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Abstract

We propose that dissent decisions involve a tension between shorter term group stability goals and longer term group change goals.
Strongly identified members may be animated by either goal, and their behavior with respect to group norms is influenced by which is
currently dominant. In two experiments, we manipulated construal level, a factor that affects goal selection, such that people are
more likely to make decisions that further long-term goals at high (vs. low) construal level. As predicted, at high construal level,
strong identifiers were more willing to dissent from group norms than weak identifiers; at low construal level, strong identifiers were
equally or more conformist. These findings advance understanding of the motivational dynamics of dissent decisions and speak to the
nature of depersonalization/self-categorization in groups. ldentified members retained individual agency and exercised their own
judgment regarding group norms, choosing to deviate when they perceived it to be in the group’s interest.
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What happens to individual agency—the capacity to act on the
basis of one’s own judgment—when people identify with
groups? Social identity/self-categorization theorists posit a
process of depersonalization, which involves “a shift towards
the perception of the self as an interchangeable exemplar of
some social category and away from perception of self as a
unique person” (Turner, Hogg, Oakes, Reicher, & Wetherell,
1987, p. 50). Depersonalization research has often focused on
changes in the self-concept and finds that when people identify
with a salient social category, they perceive themselves as pos-
sessing more group normative characteristics and attitudes
(e.g., Bennett & Sani, 2008; Onorato & Turner, 2004), which
serve to guide behavior (e.g., Abrams, Wetherell, Cochrane,
Hogg, & Turner, 1990; Terry & Hogg, 1996). On the basis of
this assimilative process, one might infer an attenuation of indi-
vidual agency, such that identified group members defer to
group norms in decision making—they may rely on norms
rather than personal judgment to define their goals and the
appropriate means to achieve them.

However, an alternative perspective suggests that deperso-
nalization may go deeper than this, and in a way that individual
agency is retained. In this view, depersonalization involves not
only changes to self-conception but a reconfiguration of the
broader motivational system. When members identify with
groups, they may shift from evaluating events and making
decisions primarily in terms of personal level contingencies
(individual gains/losses) to evaluating/making them primarily
in terms of collective contingencies (group gains/losses; e.g.,
Brewer, 2008; Brewer & Kramer, 1986; De Cremer & van

Dijk, 2002; De Cremer & van Vugt, 1999). From this perspec-
tive, individual agency can be retained—identified members
make decisions and act on the basis of their own judgments
about the interests of the group (see Reicher & Haslam,
2006; Reicher, Haslam, & Smith, 2012; Reicher, Spears, &
Postmes, 1995).

It is difficult to tease these conceptions of depersonalization
apart. Group norms are established, in large part, to foster cohe-
sion, facilitate interaction, and project a positive group image
(Campbell, 1990). Most of the time, therefore, conforming to
existing norms is in the collective interest.' But, circumstances
change, crises arise, competitors emerge, and patterns of beha-
vior that served well in the past need to be changed. This makes
dissent—challenges to extant norms—a particularly useful
domain for differentiating between the two conceptions of
depersonalization (Packer, 2008). If depersonalization simply
reflects assimilation to a group prototype, then strongly identi-
fied group members should (in most instances; see McAuliffe,
Jetten, Hornsey, & Hogg, 2003) be the least likely to deviate
from group norms even when doing so would be in the group’s
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interest. However, if depersonalization involves a reconfigura-
tion of the motivational system such that individuals make
decisions on the basis of perceived collective contingencies,
then strongly identified members might be the most likely to
deviate from group norms if they are believed to be counter
to the group’s interest. Consistent with this perspective, recent
tests of the normative conflict model of dissent (Packer, 2008)
have shown that identification with a group positively predicts
dissent when members perceive group norms as collectively
harmful or when collective (but not other types of) harms are
salient (Crane & Platow, 2010; Packer, 2009; Packer &
Chasteen, 2010; Tauber & Sassenberg, 2012).

Motivational Dynamics of Dissent Decisions

Here we take a closer look at the motivational dynamics of
dissent decisions. If it is the case that depersonalization
involves individual level agency, we expect to observe that
intrapsychic factors that influence decision making when
individuals make choices for themselves also influence deci-
sions with regard to the collective interest. We advance a
goal-conflict approach to dissent, which posits that dissent
decisions confront identified group members with a conflict
between competing goals and that these goals have an impor-
tant temporal component. On one hand, these members possess
present-oriented group stability goals: motives to promote a
positive group image, foster cohesion, and maintain smooth
interactions (e.g., Crocker & Luhtanen, 1990; Hogg, 2000;
Tajfel & Turner, 1979). Conforming to extant norms maintains
short-term stability, and avoids the sorts of immediate disrup-
tion associated with criticism and disagreement. On the other
hand, strong identifiers may also hold future-oriented goals for
group change: motives to become better, stronger, or more
moral (see Ellemers, 1993; Johnson & Fujita, 2012; Reicher
& Haslam, 2006; Tajfel & Turner, 1979). Dissenting from
extant norms advances long-term change, but at the cost of
present stability. Critically, both stability and change goals can
be perceived to be in the collective interest. Whether identified
members conform to or dissent from problematic group norms
is likely to depend, therefore, on how they construe the collec-
tive interest—that is, on whether short-term stability or longer
term change goals are dominant in a particular situation.

