans (instrumentality); (b) joint pro-
tests would blur hierarchical race relations (nor-
malization); and (c) Josh and White allies share
common values and goals (commonality).

Appraisals of joint action as a dilemma? We
measured with 11 items the extent to which par-
ticipants thought Josh appraised joint action as a
dilemma (e.g,, “To what extent do you think Josh will
join the protests?”’; “To what extent do you think
Josh feels conflicted about joining the protests?”;
“To what extent do you think Josh believes that join-
ing the protests is the right decision?”; o0 = .90).

Perceived joint action tendencies. were assessed with
three items asking participants to what extent
they thought Josh would be willing to engage in
different forms of joint action (e.g., “Participating
in peaceful demonstrations with other Black and
White Americans”; “Participating in joint cam-
paigns against racism with other Black and White
Americans”; “Putting pressure on political or
authority figures with other Black and White
Americans”; oo = .89).

Personal joint action tendencies. We measured par-
ticipants’ own hypothetical action tendencies with a
single item: “If you were in Josh’s position, to what
extent do you think you would join these protests?”
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Table 1. Means and standard deviations (SDs) of instrumentality, normalization, and commonality perceptions,

and joint action tendencies in Study 1.

Instrumentality No Normalization No Commonality No
condition  instrumentality ~ condition = normalization  condition  commonality
condition condition condition
M (SD) M (SD) M (SD) M (SD) M (SD) M (SD)
Instrumentality — 4.12 (1.34) 2.80 (1.39) 3.18 (1.52) 3.74 (1.40) 3.54 (1.49)  3.38 (1.54)
perceptions
Normalization 3.92 (1.45) 3.75 (1.50) 4.44 (1.27) 3.24 (1.43) 3.71 (1.49)  3.96 (1.46)
perceptions
Commonality 3.49 (1.62) 3.17 (1.506) 3.17 (1.60) 3.48 (1.58) 4.30 (1.20) 236 (1.34)
perceptions
Perceived 4.03 (1.106) 3.41 (1.18) 3.35(1.19) 4.08 (1.12) 391 (1.21)  3.52(1.15)
joint action
tendencies
Participants’ 4.23 (1.20) 3.90 (1.406) 3.92 (1.38) 4.20 (1.35) 4.05(1.42)  4.08 (1.33)
joint action
tendencies

Results and Discussion

Manipulation checks. A series of three-way analyses
of wvariance (ANOVAs) specifying the three
manipulated appraisals as the independent varia-
bles and each manipulation checks as an outcome
variable revealed that participants reported higher
petceived instrumentality (F; 355 = 89.92, p <
001, n,* = .20) in the instrumentality condition
M = 4.12, §D = 1.34) than the no instrumental-
ity condition (M = 2.80, SD = 1.39), and higher
perceived normalization (F 355 = 71.13, p <
001, n,?> = .17) in the normalization condition
M = 4.44, SD = 1.27) than the no normalization
condition (M = 3.24, §D = 1.43). Participants
also reported higher perceived commonality
(Fy, 353 = 213.12, p < .001, n,> = .38) in the
commonality condition (M = 4.30, SD = 1.20)
compared to no commonality condition (M =
2.36, SD = 1.34) (see Table 1).

The analysis also yielded unintended cross-
effects of the manipulations, such that percep-
tions of instrumentality were also lower
(Fy 353 = 18.35, p <.001, m,2 = .05) in the nor-
malization condition (M = 3.18, §D = 1.52) than
in the no normalization condition (M = 3.74, D
= 1.46), which might imply that normalization

concerns play a part in group members’ instru-
mentality calculations. Furthermore, perceptions
of commonality were higher in the instrumental-
ity (Fjy 353 = 6.80, p = .005, ;> = .02) M =
3.49, 8D = 1.62) and no normalization (F; 353 =
5.62,p = .018,n,> = .01) (M = 3.48, §D = 1.58)
conditions than in the no instrumentality (M =
3.17, SD = 1.56) and normalization (M = 3.17,
SD = 1.60) conditions. This could indicate that
perceived commonality is linked to perceived
instrumentality
according to people’s lay-theories about joint

and normalization, at least

action.

Appraisals of joint action as a dilemma. We con-
ducted another three-way ANOVA to test
whether the manipulated appraisals of instru-
mentality, normalization and commonality
affected the extent to which participants thought
Josh conflicted about joint action. Results
revealed significant main effects for both instru-
mentality (F; 555 = 74.77, p < .001, 2 = .17),
and normalization F; 355 = 57.63, p < .001,
= .14). Appraisals of joint action as a dilemma
were higher in the instrumentality (M = 4.03, §D
= 0.91) than in the no instrumentality (M = 3.41,

SD = 1.18) condition, and lower in the
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normalization (M = 3.37, §D = 0.89) than in the
no normalization (M = 3.99, §D = 0.90) condi-
tion. The main effect of commonality was also
significant (F; 555 = 25.44, p <.001, 0> = .07),
with higher perceptions of joint action in the
commonality (M = 3.89, §D = 0.94) than in the
no commonality (M = 3.47, §D = 0.91). No sig-
nificant interactions were found between the fac-
tors (Instrumentality X Normalization: I 35, =
0.71, p = .400, n,> = .002; Instrumentality X
Commonality: F; 35, = 3.64,p = .057,m,> = .01;
Normalization X Commonality: I, 35, = 0.003,
p = .959,m,2=.000).

