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Examining the Implications of
Cultural Frames on Social
Movements and Group Action

Daphna Oyserman and Armand Lauffer

We are all members of groups, as well as separate individuals. Being
a member of a group means sharing something with other members of the
group. Durkheim’s (1899/1947) classic analysis of societies highlights differ-
ences between simple groups, in which everyone does the same thing, and
complex groups, in which members take on different roles to sustain the group
but share some common beliefs, Modern sodeties can be thought of as com-
plex groups, yet even in modem societies, Durkheim noted, members must
have some *similarities of beliefs” if the group is to function. Another way 1o
describe these *similarities of beliefs’ is to discuss common values or value
frames. perspectives, or worldviews. For example, a core value frame for
American society is individualism—the pursuit of individual goals, individual
advancement, individual happiness, and individual freedom is a core sitnilar-
ity of belief that unites Americans. This core value influences our laws, insti-
tutions, and social practices, and explicit rejection of individualisr is seen as
un-American. By sharing this *similarity of belief” or value frame, Americans
have a commeon perspective; indeed, following Durkheim., it is reasonable 10
assume that every group develops some group-specific values, norms, and
vatues. Of greater interest for this chapter are the similarities between groups
within a sociely and systematic differences across societies in the extent that
individualism is valued and the extent that groups or collectives are valued.
Valuation of individual versus group interests Is a key to understanding cul-
tures {Hofstede, 1980).
A brief look at recent world history highlights a link between salient cul-
tural worldviews and organized violence against out-groups. During the past
century, murders of more than a miilion civilians were essentially the prov-

Examining the implications of Cultural Frames

ince of nondemoecraiic regimes (Fein, 1993}. Similarly, in this century, states
lacking democratic raditions, such as former colonies and former Soviet
states, are the nexus of attempts to ethnically cleanse and eradicate civic and
ethnic rivals {(Brubaker & Laitin, 1998; Giugni, 1998). This suggesis some
link between individually based democratic values and reduced risk of in-
tergroup violence and between group-based values and worldviews focused
on ethnicity and increased risk ol such viclence. What is the cornection
between individual-democratic and group-ethnic worldviews and the risk
of organized bloodshed? In the current chapter, we propose that at least part
of the answer lies in the ways social movements capitalize on existing cul-
tural frames to create local meanings conducive to organized violence against
out-groups.

Our perspective builds on an emerging cultural focus within soclal psy-
chology and draws atiention to the ways a sodety’s codes and values become
part of the very fabric of an individual's perceptual frame {Kagitcibasi, 1996;

‘Kuehen & Oyserman, 2000). As cultural beings, we see what it makes sense

to see in our local worlds; we make sense of things using a culture-specific
scaffolding. Using this social-psychological approach to understanding geno-
cide focuses attention on the role of cuhural frame in shaping meaning—
through norms, values, and the sense made of actions-—as it relates to
intergroup relations. Without taking into account cultural frarming, our at-
temps to make sense of bloody ethnic rivairies yield Jittle. How could ordi-
nary citizens carry out inhuman slaughter in Rwanda. for example? Yei when
we use a cultural frame 1o make sense of these conflicts, it becomes clear how
perception of the out-group can become so iraught with negative emotion
and how deeply meaningful, even intrinsic to in-group delinition, conflict with
the out-group becomes {Oyserman, 1993).

In particular, we propose that bloody ethnic rivalries and organized vio-
[ence can be undersicod by 1aking into account how the out-group is per-
ceived in a collectivistic cultural worldview, In a collectivistic cultural frame,
out-groups, groups one does not belong to, are viewed with suspicion, and
their mernbers are seen as very diflerent. even alien, from oneself, The out-
group is a source of threat, and in-group members believe that unly in-group
members can be trusted. By taking a “collectivistic™ worldview, it becomes
clear why group members perceive interethnic conflicts as tenacious and un-
solvable, even when overt expression of condlict is submerged (Brubaker &
Laitin, 1998; Roberts, Spencer, & Uyangoda, 1998; Rouhana & Bar-Tal, 1998;
Smith, 1998).