As a critical test of a goal-conflict approach to dissent, and
of the more general hypothesis that strongly identified group
members make decisions on the basis of their own judgments
about group interests, we manipulated construal level, a
psychological factor known to affect goal selection in other
contexts (Freitas, Solovey, & Liberman, 2001; Fujita, Trope,
Liberman, & Levin-Sagi, 2006). Construal level theory pro-
poses that people represent events differently as a function of
psychological distance (Liberman & Trope, 2008; Liberman,
Trope, & Stephan, 2007). People engage in high-level construal
of psychologically distant events (e.g., those in the far vs. near
future), such that they are represented in terms of the global and
abstract features that capture their essential meanings. As the
specifics of events become more available with increasing

proximity, people are able to engage in low-level construal—
representing events in terms of the secondary and concrete
details that make them unique. The influence of construal level
on decision making can be profound (Liberman & Trope, 2008).
Low-level construal promotes decisions that give greater weight
to concrete and immediate considerations. In contrast, high-level
construal causes people to make decisions that reflect broader
and longer term concerns. Research in the domain of self-
control, for example, demonstrates that high-level construal
promotes a tendency to forgo smaller, immediate rewards in
favor of larger, delayed rewards (e.g., Fujita et al., 2006; Fujita
& Han, 2009; Malkoc, Zauberman, & Bettman, 2010).
Applying construal level to dissent decisions, we predicted
that whereas low-level construal would enhance the more imme-
diate goals of group stability, high-level construal would enhance
long-term goals of group change. Two studies tested the hypoth-
esis that construal level would moderate the relationship between
collective identification and dissent from collectively proble-
matic group norms, such that identification would predict greater
dissent ata high but not a low level of construal. Study 2 tested the
additional hypothesis that construal level should only affect beha-
vior when group stability and group change goals conflict. That is,
only when there are competing conceptions of the collective
interest are factors that shift decisions toward longer term/broad
(vs. immediate/narrow) concerns likely to influence behavior.

Study |

In Study 1, we manipulated construal level as a function of
temporal distance. We predicted that when strongly identified
group members adopted a distant (vs. near) future perspective,
they would be more motivated by group change than stability
goals and thus more willing to dissent.

Method
Participants

Participants were 47 undergraduate psychology students at the
University of Toronto. There were 21 males and 26 females,
with a mean age of 20.00 years (SD = 5.06).

Procedure

Participants completed a scale assessing identification with the
University of Toronto. Following Packer and Chasteen (2010),
participants then received ostensible normative information
regarding University of Toronto students’ attitudes toward plagi-
arism. They were informed that a majority of students at their
university did not believe that plagiarism was a “big problem”
and thought that first time offenses should be treated leniently.
They were told that a recent poll had found that a majority of stu-
dents at their university agreed with the statement that “although
it should generally be avoided, plagiarism is not a serious
offence.” After receiving the normative information, partici-
pants were randomly assigned to one of two conditions. In both
cases, they were asked to spend a few minutes (self-timed)
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thinking about why plagiarism might be harmful to the univer-
sity as a whole. However, in the low-level construal condition,
they were asked to think about why plagiarism “may be harmful
to the University of Toronto in the near future”; in contrast, par-
ticipants in the high-level construal condition were asked to
think about why plagiarism “may be harmful to the University
of Toronto’s long-term future.”

Following the manipulation, participants rated their willing-
ness to express dissenting views regarding the plagiarism norm.
The study concluded with a manipulation check and a full
debriefing, which highlighted the university’s strict penalties
for plagiarism.

Measures

Collective identification (o = .84) was measured with 6 items
commonly used in the social identity literature (e.g., “I am
proud to be a student at the University of Toronto,” “I have
a strong sense of belonging to my university,” “Belonging to
my university is an important part of my identity;” e.g., Packer
& Chasteen, 2010). Participants responded from 1 (strongly
disagree) to 6 (strongly agree).

Willingness to express dissenting opinions (o = .85) was
measured with 7 items, which included “How willing would
you be to write a letter to a student newspaper presenting argu-
ments against plagiarism at the University of Toronto” and
“How willing would you be to express negative opinions about
plagiarism to other students in your classes.” Participants
responded from 1 (not at all willing) to 6 (very willing).

In order to ensure that participants perceived the existence
of a lax plagiarism norm, at the end of the study they completed
a single item that asked them to estimate the percentage of stu-
dents at the University of X who did not perceive plagiarism to
be a serious offense. Estimates were made on an 11-point scale
from 0% to 100%.

Results
Preliminary Analyses

The manipulation check indicated that most participants
perceived the existence of a lax plagiarism norm. On average,
participants estimated that 76.53% (SD = 18.56) of students did
not believe that plagiarism was a serious offense, significantly
more than a plurality, #(46) = 9.80, p <.001. Estimates of the
norm did not vary as a function of construal level, identification
or their interaction (ps > .40). Five participants estimated that
50% or less of the student body did not believe that plagiarism
was a serious offense. It was important to test effects specifically
among those people for whom opinion expression represented
dissent (rather than conformity); as such, these participants were
excluded from reported analyses.