Perceived joint action tendencies. We repeated the
same three-way ANOVA for perceived general
joint action tendencies. Consistent with our
hypotheses, the ANOVA yielded significant
main effects for both instrumentality (F; 35, =
30.85, p < .001, n,> = .08) and normalization
(Fu, 352 = 40.36, p < .001, 1,2 = .10). Perceived
joint action tendencies were higher in the instru-
mentality (M = 4.03, §D = 1.106) than in the no
instrumentality (M = 3.41, §D = 1.18) condi-
tion, and lower in the normalization (M = 3.35,
SD = 1.19) than in the no normalization (M =
4.08, D = 1.12) condition. The main effect of
commonality was also significant (F; 35, =
12.00, p = .001, n,* = .03), with higher percep-
tions of joint action in the commonality (M =
3.92, §D = 1.23) than in the no commonality (M
= 3.52, §D = 1.15). No significant interactions
were found between the factors (Instrumentality
X Normalization: Fy 35, = 0.45, p = .500, n,*
= .00; Instrumentality X Commonality: F{; 355
= 102, p = 312, n,*= .00; Normalization X
Commonality: Fy 55, = 0.24, p = .622, n =
.00). These results suggest that the perceived
instrumentality of joint collective action and
perceived commonality with outgroup members
enhance perceived joint action tendencies,
whereas perceptions that the action is normal-
izing weaken these perceived tendencies.

Personal joint action tendencies. We repeated the
above analysis, this time using participants’ own

willingness to engage in joint action as the depend-
ent variable. The analysis revealed that own will-
ingness affected by both perceived
instrumentality (F; 355 = 549, p = .020, n,? =
.01) and normalization (F, 355 = 4.15, p = .042,
n,” = .01), such that it was higher in the instru-
mentality (M = 4.23, SD = 1.26) than the no
instrumentality (M = 3.90, SD = 1.46) condition,
and lower in the normalization (M = 3.92, §D =
1.38) than the no normalization (M = 4.20, §D =
1.35) condition. Commonality did not influence
own action tendencies (F; ;55 = 0.05, p =.823,
N, = .00). Again, these results support the notion
that perceived instrumentality and normalization

was

reflect the core of the dilemma of joint action
among members of disadvantaged groups.

In sum, the results of Study 1 provide initial
evidence that perceptions of instrumentality
and perceptions
decrease, joint action tendencies. Interestingly, the

increase, of normalization
manipulations produced cross effects on percep-
tions of instrumentality and normalization, such
that normalizing joint action was perceived to be
less instrumental. This could mean that low
instrumentality, rather than normalization, is what
undermines joint action tendencies, but the find-
ings of Study 1 alone could not attest to this.
Furthermore, responses to a hypothetical scenario
may not necessarily reflect participants’ own
intentions to engage in joint action. Accordingly,
further evidence is needed to make causal infer-
ences about the effects of normalization and
instrumentality perceptions on joint action ten-
dencies. In Study 2 we thus aimed to replicate our
findings, this time inducing participants’ own per-
ceptions of the instrumentality and normalization
of joint action.

Study 2

Building on the above findings, in Study 2 we
wanted to again test the causal effects of per-
ceived instrumentality and normalization on joint
action intentions, as these constructs presumably
reflect the cotre of the disadvantaged’s dilemma
of joint action. Instead of using a hypothetical
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joint action scenario, Study 2 (conducted in
November 2016), was contextualized within the
ongoing racial justice movement that followed
the shooting of Michael Brown by police. To
prime perceptions of instrumentality, normaliza-
tion and commonality, we presented Black
American participants with an article that high-
lighted the positive and negative aspects of joint
White and Black activism. We specifically hypoth-
esized that perceptions of instrumentality will
increase whereas perceptions of normalization
will decrease joint action tendencies.

In addition, we sought to explore the role of
group identification, which reflects the degree
to which individuals identify with, and commit
to, their group (Spears et al., 1997). Because high
identifiers tend to be more aware of the societal
power struggle, they should be more sensitive
than low identifiers to (the lack of) power cues
and more concerned with any consequences
of joint action that may perpetuate their disad-
vantage (Simon & Klandermans, 2001; Van
Zomeren & Spears, 2009). Accordingly, we
wanted to test whether the effect of normaliza-
tion on joint action intentions depends on levels
of identification with the disadvantaged group,
with high identifiers being more susceptible to
the negative effect of normalization on motiva-
tion for joint action. As both low and high iden-
tifiers are likely to have instrumental motives
(see Klandermans, 1984, 2002), we did not
expect identification to moderate the effect of
instrumentality perceptions.