Daniel Goldhagen {1996} takes this perspective in thinking about Nazi
Germany. He suggests that the national policy of extermination emerged from
deep-seated anti-Semitism that predated Nazism. Germans, socialized to au-
tomatically think of Jews as the other, as non-German, as the mortal enemy
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of the German people, and as not quite human, could easily assent to gradu-
ally increasing measures of systematic oppression, control, and finally ex-
termination because the Jews were labeled as apart, different, and clearly
outsiders. Thus, to understand why individuals in groups believe in conflict
with a particular out-group and believe thai this conflict cannot be resolved
without killing, displacing, and controlling the out-group, we must understand
the local reality within which these groups take on meaning.

We suggest that part of the answer to the question of when social move-
ments become violent lies in cultural framing. In the current chapier, we will
distinguish between collectivistic and individualistic cultural frames and argue
that (a} social movemenits such as Nazism gain and maintain membership by
evoking and sustaining a collective focus: (b) when social movements are able
to operate in the absence of countervailing individualistic values, social move-
ments are more likely to sustain member involvement; and {c} when collec-
livistic values are evoked without countervailing individualistic values, social
movements are also more likely to create an atmosphere in which organized
violence or even genocide against out-groups is possible. In this way, we will
utilize a cultural social-psychological framework to make sense of how people
become involved in social movements and the likely course of their involve-
ment in these movements.

CULTURAL FRAMES AND SOCIAL MOVEMENTS

A critical Issue for social movements is how to mobilize and maintain involve-
ment in the movemenlt, We propose a general framework to make sense of
involvement in social movement groups, both ones that remain nonviclent and
ones that become violent. whether they are public interest lobbies, civil rights
movements, Tamil or Irish separatists. even Nazis, All social movernent leaders
attemp1 to make individuals feel, first. that group membership s central 1o
personal identity; second, that group goals are indistinguishabie frem individizal
goals; and, third, that connections with in-group members are of intrinsic value.
To shore up their claim on individual resoutces, all sacial movements seek link-
ages with preexisting belief and value systems, such as the linkage made be-
tween Nazism and anti-Semitism. In particular, social movements seek 1o link
beliefs about the nature of the in-group and the existence of out-groups. Thus,
Nazi rhetoric depended on Germans’ willingness 1o link Christian anti-Semitism
with German mythology about Aryans {Mandel, this volurne), Itis not that social
movement leaders in individualistic societies do not iry to evoke these same
processes. Rather, social movements within sodeties with strong individualis-
tic values are less likely to produce violence than are sodal movements within
societies with strong collectivistic values because within individualisiic value
systemns, individuals are more commonly viewed as separate from, rather than
a part of, groups.
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Cultural Framos

Cultural Frames Scaffold Common Reality

Whalt is more important—being true to yoursell and achieving personal goals
or being a good group member and sacrificing for the needs of .:._w group?
Cultures provide a frame within which 10 answer these value va.o:Q. ques-
tions. Cultures provide social representations of vajue systems, telling _:.w what
is good or bad, worth committing time, energy, and resources to. In :..._m way,
the lexicon we use to make sense of the world is culture-tied. The lexicon or
vocabulary we use is a transparent yet omnipresent structure that shapes
meaning {Earley, 1995; Oyserman & Markus, 1993). Cultural frames are at
the root of our most basic understanding of what it means 1o be human, what
“counts” or is notewortfy in a particelar situation (Oyserman & Markus, 1993;
Ovyserman, Sakamoto, & Laufler, 1998). To in-group members sharing a com-
mon script of normative guidelines, culture-appropriate responses feel nor-
mal, obvious, natural, mature, and that which does not need explanation. To
out-group members using a diflerent culiural script, these same responscs may
appear immature, contrived, disingenuous, or even wronyg and dangerous
(Fiske, 1994; Triandis, 1995}.