Predicting Dissent

A hierarchical regression analysis predicting willingness to
express dissent was conducted to test for the hypothesized
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Figure I. Construal Level x Collective Identification interaction pre-
dicting willingness to dissent.

interaction between construal level and collective identifica-
tion. Condition was effects coded (—1 = short-term harm,
+1 = long-term harm), and standardized identification scores
were entered as a continuous predictor. Neither construal level
nor identification exerted significant main effects on willing-
ness to express dissent (ps > .20). Critically, however, there
was a significant condition-by-identification interaction,
B = .58, #(38) =2.10, p < .05—see Figure 1. Under high-
level construal, collective identification positively predicted
willingness to express dissent, f = .41, #20) = 2.07, p =
.05. In contrast, under low-level construal, identification was
unrelated to dissent, p = —.16, #(18) = —0.95, p > .30. Thus,
consistent with the notion that a high level of construal tips the
balance between group stability and group change goals in
favor of the latter, the positive relationship we have previously
observed between collective identification and dissent when
group members attend to collective harm (Packer, 2009; Packer
& Chasteen, 2010) was only evident among participants
focused on longer (vs. shorter) term considerations.

Study 2

Strong conclusions from Study 1 are limited by a potential
confound. We manipulated construal level by varying whether
participants focused on long-term versus short-term harms
caused by a group norm. It is possible that participants per-
ceived long-term harms to be more serious than short-term
harms and that the observed effects were driven by these differ-
ential perceptions of collective harm rather than differences in
construal level per se. In order to provide a more direct and
stringent test of our construal level predictions, in Study 2 we
employed a manipulation unrelated to norms or opinion expres-
sion: In a separate task, we focused participants either on exem-
plars (specific, concrete information) or on categories (abstract,
high-level information), a validated procedure that reliably
primes construal-level mind-sets that then carry over to subse-
quent unrelated contexts (Fujita et al., 2006). We also manipu-
lated a group norm. Rather than focusing on norms regarding
specific attitudes or behaviors, we experimentally varied norms
regarding the desirability of in-group criticism itself. Ina 2 x 2
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between-subjects design, participants identified a collective
problem, were randomly assigned to a high- versus low-level
construal condition, and then learned that fellow group
members were likely to welcome versus spurn discussion of
group problems. Further extending the previous study, partici-
pants then had the opportunity to give what they believed was
an actual public expression of their opinion regarding the group
problem they had identified in an online chat room. The depen-
dent variable assessed the extent to which group members were
willing to publicly assess the issue they had identified (pri-
vately) as problematic for the group (i.e., frame it as a serious
problem), particularly when they knew that their interlocutors
were opposed to in-group criticism.

The manipulation of group norms provides a critical test of
the motivational dynamics proposed by the goal-conflict
model. We propose that change and stability goals compete
in dissent decisions for the highly identified, and that in such
situations, high-level construal promotes change over stability.
When the articulation of group problems is not normatively
sanctioned, strongly identified group members do not face a
goal-conflict: that other group members are unlikely to react
negatively means that group stability goals (e.g., for cohesion,
efficacy) are not at odds with group change goals. In these non-
conflict situations, opinion expression is unlikely to be affected
by construal level. Critically, however, when in-group criticism
is normatively taboo, there is a clear goal-conflict between sta-
bility and change; as such, construal level was predicted to
moderate the relationship between identification and opinion
expression. As in Study 1, we expected that a positive relation-
ship between identification and dissent (Packer & Chasteen,
2010) would only be evident among participants operating at
a high level of construal.

Method
Participants

Participants were 185 undergraduate psychology students at
Lehigh University who participated for extra course credit.
There were 89 males and 95 females (one participant did not
report demographic information), with a mean age of 18.60
years (SD = 1.08).

Procedure

Participants completed a measure of identification with Lehigh
University embedded among other questionnaires. Following
Packer, Fujita, and Herman (Under review), all participants
were asked to identify an issue or problem they believed
existed at their university. Instructions read: “In a couple of
sentences, please describe a problem that you have noticed at
Lehigh—a problem facing the university and its students. What
is the problem, and what negative effects does it cause (or have
the potential to cause)?” Participants were then randomly
assigned to one of the two conditions that manipulated level
of construal. They received a list of 30 nouns and were asked
to generate either exemplars of each (low-level construal

condition) or categories to which each belong (high-level
construal condition).

Participants then entered an ostensible online chat room
with five fellow students to “discuss issues relevant to the
Lehigh community.” After logging in, participants were pre-
sented with two statements, one open to expressing criticism
and one sanctioning criticism:

In order to remain successful, groups should welcome the
expression of critical opinions. Although it is sometimes diffi-
cult to hear, criticism of one’s own group is important when it
comes to solving problems and remaining strong.

In order to remain successful, groups should be careful about
allowing the expression of critical opinions. Although it
sometimes sounds good on the surface, talking about all the
problems in a group can undermine and weaken it.

Participants were asked to select which of these statements best
represented their own view, with the understanding that their
response would be visible to their peers. After selecting their
preferred statement, participants saw the ostensible responses
of their interlocutors. At this point, participants were randomly
assigned to one of a further two conditions (crossed with con-
strual level), which varied the norm within the chat room
regarding the acceptability of in-group criticism. In the criti-
cism acceptable condition, participants saw that the majority
of other group members (four or five, randomly determined)
endorsed the argument in favor of expressing criticism within
groups. In the criticism taboo condition, participants learned
that the majority of other group members (four or five, ran-
domly determined) endorsed the argument in favor of refrain-
ing from in-group criticism.

Participants were then asked to describe in a few words the
issue facing Y (that they had identified earlier in the session) to
the other members of the chat room (under the premise that they
had randomly been selected to go first). Participants subsequently
provided a public rating of their concern regarding the issue,
which served as an index of the extent to which they were willing
to publicly assess the issue as problematic for the group (i.e.,
frame it as a serious problem, consistent with or in violation of the
manipulated norm). The study concluded with a manipulation
check, a demographics questionnaire, and a full debriefing.