Method

Participants. Based on medium effect sizes
obtained in Study 1, we aimed for a sample size
of 366 participants. We included attention checks
and oversampled to address any necessary exclu-
Overall,

recruited through Amazon Mechanical Turk, of

sions. 401 Black American were
which 23 were excluded based on attention
checks and duplicate IP’s. The final sample com-
prised 378 participants (231 females, ages 18—87;
Mage = 32.07).

Procedure. Participants were instructed to read an
ostensibly real article published in the New York
Times about academic research that examined
Black and White joint collective action against
racial discrimination, outlining three features (i.c.,
instrumentality, normalization, and commonality).
Participants were randomly assigned to read one
of eight versions of the article, featuring variations
of the three different variables in a 2x2x2 design:

1. Instrumentality: joint action as effective
versus not effective in influencing Whites’
attitudes and views on racial issues (e.g,
“the combined efforts of Black and
White activists are considerably more
effective in changing the opinions of
Whites”).

2. Normalization: joint action as creating a
false sense of equal and harmonious rela-
tions between the groups versus exposing
discrimination and unequal power rela-
tions (e.g.,, “the presence of White allies
actually obscures White privilege and
gives a wrong signal to the public that
race relations have improved and that
inequality and discrimination are not as
pressing issues as they were in the past”).

3. Commonality: joint action as almost
always reflecting versus not reflecting
great commonality in goals and vision
between Black and White activists. (e.g.,
“White and Black activists who join
efforts and protest together had, much
more than expected, a shared vision and
aspirations”).

The order in which these aspects were pre-
sented in the article was also randomized. The
manipulation text was followed by manipulation
checks and measures of collective action tenden-
cies and group identification.

Measures. Manipulation checks: reading comprehen-
sion in the different conditions was confirmed
using extended versions of measures used in Study
1. Three items measured the extent to which joint
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Table 2. Means and standard deviations (SDs) of instrumentality and normalization perceptions, and joint

action tendencies in Study 2.

Instrumentality No instrumentality Normalization No normalization

condition condition condition condition

M (D) M (SD) M (SD) M (D)
Instrumentality 4.17 (1.04) 3.72 (1.16) 3.67 (1.12) 4.24 (1.006)
perceptions
Normalization 4.21 (1.00) 4.03 (0.95) 3.29 (0.98) 2.46 (0.79)
perceptions
Joint action 4.01 (1.32) 3.75 (1.45) 3.72 (1.41) 4.04 (1.36)

tendencies

collective action was perceived as instrumental (e.g;,
“To what extent do you think Black and White joint
protests are beneficial or not beneficial to improv-
ing the status of Black Americans?”, rated from 1
= not at all beneficial to 6 = extremely beneficial;
o = .82). Three items measured the extent to
which joint collective action was perceived as nor-
malizing (e.g,, “To what extent do you think Black
and White joint protests blur or expose racial ine-
quality and discrimination against Black people in
the U.S.?”, rated from 1 = obscure very much to 6
= highlight very much; oo = .90). Perceived com-
monality was assessed using two items (e.g., “To
what extent do you think you and White allies share
many common values and goals?”, rated from 1 =
not at all to 6 = extremely; » = .83).

Joint collective action  tendencies were measured
using three items based on those used in Study 1,
assessing intentions to engage in various activities
aimed at protesting racism and police brutality
against Black Americans (e.g,, “Participating in
joint peaceful demonstrations alongside other
Black and White Americans”, rated from 1 = not
at all to 6 = to a great extent; o0 = .89).

Group identification was measured with six items
(e.g,, “T feel being a Black American is an impor-
tant part of my identity”, rated from 1 = not at all
to 6 = to a great extent; o0 = .93) (derived from
Roccas et al., 2008).

Results and Discussion

Manipulation  checks. A ANOVA

revealed a significant main effect for the

three-way

instrumentality manipulation (F 3,0 = 15.49, p
<.001,n,*~ .04) on perceptions of instrumental-
ity, with greater perceptions of instrumentality (M
= 4.17, §D = 1.04) in the instrumentality condi-
tion than in the no instrumentality (M = 3.72, $D
= 1.106) condition. The normalization manipula-
tion also yielded the predicted significant effect
(Fu, 570) = 78.74, p < .001, 2 = .17), such that
joint action in the normalization condition (M =
3.29, SD = 0.98) was perceived as significantly
more normalizing (i.e., as obscuring power rela-
tions) than in the no normalization condition (M
= 246, §D = 0.79) (see Table 2). Finally, the
commonality manipulation had no effect on per-
ceptions of commonality (F; 3,5 = 0.57, p =
A451).