Cultural Frames Create Individual Realities

At any point in history, cultures differ in the extent 1o which values are
seen as core versus peripheral (Schwanz, 1994}, Core values are the ones seel
as always important, always relevant. For Americans, freedom of n:&mn issuch
a core value. It influences all aspeas of everyday tife, [rom advertising {e.g..
Apple’s “think different” slogan) 1o schooling to personal relationships; we
not only expect to be able to choose, we also expect to be able to change our
minds and choose again. Even young children are offered choices, s_.,._: “{ree
play” being scheduled into preschool curriculums. Core values are __rn.:. 10
be used when attempting to influence others. For example, abontion rights
and schoeol vouchers are both framed in the language of choice {a woman’s
right 1a choose, schools of choice). Core values are thus more no_,_.__ao:.:_.
evoked than are less core values (Fiske, 19921). In additien to dilferences in
which values are core versus peripheral, societies also differ in how many
situations elicit particular values (Holstede, 1980). Highly individualistic so-
cieties such as America or New Zealand prescnt people with many situations
that evoke personal freedom and choice as a value. Western m:novn.»n monw-
eties may equally value personal freedom when it is n<orn.wﬁ_.m=n difler pri-
marily in the number of situations 1hat evoke these individualistic values versus
other more collective ones.

When a value is rarely evoked, it is less likely to influence behavior than
when it is continuously evoked. Thus, one advaniage of the increasingly intru-
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sive Nazi laws restriciing interactions with Jews was to make more salient to
Germans, across more and more everyday situations, the contrasts between
being Jewish and being a member of the emerging Aryan German group. By
expelling Jews Irom everyday life and making salient group boundaries by
having Jews live separately and wear the distinguishing Star of David, these
laws made salient to Germans the value of belonging to a group while simulta-
neously reducing the salience of individual rights, duties, and responsibilities.

By structuring the public and collective reality, groups thus color one’s
personal reality as well, differentially highlighting the normative role of indi-
vidual difference, individual pleasures, and personal achievement versus sodal
embeddedness, care and concern for in-group members, and conformity to
group norms {e.g.. Hofstede, 1991; Markus & Kitayama, 1991, 1994; Triandsis,
1989). When the collective reality focuses on the group, social embeddedness,
and living up to social norms and roles, individual everyday reality is differ-
ent than when the collective reality focuses on individual uniqueness, per-
sonal happiness, and individual goals and responsibilities (Kitayama & Markus,
1997; Oyserman & Markus, 1993; Shweder & Sullivan, 1990}. A common way
to assess these differences is through value or attitude checklists such as the
one found in the Appendix. To assess cultural [rame, researchers ask samples
of individuals to rate the extent to which they agree with each statement, with
higher collectivistic scores occurring when individuals more strongly agree that
family, relationships with in-group members. and common fate with their in-
group are meaningful. Similarly, higher individualistic scores mean that in-
dividuals agreed more strongly that being unique and different from others,
having personal freedoms and the chance to attain personal goals are impor-
tant to who they are. Reading through the items in the Appendix also makes
clear that while people may differ in how much they agree with each state-
ment, answers clearly depend on the situation. In some sitvations. almost
everyone would agree that loyalty to group leaders is important; in other situ-
ations, almost everyone will agree that personal choeice is iinportant, A key to
uniderstanding how some sodial movements become violent while others do
not is to understand cross-cultural dilferences in how peopie usually make
sense of these value choices.