Measures

Identification (o = .92) was assessed with 10 items corresponding
to the “self-investment” component of Leach et al. (2007) multi-
dimensional measure of collective identification. On a scale from
1 (strongly disagree) to 6 (strongly agree), participants rated such
statements as “I feel committed to Lehigh,” “I think that Lehigh
University has a lot to be proud of,” and “Being a student at
Lehigh is an important part of how I see myself.”

Participants provided an ostensibly public assessment of
problem severity on a single item that read: “Please rate how
concerned you are about this problem.” Responses ranged
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from 1 (I am not at all concerned that this is a problem) to 6
(I am highly concerned that this is a problem).

At the end of the study, participants were asked to indicate
whether a majority of the members of their chat room were in
favor of expressing or refraining from expression of opinions
critical of the in-group.

Results
Preliminary Analyses

A large majority of participants (87%) selected the statement in
favor of expressing in-group criticism as being most represen-
tative of their opinion. This rate did not vary as a function of
construal level, x*(1) = .09, p > .80. Analyses that included
versus excluded participants who selected the other statement
yielded the same pattern of results, and these participants were
included in reported analyses.” The vast majority of partici-
pants (94.6%) also correctly answered the manipulation check
question about the normative view regarding in-group
criticism. Ten participants answered this question incorrectly
and were excluded from reported analyses.

Predicting Expressions of Concern

A hierarchical regression analysis predicting public ratings of
concern was conducted to test for predicted effects of construal
level, the degree to which discussion of group problems was
counternormative and collective identification. The condition
variables were effects coded (construal level: —1 = low, +1
= high; norm: —1 = criticism acceptable, +1 = criticism
taboo), and standardized identification was entered as a contin-
uous predictor. There was a marginally significant main effect
of construal level, B = .16, #(171) = 1.76, p = .08, such that
participants in the high-level construal condition (M = 4.29,
SD = 1.10) expressed greater concern regarding their identified
group problem than participants in the low-level construal con-
dition (M = 3.96, SD = 1.29). The only statistically significant
effect was the hypothesized three-way interaction between
construal level, group norm, and identification, f = .20,
t(167) = 2.14, p <.05—see Figure 2. We decomposed the inter-
action by examining effects of construal level and identifica-
tion separately within the criticism acceptable versus
criticism taboo conditions. There were no significant effects
among participants in the criticism acceptable condition; as such,
public expressions of concern did not vary as a function of
construal level, B = .16, #(88) = 1.34, p = .19, identification,
B = —0.06, (88) = —0.50, p > .60, or their interaction, f =
—0.08, #(87) = —0.52, p>.50, when the group had indicated it was
legitimate to raise collective problems.

Critically, there was a significant Construal Level x Identi-
fication interaction among participants in the criticism taboo
condition, B = .32, #80) =2.91, p <.01. Decomposition of this
interaction revealed that when it was normative to avoid
discussion of group problems, members in the low-level
construal condition exhibited a negative relationship between
identification and expressions of concern, B = —.38, #(44) =

Criticism Acceptable

High CL
Low CL

Public Expression of Concern

low (-1 SD) high (+1 SD)
Collective Identification

Criticism Taboo

) R

High CL
Low CL

Public Expression of Concern

low (-1 SD) high (+1 SD)
Collective Identification

Figure 2. Construal Level x Norm x Collective Identification inter-
action predicting public expression of concern.

—2.12, p < .05. As such, identification was associated with
conformity to the norm prohibiting in-group criticism when
group members were at a low level of construal. In dramatic
contrast, group members operating at a high level of construal
faced with the same norm exhibited a positive relationship
between collective identification and expressions of concern,
B=.26,136)=2.15, p<.05. Thus, when group members were
at a high level of construal, identification predicted dissent;
strongly identified members thinking abstractly were willing
to publicly assess an issue as problematic for their group
despite knowing that doing so was contrary to the norm among
their interlocutors.

General Discussion

These two studies provide strong evidence for a goal-conflict
approach to dissent. We propose that dissent decisions involve
a tension between shorter term group stability goals and longer
term group change goals. Strongly identified group members
may be animated by either type of goal, and their behavior with
respect to group norms in a particular situation is likely to be
determined by which goal is currently dominant. We manipu-
lated construal level, a factor known to affect goal selection,
such that people are more likely to make decisions that further
longer term and broader goals at a high construal level. Study 1
varied temporal focus and Study 2 employed a direct manipu-
lation of construal level in which participants’ attention was
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focused on abstract versus concrete features. In both studies, a
positive relationship between identification and dissent was
only observed in the high construal level conditions.

Study 2 is particularly important. First, it suggests that the
effect of temporal focus in Study 1 was indeed mediated by
changes in construal level. Second, this study directly tested the
motivational dynamics that the goal-conflict approach posits:
Construal level only influenced decisions with respect to group
norms when stability and change goals were in conflict. When
articulation of group problems was normatively acceptable,
group members’ willingness to express their opinion was
unrelated to identification or construal level. In contrast, when
criticism was taboo and striving for change was in tension with
extant norms, construal level fundamentally altered the rela-
tionship between identification and responses to norms. At low
low-level construal, strong identifiers conformed more to the
norm (i.e., were less willing to express concern with a group
problem) than weak identifiers. At high-level construal, how-
ever, strong identifiers dissented more from the norm than
weak identifiers. This highly specific pattern of results demon-
strates the motivational dynamic between conflicting stability
and change goals, and how high-level construal tips the balance
in favor of change when the two are in competition.