As in Study 1, the manipulations also pro-
duced a cross-effect. Specifically, the normaliza-
tion manipulation again influenced perceived
instrumentality (I, 370 = 26.03, p < .001, > =
.07), with lower perceptions of instrumentality in
the normalization condition (M = 3.67, SD =
1.12) than in the no normalization condition (M
= 4.24, SD = 1.00). This replicates the cross-
effect found in Study 1, signaling that joint action
that exposes power relations (not normalizing) is
perceived as more instrumental than joint action
that obscures power relations (normalizing). No
other cross main effects were found.

Joint collective action tendencies. 'To test our hypothe-
ses, we again ran a three-way ANOVA. The analy-
sis yielded a non-significant effect of
instrumentality (F; 5,0 = 2.90, p = .087, > =



Hasan-Aslib et al.

531

.01) on joint action tendencies, with participants
somewhat more willing to partake in joint action
in the instrumental condition (M = 4.01, D =
1.32) than in the non-instrumental condition (M
= 3.75, §D = 1.45). Replicating previous find-
ings, the analysis yielded a significant main effect
of the normalization manipulation (Fy 3 =
4.95, p = .029, n,2 = .01), with participants
reporting less willingness to engage in joint action
when it was perceived as normalizing (M = 3.72,
SD = 1.41) rather than not normalizing (M =
4.04, SD = 1.306) (see Table 2). No significant
interactions were found among the factors
(Instrumentality X Normalization: I 37p) = 2.27,
p =133, npz = .00; Instrumentality X Common-
ality: Fy 579, = 0.02, p = .897, n,2= .00; Normali-
zation X Commonality: F 3,0 = 1.23, p = .268,
n,”= .00).

We then turned to explore the moderating
role of group identification. We first tested
whether the manipulations affected ingroup
identification, and the analysis showed that nei-
ther instrumentality (F 37 = 0.09, p = .770)
nor normalization (F; 3,5 = 1.87, p = .173) had
an effect. We then employed Hayes’ (2013)
PROCESS command (Model 1) in two separate
analyses to examine whether group identification
moderated the effects of the normalization and
instrumentality manipulations on joint collective
action. No significant interaction was found
between identification and instrumentality (4.,
aciion = 0.04, SE = 0.11, = 0.39, p = .794, con-
fidence interval (CI) [-0.18, 0.27]). The results
also showed that group identification did not
significantly moderate the effect of normaliza-
tion on joint action tendencies (8 eraciion = -0-17,
SE = 0.11, 7 = -1.52, p = .127, CI [-0.40, 0.05]),
but the effect here was slightly larger. An explor-
atory examination of the conditional effects
showed that when joint action is normalizing,
support for such action is lower among people
with relatively higher levels of identification (b =
-0.43, SE = 0.17, ¢ = -2.39, p = .017, CI [-0.78,
-0.07]), compared to those with lower levels of
identification (b = -0.03, SE = 0.18, # = -0.21, p
=.827, CI [-0.39, 0.31]). As the interaction was
not significant, we are constrained in our ability

to draw conclusions, but the conditional effects
hint at the possibility that people with stronger
identification may experience the dilemma of
joint action more strongly, particularly when it
comes to potential implications such as normali-
zation—a possibility that warrants replication.

Exploratory analysis. In light of the cross-effects
of the normalization manipulation on instrumen-
tality in Studies 1 and 2, we decided to examine
whether the effect of normalization on joint
action tendencies is explained, at least in part, by
its influence on perceptions of instrumentality
(i.e., whether such perceptions mediate the effect
of normalization on joint action). To this end, we
conducted a mediation analysis using Hayes’
(2013) PROCESS macro (Model 4; 5,000 itera-
tions), with normalization as the independent
variable, perceptions of instrumentality as a
mediator, and joint action tendencies as the
dependent variable. The analysis showed that the
effect of the normalization condition on the joint
action tendencies (b = -0.32, SE = 0.14, r =
-2.25, p = .024, 95% CI [-0.60, -0.04]) became
non-significant when perceptions of instrumen-
tality were included in the model (b = -0.03, SE
= 0.13, 7= -0.20, p = .864, 95% CI [-0.39, 0.63]).
The indirect effect through perceptions of instru-
mentality was significant (a*b: -0.29; SE = 0.07;
95% CI [-0.45, -0.16]), indicating that normaliza-
tion leads to decreased perceptions of benefit,
which in turn undermine willingness to engage in
joint action.