Cultural Frames Differ in Chronic Focus

Rather than thinking about societies and 1he individuals living within them as
valuing either individual or group goals, it is more accurate to describe cultures
in terms of the relative frequency with which values pertaining o group ver-
sus individual good are evoked {(¢.g.. obedience and loyalty vs. personal plea-
sure and self-directior; Schwariz, 1994), This means that individuals can make
sense of the world in terms of both individual and group-focused values and
are able to shift between these competing value dusters, depending on what is
salient at the moment. A wealth of research on migrants and minorities con-
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firms that individuals can leam new cultures and can switch from one empha-
sizing groups 1o one emphasizing personal wellare (e.g., Cameron & Lalonde,
1994; Gurin, Hurtado, & Peng, 1994; Kowalski & Wolle, 1994: Mays, Bullock,
Rosenzweig, & Wessells, 1998; Oyserman, 1993; Oyserman et al., 1998). We
are all able to think about what the group needs or how we can be good mem-
bers of the group when the situation calls for it. One of the important questions
raised by the Holocaust asks how it was that so many Germans were focused
on the needs of the “Aryan” group and able to stay focused on themselves as
simply members of this group rather than as individuals.

Collsctiviam and individualism

While there are many possible ways 1o explore this issue, in this chapter our
focus is on the way in which socigties can focus members® attention on group
versus individual frames of reference. Current cultural research and theoriz-
ing distinguish between cultures and societies that tend to focus more on the
individual and those that focus more on the group as the basic social unit of
analysis {e.g., Triandis, 1995}. These cultural frames are termed individualistic
and collectivistic, respectively {(e.g.. Hofstede, 1980: Schwartz, 1990).

Collectivism

Values central to colleqiivism are obedience, tradition, salety, and order. Given
these values, sacieties develop specific sodal norms for how to maintain sodial
harmony, fit in, and do the right thing as a group member. Moteover, when
these values are salient, groups also tend to think of themselves in territorial
terms (e.g., Triandis, 1996). For Germans, this took the form of beliel in the
sanctity of German soil and belief in a blood-based “Germanity.” In this way,
collectivist cultural frames focus attention on the interdependence between
individuals, the centrality of family, and the impertance of social unity and
harmoeny within in-groups (Chan, 1991; Daniels, 1988; Fugita & O'Brien, 1991;
Lee, 1994; Markus & Kitayama, 1991; Rusenberger, 1992; Takaki, 1994}. Within
a collectivistic frame. relationships involve obligation and gencerosity loward the
in-group (Leung. 1997), along with conflict and competition with out-groups
{Oyserman, 1993; Triandis, 1995). Boundaries of Lhe in-group are not perme-
able. In-groups may be the family, dan, ethnic group, or nation, but member-
ship is ascribed at birth and is not achievable through common interests or other
means [Triandis, 1995). Further, since only groups based in these imagined blood
ties have legitimacy, to be legitimate and create a sense of loyalty. all groups
must present themselves in terms of these “legitimate” groups—bolstering a
sense of common ancestry, roots, and family or clan bonds.

From a collectivistic perspective, individuals are permanently located in
networks of “blood tie” groups—iribal group, ethnic group. kin. and family
(Oyserman, 1993; Triandis, 1995). Even nationality is undersiood as stem-
ming from membership in an imagined primordial community of blood-
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related others so that trye citizenship will be seen as a birthright, not a choice
{Calhoun, 1993). German nationality, especially in the period before and
during Nazism, provides an exarnple of this perspective. German nationalists
emphasized ethnic rather than dvic or pelitical eriteria for being German and
in that way saw "Germanness” as a blood connection, a natural human iden-
tity rather than a chosen group membership {Calhoun, 1993). From a collec-
live perspective, these groups are enfitative, that is, understoed as entities with
indivisible meaning as units (Hamiltor & Sherman, 1996), whereas individuals
are components of groups, in some ways interchangeable (Brewer & Miller,
1996}, This beliel in 1he entitativity of groups means that groups are viewed
as causing events and as being responsible for the actions of group members
({Morris, 1998}, while individual actors are iess likely to be viewed as causing
aulcomes (Morris & Peng. 1994).