At broader level, these findings speak to the nature of deper-
sonalization—what happens to individual agency when people
identify with social groups. Consistent with other recent
research (e.g., Packer, 2009; Packer & Chasteen, 2010; Reicher
& Haslam, 2006), identified group members in our studies did
not exhibit an attenuation in individual agency such that they
blindly conformed to group norms. Rather, they exercised their
own judgment with respect to the norms, choosing to deviate
when they perceived dissent as being in the interest of the
group. Importantly, the current studies go beyond previous
research by demonstrating that intrapsychic factors that
influence decision making when people make decisions for
themselves also influence decisions with regard to the collec-
tive interest. This provides direct evidence that depersonaliza-
tion involves more than simply changes to the working
self-concept (e.g., self-stereotyping), but also involves a recon-
figuration of the motivational system. Group-oriented
decisions are affected by the same motivational dynamics as
individually oriented decisions.

Future Directions

In future research, it will be important to consider the influence
of other motivational factors. Previous findings suggest, for
example, that regulatory focus is likely to be important, such
that prevention (vs. promotion) focus has been observed to
reduce openness to change (Liberman, Idson, Camacho, &
Higgins, 1999). This may suggest to some that prevention foci
should reduce willingness to dissent. We hypothesize, how-
ever, that dissent can be both promotion oriented (aimed at
advancement and gain) and prevention oriented (aimed at
averting losses and maintaining security; see also Liberman
et al., 1999; Scholer, Stroessner, & Higgins, 2008; Scholer,

Zou, Fujita, & Stroessner, 2010). Integrating construal level
and regulatory focus, future research might test the hypothesis
that whereas a high-level construal shifts group members’
goals from stability to change, regulatory focus affects which
type of change goals (gain vs. loss focused) they are most
motivated by.

Our conclusions are, of course, limited by our paradigms.
The chat room paradigm, for example, did not measure dissent
to the full group. Rather, participants expressed their opinion to
a subset of members who had indicated that they disliked crit-
icism of the full group. Participants may have believed that
although the local norm was counter to criticism, there was
norm in favor of criticism in the larger collective. Further
research is required to investigate the interactive dynamics of
subordinate versus superordinate group norms (Packer,
2008). That said, we observed analogous effects when partici-
pants were asked about their willingness to articulate criticism
to a wider audience (Study 1), which bolsters our confidence in
the generalizability of these effects.

We have suggested that construal level alters the relation-
ship between collective identification and dissent because it
shifts group members’ goals. It is additionally possible that
construal level influences members’ identification with the
group, given that categorization of the self at a collective (vs.
individual) level may be more abstract. However, it is unlikely
that shifts in levels of identification can fully explain the inter-
active effects we observed. If construal level were simply
exerting an effect on identification, we would expect heigh-
tened dissent among weak identifiers in the high construal level
conditions—strong identifiers already self-categorize at the
collective level, so the effect of the manipulation should occur
only (or have a greater effect) among those who typically do
not. There was no evidence for such an effect. To further rule
out changes in identification as an explanation for the current
findings, we ran a third experiment in which 52 students at
Lehigh University completed the category versus exemplar
construal level manipulation from Study 2 before the same
10-item measure of collective identification. There was no sig-
nificant difference between the conditions, #50) = 1.58, p =
.12, and the pattern of means was in the opposite direction, such
that identification was slightly higher in the low construal
(M = 4.46, SD = .85) than the high construal level
(M = 4.03, SD = .98) condition.

Practical Implications

Our findings also have important applied implications. Effec-
tive long-term organizational and civic functioning is depen-
dent on groups engaging in critical self-assessment and
collective change. The current studies suggest that groups
interested in fostering collectively oriented dissent should pay
careful attention to the mind-sets in which their members
operate. As we have seen, dissent is most likely among strong
identifiers when they approach decisions abstractly and adopt a
long-term perspective. However, it is worth considering just
how often this occurs in contemporary decision-making
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contexts. Companies’ share prices are highly dependent on
quarterly earnings (Bushee, 1998; Rappaport, 2005); industrial,
environmental, and international crises involve heavy time
pressure (Flin, Slaven, & Stewart, 1996); and political deci-
sions are increasingly oriented toward the next election (Cook,
2002). In these circumstances, it is likely that decision makers
often adopt a short-term focus. Rather than taking broad and
long-term considerations into account, group members are
likely to focus on immediate considerations, which in many
normative climates is likely to lead to conformity and suppres-
sion of in-group criticism. Further research into these processes
and, in particular, into mechanisms for encouraging divergent
thought and dissent in pressurized decision-making environ-
ments is urgently needed.
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Notes

1. For example, findings that identified group members are willing to
contribute to the group at personal expense (e.g., De Cremer & van
Dijk, 2002) may reflect conformity to an observed or inferred
group norm rather than personal judgments about the interests of
the group.

2. Although it would be ideal to include attitudes toward criticism as a
factor in the analyses, the limited number of participants opposed
to criticism precluded us from doing so in this data set.

References

Abrams, D., Wetherell, M., Cochrane, S., Hogg, M. A., & Turner, J. C.
(1990). Knowing what to think by knowing who you are: Self-
categorization and the nature of norm formation, conformity and
group polarization. British Journal of Social Psychology, 29,97-119.