In sum, replicating the results of Study 1, we
found that perceptions of normalization under-
mine joint action tendencies. Although the effect
of instrumentality was non-significant, the pat-
tern was similar to that observed in Study 1. We
speculate that the effects obtained in Study 2 were
weaker because the procedure we used targeted
people’s beliefs about and their tendencies to take
part in the broad racial justice movement, which
are usually hard to shift. In addition, the manipu-
lation of commonality had no effect on collective
action tendencies, indicating that this construct
may be less central than instrumentality and nor-
malization. Another consistent finding across the
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studies so far is that when joint action is perceived
as normalizing power relations, it is also perceived
as less instrumental. This fits nicely with the
notion of perceived normalization as a barrier for
joint action—in fact one that seems to dampen
individuals’ instrumental motivation for it.

We therefore designed Study 3 as a focused,
confirmatory test of this dampening effect. Study
3 manipulated only perceived normalization to
observe its effects on perceived instrumentality
and joint action. Study 3 again tested the interac-
tion between perceived normalization and group
identification, to determine whether normaliza-
tion is particularly relevant to those who identify
more strongly with the disadvantaged group or
whether the differences we found in conditional
effects in Study 2 were spurious. In addition,
instead of manipulating beliefs about joint collec-
tive action in general, Study 3 was designed to
focus on a specific, timely joint action (modeled
after a real-world event) tapping into some of the
that perceptions  of
normalization.

themes can induce

Study 3

Study 3 capitalized on a real-world development
to present participants with a seemingly real col-
lective action event. In this way, we could test the
effects of normalization on disadvantaged group
members’ willingness to engage in specific
instances of joint action with advantaged group
members. To induce perceptions of normaliza-
tion, we contrasted a joint protest that privileges
peace and co-existence between the groups over
justice with one that highlights existing inequali-
ties and focuses on achieving justice for the dis-
advantaged. The study was conducted in Palestine
in January 2018, shortly after Palestinian teenager
Ahed Tamimi was imprisoned for confronting
Israeli soldiers in her front yard in the village of
Nabi Saleh in the occupied West Bank. This inci-
dent attracted local and international attention
and sparked a series of protests demanding the
gitl’s release, some of which were attended jointly
by Palestinians and Israelis. We hypothesized that
normalization would undermine joint action

tendencies, and this effect would be partially due
to decreased instrumentality perceptions. We also
predicted that the effect of normalization on
joint action tendencies would be moderated by
group identification.

Method

Participants. A sample of 261 Palestinian citizens
of Israel participated in the study. The sample
size was determined based on the same power
analysis used in Studies 1 and 2 (80% power and
Cohen’s = .20), but specifying only two experi-
mental conditions, thus yielding a required sam-
ple of 200. Again, we oversampled in anticipation
of potential participant exclusions. Participants
were recruited either through social media or in-
person on university campuses, in return for a
chance to win a gift card in a raffle. The final sam-
ple comprised 240 participants (147 females; ages
18-69; M,,. = 26.15), after 21 participants who

failed all attention checks were excluded.

Procedure. Participants gave their informed con-
sent and then read a brief text providing back-
ground about a joint Jewish—Arab action in
response to Tamimi’s imprisonment. After this
participants
assigned to view one of two versions of a con-

introduction, were randomly
trived Facebook event page, advertising a joint
collective action to demand Tamimi’s release.
We created these event pages based on real
Facebook posts and events that were being pub-
licized at the time. The conditions included a
call for a joint action that contained messages
implying equal or asymmetrical power relations
between the groups. Participants read the fol-
lowing texts:

Normalization condition: “Young Palestinians
and Israelis are enduring the ongoing conflict,
and we have to act together to change this
reality . . . Join us in the streets to remind the
public of the reality of the conflict that cannot
be ignored anymore! Let’s take the streets to
raise our voice against the conflict that is
harming all of us.”
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Table 3. Means and standard deviations (SDs) of instrumentality and normalization perceptions, and joint

action tendencies in Study 3.

Normalization condition

No normalization condition

M (SD) M (SD)
Normalization perceptions 3.81 (1.15) 2.67 (0.88)
Instrumentality perceptions 3.12 (1.29) 3.64 (1.25)
Joint action tendencies 2.86 (1.51) 3.26 (1.53)
No normalization condition: ‘Palestinian  monality were measured using the same two items

youth are enduring the ongoing occupation
and its practices and are paying the price for
resisting the occupation, and we should act
together to change this reality. . . Joint us in
the streets to remind the public of the reality
of occupation that cannot be ignored
anymore! Let’s take the streets to raise our
voice against the occupation against the
Palestinian people.”

Following the manipulation, we assessed par-
ticipants’ willingness to engage in joint action, the
extent to which they thought the described action
was normalizing (manipulation check), instru-
mental, and reflected commonality, and finally
their levels of ingroup identification.