Thus, within a collectivistic frame, group membership is a central and
defining characteristic of the self (c.g.. Phinney & Cobb, 1996). Positive self-
evaluaticn and life satisfaction comes from skilifully meeting obligations to
one’s group members {Ames, Dissanayake, & Kasulis, 1994; Markus &
Kitayama, 1991; Oyserman & Markus; 1993; 1998; Singelis, 1994; Triandis,
1995). When one thinks about the self and others in terms of groups, the
individuality of out-group members, even their humanity, hecomes suspect
(Triandis, 1995). As a result, in-group members will have strong ties with and
trust in only in-group members; out-group members will noi be trusted and
will be seen as threatening. Viclent response 1o this perceived threat is more
likely in socteties and cultures that fack democratic roots, since citizens who
lack strongly intemalized norms and values of democracy are more likely 10
be intolerant of out- groups seen as behaving in ways antithetical to in -group
norms (Sullivan & Transue, 1999},

Take, for example, Germany in 1932. Tt lacked a strong democratic tradi-
tion, and the Nazi Panty successfully connected hate and loathing for Jews with
adesire to lake pait in a “regeneration” of Germany. Traditional Christian and
nineteenth-century pseudoscdentific anti-Semitism wete cach interwoven with
voters’ desires to see themselves as part of a superior Aryan group, regener-
ate the German nation, and return teo a mythic past. Nazi anti-Semitism be-
care a corollary of German beliel in the superiority of the Aryan race (Bauer,
1982; Friedlander, 1997a, 1997b; Marris, 1987). Anti-Semitism supported the
growth of German consciousness through the promotion of {ear of the “other.”

For Germans, the Jew was the eternal other, the stranger, diny, thieving,
morally and physically inferior, not fit to be assoclated with or to be consid-
ered a member of the Voik but rather a conniving member of an international
conspiracy 1o harm Germans. The Nuremberg Laws of 1935 legally excluded
Jews from German society by forbidding marriage and extramarital relation-
ships between Jews and Germans and even the employment of German fe-
males under age 45 in Jewish households. Being a Jew, according to these
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laws, was not a matter of belief, behavior, or self-identification with a group
but rather a matter of blood. In 1938 an S5 journal further defined Jews as a
race of murderers and criminals, mortal enemies of the omndmﬁ people ...WN:.Q.‘
1982; Friedlander, 1997a, 1997b}. Gradually, public anwﬂav.:osu of Jews in-
voked their common humanity less and less and increasingly used non-
human terms such as fedder and excrement. ,
Because collectivism provides a ready expianartion for intergroup conflial
and its consequences, maintaining a collectivist frame provides ncrﬁa:nw and
reduces stress when organized violence occurs. To the extent ﬁ.:m_ one :q...__n.qew
that “blood” groups are important and that Smr__a:mw. are defined by this type
of group membership, prejudice, racism, and reduced lile chances due to group
membership become understandable {Oyserman & Sakamoto, _owmv.. Al the
same time, the level of intergroup conflicl is perceived as mare E_n:,mn
{Oyserman, 1993). In this way, a collectivist focus can _.n”a:nn negalive se-
quelae of violence. A more recent example of this dynamic comes .?cn_ our
field research with Muslim Bosnian women in the altermath of dislocation
due to Balkan civil wars. Muslim Bosnian women who endorsed more n.o_-
lectivist values and viewed their ethnic and religivus identitics as definkning
them more centrally reported less siress, depression, and anxiety overall than
did women who endorsed more individualistic values ...anm_._:m & Oyserman,
1996). Moreover, family members’ negative wartime experiences had greater
impact on women who endorsed collectivist values. mn..n these women, the
correlation between their own symptoms of posttraumatic stress disorder and
the negative wartime experiences of their jamilies was stronger.