Bennett, M., & Sani, F. (2008). Children’s subjective identification
with social groups: A self-stereotyping approach. Developmental
Science, 11, 69-75.

Brewer, M. B. (2008). Depersonalized trust and ingroup cooperation.
In J. I. Krueger (Ed.), Rationality and social responsibility
(pp. 215-232). New York, NY: Psychology Press.

Brewer, M. B., & Kramer, R. M. (1986). Choice behavior in social dilem-
mas: Effects of social identity, group size, and decision framing. Jour-
nal of Personality and Social Psychology, 50, 543—549.

Bushee, B. J. (1998). The influence of institutional investors on
myopic R&D investment behavior. The Accounting Review, 73,
305-333.

Campbell, D. T. (1990). Asch’s moral epistemology for socially
shared knowledge. In 1. Rock (Ed.), The legacy of Solomon Asch:
Essays in cognition and social psychology (pp. 39-55). Hillsdale,
NIJ: Lawrence Erlbaum.

Cook, C. (2002). The contemporary presidency: The permanence of
the “permanent campaign.” Presidential Studies Quarterly, 32,
753-764.

Crane, M. F., & Platow, M. J. (2010). Deviance as adherence to
injunctive group norms: The overlooked role of social identifica-
tion in deviance. British Journal of Social Psychology, 49,
827-847.

Crocker, J., & Luhtanen, R. (1990). Collective self-esteem and ingroup
bias. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 58, 60—67.

De Cremer, D., & van Dijk, E. (2002). Reactions to group success and
failure as a function of identification level: A test of the goal-
transformation hypothesis in social dilemmas. Journal of Experi-
mental Social Psychology, 38, 435-442.

De Cremer, D., & van Vugt, M. (1999). Social identification effects in
social dilemmas: A transformation of motives. European Journal
of Social Psychology, 29, 871-893.

Ellemers, N. (1993). The influence of socio-structural variables on
identity management strategies. European Review of Social
Psychology, 4, 27-57.

Flin, R., Slaven, G., & Stewart, K. (1996). Emergency decision
making in the offshore oil and gas industry. Human Factors, 38,
262-277.

Freitas, A. L., Salovey, P., & Liberman, N. (2001). Abstract and con-
crete self-evaluative goals. Journal of Personality and Social
Psychology, 80, 410—424.

Fujita, K., & Han, H. A. (2009). Moving beyond deliberative control
of impulses: The effect of construal levels on evaluative associa-
tions in self-control conflicts. Psychological Science, 20, 799—-804.

Fuyjita, K., Trope, Y., Liberman, N., & Levin-Sagi, M. (2006).
Construal-levels and self-control. Journal of Personality and
Social Psychology, 90, 351-367.

Hogg, M. A. (2000). Subjective uncertainty reduction through
self-categorization: A motivational theory of social identity pro-
cesses. European Review of Social Psychology, 11, 223-255.

Johnson, I. R., & Fujita, K. (2012). Change we can believe in: Using
perceptions of changeability to promote system-change motives
over system-justification motives in information search. Psycholo-
gical Science, 23, 133-140.

Leach, C. W., van Zomeren, M., Zebel, S., Vliek, M. L. W., Pennekamp,
S.F., Doosje, B., Ouwerkerk, J. W., & Spears, R. (2008). Group-level
self-definition and self-investment: A hierarchical (multicomponent)
model of in-group identification. Journal of Personality and Social
Psychology, 95, 144-165.

Liberman, N., Idson, L. C., Camacho, C. J., & Higgins, E. T. (1999).
Promotion and prevention choices between stability and change.
Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 77, 1135-1145.

Liberman, N., & Trope, Y. (2008). The psychology of transcending
the here and now. Science, 5905, 1201-1205.

Liberman, N., Trope, Y., & Stephan, E. (2007). Psychological distance.
In A. W. Kruglanski & E. T. Higgins (Eds.), Social psychology:
Handbook of basic principles (pp. 353-381). New York, NY:
Guilford.

Malkoc, S. A., Zauberman, G., & Bettman, J. R. (2010). Unstuck from
the concrete: Carryover effects of abstract mindsets in intertem-
poral preferences. Organizational Behavior and Human Decision
Processes, 113, 112—-126.

Downloaded from spp.sagepub.com at PENNSYLVANIA STATE UNIV on September 16, 2016


http://spp.sagepub.com/

Social Psychological and Persondlity Science 00(0)

McAuliffe, B. J., Jetten, J., Hornsey, M. J., & Hogg, M. A. (2003).
Individualist and collectivist norms: When it’s ok to go your own
way. European Journal of Social Psychology, 33, 57-70.

Onorato, R. S., & Turner, J. C. (2004). Fluidity in the self-concept:
The shift from personal to social identity. European Journal of
Social Psychology, 34, 257-278.

Packer, D. J. (2008). On being both with us and against us: A norma-
tive conflict model of dissent in social groups. Personality and
Social Psychology Review, 12, 50-73.

Packer, D. J. (2009). Avoiding groupthink: Whereas weakly identified
members remain silent, strongly identified members dissent about
collective problems. Psychological Science, 20, 546—548.

Packer, D. J., & Chasteen, A. L. (2010). Loyal deviance: Testing the
normative conflict model of dissent in social groups. Personality
and Social Psychology Bulletin, 36, 5-18.