Measures

Manipulation check. The manipulation check
for normalization was a simplified and extended
version of the measure used in Study 2, includ-
ing new items designed to strengthen the validity
of the measure and ensure its sensitivity to the
context. The six-item measure assessed the extent
to which participants perceived the joint collec-
tive action at hand as normalizing (e.g., “To what
degree do you think the described action contains
messages that overlook the power differences
between Palestinians and Jewish Israelis?”, o =
.80). Perceptions of instrumentality were measured
using three items, as in Study 2, but adapted to
the particular context (e.g., “To what degree do
you think this action is effective in shedding light
on the occupation practices in the West Bank?”,
o = .82). For consistency’s sake, perceptions of con-

used in Study 2, with the addition of a third item
(“To what degree do you think you share com-
mon values and goals with Jewish Israelis who
take part in such actions?”, a. = .86). The three
measures of perceived normalization, instrumen-
tality, and commonality were rated from 1 = not
atall to 6 = to a great extent.

Joint collective action  tfendencies were measured
using four items assessing intentions to partici-
pate in the described action (e.g., “To what extent
are you willing to click ‘going’ in response to the
Facebook event?”’; “To what extent are you will-
ing to actually engage in such Jewish—Arab joint
action?”, rated from 1 = not at all willing to 6 =
willing to a very great extent; o = .94).

Group identification was measured as in Study 2
(o =.93).

Results and Discussion

Manipulation check. We first tested whether the
normalization manipulation successfully affected
participants’ perceptions of the action. An inde-
pendent samples t-test revealed that the action
designed to appear as normalizing was indeed
perceived as higher (35 = -8.61, p <.001,d =
1.11) on normalization (M = 3.81, SD = 1.15)
than the action designed to appear as non-nor-

malizing (M = 2.67, SD = 0.88) (see Table 3).

Perceived instrumentality and commonality. Replicating
previous findings, a ~test revealed that the joint
action was also perceived as less instrumental
(fo3s) = -3.17, p = .002, d = 0.40) in the normal-
izing condition (M = 3.12, §D = 1.29) than in
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Figure 1. The effect of normalization on joint action tendencies is mediated by instrumentality perceptions in

Study 3.
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the non-normalizing condition (M = 3.64, §D =
1.25). This provides confirmatory support for the
dampening effect of perceived normalization on
the perceived instrumentality of joint action (see
Table 3). Perceptions of commonality did not
significantly differ between conditions (7,35 =
0.06, p = .950, 4 = 0.01), suggesting once more
that normalization is distinct from commonality.

Joint collective action tendencies. We conducted an
independent samples #test to compare tenden-
cies for joint action between conditions. Again,
replicating previous findings, we found that will-
ingness to participate in joint action was lower
(fo3) = -2.06, p = .041, d = 0.27) when the action
was normalizing (M = 2.86, SD = 1.51) than
when it was non-normalizing (M = 3.26, SD =
1.53) (Table 3).

Mediation by perceived instrumentality. We then con-
ducted an additional analysis to test whether per-
ceptions of instrumentality mediate the effect of
the normalization condition on collective action
tendencies, employing Hayes’ (2013) bootstrap-
ping PROCESS macro (Model 4; 5,000 itera-
tions). The analysis showed that the normalization
condition decreased perceptions of instrumental-
ity (b = -0.52, SE = 0.17, = -3.16, p = .002, CI
[-0.85, -0.19]), leading to decreased joint action
tendencies (4 = 0.67, SE = 0.06, = 10.35, p <
.001, CI [0.54, 0.79]). The total effect of normali-
zation on joint action tendencies was significant
(b = -040, SE = 0.19, r = -2.06, p = .041, CI
[-0.79, -0.02]), the direct effect was no longer sig-
nificant (b = -0.06, SE = 0.17, # = -0.34, p =
730, CI [-0.38, 0.27]), and the indirect effect

through perceptions of instrumentality (2%
0.35; SE = 0.12, CI [-0.59, -0.11]) was significant
(see Figure 1). Thus, we found confirmatory evi-
dence for the dampening effect of perceived nor-
malization via instrumentality on joint action.

Moderation by group identification. We then con-
ducted a confirmatory test of our hypothesis that
group identification moderates the relationship
between normalization and willingness to partici-
pate in joint action using Hayes’ (2013) PRO-
CESS command (Model 1). The analyses revealed
significant main effects for both normalization (&
=-0.44, SE = 0.19, = 2.25, p = .025, CI [-0.83,
-0.00]) and group identification (b = 0.20, SE =
0.09, 7= 2.25, p = .025, C1 [0.02, 0.38]), as well as
the hypothesized two-way interaction (b = -0.38,
SE = 0.18, = 2.10, p = .037, CI [-0.74, -0.02]).
Decomposition of the interaction (see Figure 2)
revealed that normalization decreased willingness
to participate in the joint action when group iden-
tification was high (b = -0.82, SE = 0.26, 7 =
-3.10, p = .002, CI = [-1.33,-0.30]), but not when
group identification was low (b = -0.03, SE
=0.28, r = -0.10, p = .920, CI = [-0.58, 0.53]),
more reliably replicating the conditional effects
found in Study 2. This suggests that the dilemma
underlying joint action is most strongly experi-
enced by higher identifiers within the disadvan-
taged group, and that the heart of the dilemma
seems to involve the perceived normalization of
joint action.

Next, to test whether instrumentality similarly
mediates the above interaction, we used Hayes’
(2013) bootstrapping PROCESS macro to test
moderated mediation (Model 8, 5,000 iterations).
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Figure 2. The effect of normalization on joint action tendencies is moderated by ingroup identification in

Study 3.
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The analysis first revealed that the interactive
effect of normalization and identification on the
mediator (i.e. instrumentality perceptions) was
significant (b = -0.48, SE = 0.15, 7= -3.24,p =
.001, CI [-0.78, .-0.19]), such that normalization
led to decreased perceptions of instrumentality
among high identifiers (4 = -1.06, SE = 0.22, 7 =
-4.89, p < .001, CI [-1.49, -0.63]), but not among
low identifiers (b = -0.06, SE = 0.23, 7 = -0.25, p
= .80, CI [-0.51, 0.39]). The interactive effect on
action tendencies became non-significant when
perceptions of instrumentality is added to the
model (b = -0.06, SE = 0.16, = -0.41, p = .680,
95% CI [-0.37, 0.24]). Furthermore, the index of
moderated mediation for high vs. low identifica-
tion was significant (a*/ = -0.32, SE = 0.11, 95%
CI [-0.58, -0.11]). The indirect effect of the con-
dition X identification interaction on joint action
was significant for high identifiers (b = -0.69, SE
= 0.17, CI [-1.05, -0.40]), but not for low identi-
fiers (b = -.04, SE = 0.17, CI [-0.39, 0.26]).
Normalization thus detracts from the benefits of
joint action from the perspective of high identi-
fiers, which leads to decreased joint action
tendencies.

In sum, Study 3 provided further causal evi-
dence for the idea that perceptions of normaliza-
tion undermine willingness to engage in joint

collective action, and that one key reason is that
perceived normalization decreases the perceived
instrumentality of the action—particularly for
those who experience the dilemma most due to
their high identification with the disadvantaged
ingroup.

General Discussion

In the current research, we investigated the moti-
vational path to joint collective action between
disadvantaged and advantaged group members.
We put forward the argument that joint collective
action poses a unique dilemma for disadvantaged
group members, as the power relations between
the groups propel more deliberate thinking about
the potential costs and benefits of acting together
with members of the advantaged group.
Specifically, the results of Studies 1 and 2 were in
line with our hypothesis that perceptions of
instrumentality increase willingness to engage in
joint action, whereas normalization counteracts
this motivation. We also examined the role of
commonality in Studies 1 and 2 in an attempt to
differentiate it from normalization, but our data
did not provide solid evidence regarding its
effects on joint action tendencies or relationship
with normalization. Additionally, the results of
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Study 3 replicated the finding that normalization
serves as a barrier to joint action, and Studies 2
and 3 both demonstrated that high identifiers are
more prone to the influence of normalization.
Importantly, Study 3 revealed that normalization
influenced the motivation of high identifiers to
engage in joint action through their instrumental-
ity perceptions. Together, the current findings
signify that the decision to partake in joint action
is shaped by the anticipated consequences of the
action for the disadvantaged ingroup.

Theoretical and Practical Implications

Our research contributes to the existing literature
on collective action in several important ways.
Despite growing research on allyship and solidar-
ity-based action (Kutlaca et al., 2020; Radke et al.,
2020; Thomas & McGarty, 2009; Van Zomeren
et al., 2011), only a few works have examined
joint collective action from the perspective of
disadvantaged group members (See Kutlaca et al.,
2022; Park et al, 2022; Radke at al., 2022;
Selvanathan, 2020). Extending this line of
research, our findings add to our understanding
of the considerations underlying disadvantaged
group members’ willingness to act jointly with
outgroup members. Particularly, our research
highlights the need to treat joint collective action
as a distinct form of action that poses a unique
dilemma to disadvantaged groups centered on
the (materialistic and symbolic) costs and benefits
of participation. While decision-making relying
on outcome expectancy has long been a part of
the collective action literature, it has mainly con-
sidered the tension between individual and collec-
1984, 2002),
overlooking social-structural factors that could

tive motives (Klandermans,
influence motivational processes in collective
action participation. Our work, which is guided
by an integrative perspective on collective action
(see Van Zomeren, 2016), suggests that the
dilemma of joint action is shaped by the power
relations between the groups that push the disad-
vantaged to weigh the various implications of
their participation. In a reality of asymmetrical
intergroup relations, acting collectively with

members of the advantaged group could hold
benefits in terms of increasing the power of the
collective and increasing access to public opinion
and decision-makers (Subasi¢, et al., 2008); none-
theless, this form of action can come with risks
that counteract these benefits (Droogendyk et al.,
2016).