Packer, D. J., Fujita, K., & Herman, S. (Under review). Rebels with a
cause: A goal conflict approach to understanding when conscien-
tious people dissent. Manuscript under review.

Rappaport, A. (2005). The economics of short-term performance
obsession. Financial Analysts Journal, 61, 65-79.

Reicher, S. D., & Haslam, S. A. (2006). Rethinking the psychology of
tyranny: The BBC prison study. British Journal of Social Psychol-
ogy, 45, 1-40.

Reicher, S. D., Haslam, S. A., & Smith, J. R. (2012). Working toward
the experimenter: Reconceptualizing obedience within the
Milgram paradigm as identification-based followership. Perspec-
tives on Psychological Science, 7, 315-324.

Reicher, S. D., Spears, R., & Postmes, T. (1995). A social identity
model of deindividuation phenomena. European Review of Social
Psychology, 6, 161-198.

Scholer, A. A., Stroessner, S. J., & Higgins, E. T. (2008). Responding
to negativity: How a risky tactic can serve a vigilant strategy.
Journal of Experimental Social Psychology, 44, 7167-774.

Scholer, A. A., Zou, X., Fujita, K., Stroessner, S. J., & Higgins, E. T.
(2010). When risk-seeking becomes a motivational necessity.
Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 99, 215-231.

Tajfel, H., & Turner, J. (1979). An integrative theory of intergroup
conflict. In W. G. Austin & S. Worchel (Eds.), The social psychol-
ogy of intergroup relations (pp. 33-48). Monterey, CA: Brooks/
Cole.

Tauber, S., & Sassenberg, K. (2012). The impact of identification of
adherence to group norms in team sports: Who is going the extra
mile? Group Dynamics: Theory, Research, and Practice, 16,
231-240.

Terry, D. J., & Hogg, M. A. (1996). Group norms and the attitude-
behavior relationship: A role for group identification. Personality
and Social Psychology Bulletin, 22, 776-795.

Turner, J. C., Hogg, M. A., Oakes, P. J., Reicher, S. D., & Wetherell, M.
S. (1987). Rediscovering the social group: A self-categorization
perspective. Oxford, England: Blackwell.

Author Biographies

Dominic J. Packer is an Assistant Professor of Psychology and Cogni-
tive Science at Lehigh University. His research investigates social influ-
ence, intergroup relations, and moral decision-making. He currently
serves as an Associate Editor at the Journal of Applied Social Psychology.

Kentaro Fujita is an Associate Professor of Psychology at The Ohio
State University. He studies the dynamic interplay between motiva-
tion and social cognition in judgment and decision-making, self-regu-
lation, and self-control.

Alison L. Chasteen is an Associate Professor in the Department of
Psychology at the University of Toronto. Her research focuses on
stereotyping, prejudice, and stigma. She is a Consulting Editor for
Psychology and Aging and for Developmental Psychology.

Downloaded from spp.sagepub.com at PENNSYLVANIA STATE UNIV on September 16, 2016


http://spp.sagepub.com/


<<
  /ASCII85EncodePages false
  /AllowTransparency false
  /AutoPositionEPSFiles true
  /AutoRotatePages /None
  /Binding /Left
  /CalGrayProfile (Gray Gamma 2.2)
  /CalRGBProfile (sRGB IEC61966-2.1)
  /CalCMYKProfile (U.S. Web Coated \050SWOP\051 v2)
  /sRGBProfile (sRGB IEC61966-2.1)
  /CannotEmbedFontPolicy /Warning
  /CompatibilityLevel 1.3
  /CompressObjects /Off
  /CompressPages true
  /ConvertImagesToIndexed true
  /PassThroughJPEGImages false
  /CreateJDFFile false
  /CreateJobTicket false
  /DefaultRenderingIntent /Default
  /DetectBlends true
  /DetectCurves 0.1000
  /ColorConversionStrategy /LeaveColorUnchanged
  /DoThumbnails false
  /EmbedAllFonts true
  /EmbedOpenType false
  /ParseICCProfilesInComments true
  /EmbedJobOptions true
  /DSCReportingLevel 0
  /EmitDSCWarnings false
  /EndPage -1
  /ImageMemory 1048576
  /LockDistillerParams true
  /MaxSubsetPct 100
  /Optimize true
  /OPM 1
  /ParseDSCComments true
  /ParseDSCCommentsForDocInfo true
  /PreserveCopyPage true
  /PreserveDICMYKValues true
  /PreserveEPSInfo true
  /PreserveFlatness false
  /PreserveHalftoneInfo false
  /PreserveOPIComments false
  /PreserveOverprintSettings true
  /StartPage 1
  /SubsetFonts true
  /TransferFunctionInfo /Apply
  /UCRandBGInfo /Remove
  /UsePrologue false
  /ColorSettingsFile ()
  /AlwaysEmbed [ true
  ]
  /NeverEmbed [ true
  ]
  /AntiAliasColorImages false
  /CropColorImages false
  /ColorImageMinResolution 266
  /ColorImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK
  /DownsampleColorImages true
  /ColorImageDownsampleType /Bicubic
  /ColorImageResolution 200
  /ColorImageDepth -1
  /ColorImageMinDownsampleDepth 1
  /ColorImageDownsampleThreshold 1.00000
  /EncodeColorImages true
  /ColorImageFilter /DCTEncode
  /AutoFilterColorImages false
  /ColorImageAutoFilterStrategy /JPEG
  /ColorACSImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /ColorImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.76
    /HSamples [2 1 1 2] /VSamples [2 1 1 2]
  >>
  /JPEG2000ColorACSImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /JPEG2000ColorImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /AntiAliasGrayImages false
  /CropGrayImages false
  /GrayImageMinResolution 266
  /GrayImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK
  /DownsampleGrayImages true
  /GrayImageDownsampleType /Bicubic
  /GrayImageResolution 200
  /GrayImageDepth -1
  /GrayImageMinDownsampleDepth 2
  /GrayImageDownsampleThreshold 1.00000
  /EncodeGrayImages true
  /GrayImageFilter /DCTEncode
  /AutoFilterGrayImages false
  /GrayImageAutoFilterStrategy /JPEG
  /GrayACSImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /GrayImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.76
    /HSamples [2 1 1 2] /VSamples [2 1 1 2]
  >>
  /JPEG2000GrayACSImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /JPEG2000GrayImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /AntiAliasMonoImages false
  /CropMonoImages false
  /MonoImageMinResolution 900
  /MonoImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK
  /DownsampleMonoImages true
  /MonoImageDownsampleType /Average
  /MonoImageResolution 600
  /MonoImageDepth -1
  /MonoImageDownsampleThreshold 1.00000
  /EncodeMonoImages true
  /MonoImageFilter /CCITTFaxEncode
  /MonoImageDict <<
    /K -1
  >>
  /AllowPSXObjects false
  /CheckCompliance [
    /None
  ]
  /PDFX1aCheck false
  /PDFX3Check false
  /PDFXCompliantPDFOnly false
  /PDFXNoTrimBoxError true
  /PDFXTrimBoxToMediaBoxOffset [
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
  ]
  /PDFXSetBleedBoxToMediaBox false
  /PDFXBleedBoxToTrimBoxOffset [
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
  ]
  /PDFXOutputIntentProfile (U.S. Web Coated \050SWOP\051 v2)
  /PDFXOutputConditionIdentifier (CGATS TR 001)
  /PDFXOutputCondition ()
  /PDFXRegistryName (http://www.color.org)
  /PDFXTrapped /Unknown

  /Description <<
    /ENU <>
  >>
  /Namespace [
    (Adobe)
    (Common)
    (1.0)
  ]
  /OtherNamespaces [
    <<
      /AsReaderSpreads false
      /CropImagesToFrames true
      /ErrorControl /WarnAndContinue
      /FlattenerIgnoreSpreadOverrides false
      /IncludeGuidesGrids false
      /IncludeNonPrinting false
      /IncludeSlug false
      /Namespace [
        (Adobe)
        (InDesign)
        (4.0)
      ]
      /OmitPlacedBitmaps false
      /OmitPlacedEPS false
      /OmitPlacedPDF false
      /SimulateOverprint /Legacy
    >>
    <<
      /AllowImageBreaks true
      /AllowTableBreaks true
      /ExpandPage false
      /HonorBaseURL true
      /HonorRolloverEffect false
      /IgnoreHTMLPageBreaks false
      /IncludeHeaderFooter false
      /MarginOffset [
        0
        0
        0
        0
      ]
      /MetadataAuthor ()
      /MetadataKeywords ()
      /MetadataSubject ()
      /MetadataTitle ()
      /MetricPageSize [
        0
        0
      ]
      /MetricUnit /inch
      /MobileCompatible 0
      /Namespace [
        (Adobe)
        (GoLive)
        (8.0)
      ]
      /OpenZoomToHTMLFontSize false
      /PageOrientation /Portrait
      /RemoveBackground false
      /ShrinkContent true
      /TreatColorsAs /MainMonitorColors
      /UseEmbeddedProfiles false
      /UseHTMLTitleAsMetadata true
    >>
    <<
      /AddBleedMarks false
      /AddColorBars false
      /AddCropMarks false
      /AddPageInfo false
      /AddRegMarks false
      /BleedOffset [
        9
        9
        9
        9
      ]
      /ConvertColors /ConvertToRGB
      /DestinationProfileName (sRGB IEC61966-2.1)
      /DestinationProfileSelector /UseName
      /Downsample16BitImages true
      /FlattenerPreset <<
        /ClipComplexRegions true
        /ConvertStrokesToOutlines false
        /ConvertTextToOutlines false
        /GradientResolution 300
        /LineArtTextResolution 1200
        /PresetName ([High Resolution])
        /PresetSelector /HighResolution
        /RasterVectorBalance 1
      >>
      /FormElements true
      /GenerateStructure false
      /IncludeBookmarks false
      /IncludeHyperlinks false
      /IncludeInteractive false
      /IncludeLayers false
      /IncludeProfiles true
      /MarksOffset 9
      /MarksWeight 0.125000
      /MultimediaHandling /UseObjectSettings
      /Namespace [
        (Adobe)
        (CreativeSuite)
        (2.0)
      ]
      /PDFXOutputIntentProfileSelector /DocumentCMYK
      /PageMarksFile /RomanDefault
      /PreserveEditing true
      /UntaggedCMYKHandling /UseDocumentProfile
      /UntaggedRGBHandling /UseDocumentProfile
      /UseDocumentBleed false
    >>
  ]
  /SyntheticBoldness 1.000000
>> setdistillerparams
<<
  /HWResolution [288 288]
  /PageSize [612.000 792.000]
>> setpagedevice