The present work also introduces the con-
cept of normalization, which reflects the basic
idea that unequal power dynamics between
groups can become normal while being masked
by good intentions to promote social change.
The above findings demonstrate that disadvan-
taged group members, especially high identifi-
ers, may have concerns about the potential of
cooperative relations to normalize inequality.
Such concerns, in turn, play a significant role in
regulating their tendencies to engage with mem-
bers of the advantaged group, even in the con-
text of collective action designed to advance
the disadvantaged group’s interests. These find-
ings resonate with recent research demonstrat-
ing that disadvantaged group members evaluate
allies less positively when they act or communi-
cate their support in a dominant way (Park
et al., 2022; Radke et al., 2022; see also Radke
et al., 2020).

Interestingly, perceptions of normalization
were found to feed into perceptions of the joint
action’s instrumentality especially among those
individuals who highly identify with their group,
undermining their motivation for joint action by
making it seem ineffective. Our work sheds light
on the different motivational and decision-mak-
ing processes in joint collective action for low and
high identifiers from the disadvantaged group,
which is in line with the notion that social identity
guides actions and affects how individuals strate-
gically manage behaviors related to the group’s
interests (Klein et al., 2007; Van Zomeren et al.,
2012). We contend that disadvantaged members
who are more connected and committed to their
group demonstrate an understanding that joint
action entails potential risks and negative conse-
quences that could project onto the group level
and perpetuate the disadvantage of the group as
a whole.
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Our research also has important applied impli-
cations for those seeking to mobilize disadvan-
taged group members for collective action.
Activists and leaders should be aware that the
classic core motivations for action may not be
enough to bring disadvantaged members to take
part in joint struggles with outgroup members. It
is crucial to understand the dilemma inherent in
the decision to undertake joint action by virtue of
the power relations between the groups. Activists
should be especially mindful of certain realistic
concerns that disadvantaged group members
might have about features of joint action that are
perceived as normalizing and obscuring inter-
group inequalities, thereby counteracting the
potential benefits of such action. Addressing
such concerns is crucial to increasing the effec-
tiveness and success of mobilization efforts tar-
geted at disadvantaged group members.

It is important to acknowledge, however, that
the specific context can affect how people per-
ceive joint collective action. We believe that nor-
malization concerns may be more pronounced in
contexts in which power relations between the
groups are overlooked and the struggle of the dis-
advantaged is
Palestinian—Israeli relations are often situated in a

unrecognized. For instance,
binary conflict framework rather than an anti-
occupation or anti-colonial framework, and this as
a result embeds the
Palestinian struggle in narratives of mutual vio-
lence and victimhood (Jong, 2018). When the lack
of parity between the dominant and the subordi-
nate is disregarded, the disadvantaged group’s

discourse around the

concerns about normalization are more likely to
emerge as a barrier to collaboration with advan-
taged outgroup members.

Limitations and Future Directions

Despite these important contributions, the pre-
sent work has several limitations that should be
addressed in future research. First, our ability to
draw conclusions from our studies is constrained
by the lack of a control condition. Although

describing joint action without touching on any
of its features is difficult, having a neutral condi-
tion would have helped to determine whether,
for example, it is normalization that actively cre-
ates the perceived costs, or a lack of normaliza-
tion that attenuates those costs (or both). Second,
our findings demonstrate that perceptions of
instrumentality and normalization affect willing-
ness to engage in joint action, but, with the
exception of Study 3, they do not elucidate the
specific features that feed or counter these per-
ceptions. Future research could further explore
what features of joint actions make them appear
more or less instrumental or normalizing to dis-
advantaged group members. Relatedly, percep-
tions of instrumentality and normalization can
vary across intergroup contexts. Specifically, soli-
darity with the disadvantaged group is likely to
be more normative and common in some con-
texts (e.g., the United States compared to Israel/
Palestine), and hence joint action might be
almost inescapable, which could render concerns
about normalization less detrimental to the deci-
with the outgroup.
Accordingly, future research should examine the

sion to collaborate
contextual factors that shape the dilemma of
joint action and its strength, such as the intensity
of the conflict and the normativity of joint
action.

In conclusion, this work highlights the com-
plexity of joint collective action and its potential
to pose a dilemma for members of the disad-
vantaged group, especially for those whose iden-
tity is stronger. We demonstrate that lower
identifiers are driven mainly by instrumentality
considerations, but for higher identifiers the
dilemma lies in the tension between instrumen-
tality as a catalyst for joint action and normaliza-
tion as potential barrier. As such, this research
implies that the joint action dilemma is different
from the typical collective action dilemma
because it seems more pronounced among high
identifiers rather than low identifiers, and it
seems to involve group-based rather than indi-
vidual-based cost calculations.
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