[Individualism

While collectivistic cultural frames focus attention on groups, S&ia:m:m:n
culiural frames focus attention on the individual. Three core belief systems
constitate the value basis ol individualism: valuation of ﬂ..._.mcﬂu,“ independence
and reedom of choice, personal uniqueness, and personal achievement {Hsu,
1983; Markus & Kitayama, 19%1; Triandis. 1995). Given .ra.wn core values,
individualism promotes the imporiance of knowing one’s beliefs and J_w._cnm
and behaving in accordance with these no matter what the 853:.. _:a:”a:.'
alistn as a worldview suggests that what is permanent and mS.o._n is the indi-
vidual himtself or hersell, not his or her relationships. Furniher, given the mo..Em
on individual freedom and independence, personal goals and feelings weigh
heavily in decision making. Individualisis are 58_.3_&.._ in S.:n:..ﬂ. they m_.m
happy and feeling good about themselves (Bellah, Sullivan, & Swidler, 1988;
wilkinson, 1992; Markus, Mullally, & Kitayama, 1997). . o

Whereas a collective [rame presents groups as organic mn_.:_n.m. and m-am-
viduals as simply parts of groups, an individualistic frame conceives &, :a._'
viduals as organic entities. That is, individuals are meaningful entities in
themselves. and will or agency is tocaled within individuals (Shweder, 1991).

169



170

Beyond the Mwlividual: Sroups and Coliectives

By focusing on the individual, this culiural frame highlights the common
humanity in all individuais (Hsw. 1983). It sets up a mechanism of basic will-
ingness to be sodable with strangers, who may, after ajl, be helpiul in attaining
one’s personal goals, since many tasks require cooperative effort. Individualism
then puts a premium on a willingness te be flexible and to compromise and
negotizte with diverse others in purstit of one's personal goals {see Oyserman,
Coon. & Kemmelmeier, 2002, for a review}.

On the other hand, groups themselves are assumed 1o be temporary. Indi-
viduals join with other individuals who have common interests; as goals and
Interests change, group membership is also assumed to change (Singelis et al.,
[993). Thus, within an individualistic worldview, groups are by nature un-
stable and continue only as long as they are personally worthwhile; even mem-
bership in family Broups is considered a choice, since one could always choose
not 1o assodate with one’s family (Fiske, 1991; Satnpson, 1988; Triandis, 1995;
for a review see Oyserman et al., 2002).

The *relational schema” (e-g., Baldwin, 1992) or relationship prototype that
makes sense within an individualistic frame is the relationship as a personal,
temporary collaboration or competition between the self and specific other in-
dividuals. Individuals are free 1o form relationships and alliances with any other
individual. I a relationship is not equitable or personally satisfying, it fades away,
with new relationships established to take its place. Individuals can choose with
whom to assediate and can determine the degree of association. Intergroup
competition and suspicion are not integral to an individualistic perspective, From
an individualistic perspective, one is free to choose whether 10 have friends or
enemies {Adatns, 1998). Social obligation is not central to individualism. In-
stead, individuals are assumed 1o make temporary connections in service of a
personal goal or need. Individualism promotes a focus on equity in relation-
ships and short-ierm cost-benefit analyses of obligations 1o others,

Individualism, Collectlvism, and the Meaning of Groups

As noted in the previous sections, individualistic and collectivistic frames dif-
ferinthe centrality of group membership to self-definition, in the permanence
assumed with regard to groups, and in whether between-group conflict is
assumed 1o be a permanent or natyral state of affairs. In this section, we out-
line a final and crudal way that individualistic and collectivistic frames differ
in their fundamemial ang basic evaluation of groups. While valued and seen
as the basis of being human within a colleciivistic worldview, groups are sus-
pect and seen as having the potential 10 influence or subvert indjvidual jadg-
ment, reasoning, and perspective taking trom an individualistic worldview (for
an overview, see Aronson, Wilson, & Aker:, 1994).

Within an individualistic frame, one’s true opinions and best judgment arise
when one thinks for oneself and acts alone. Within a collectivistic frame,
obedience to the group, following group norms, and acting to maintain group
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harmony are valued. These same behaviors—that s, conformity and obedi-
ence to the group or sodial norms—are described as “mindlessness™ and “de-
personalization” within an individualistic frame and seen as the negative
consequences of groups and sodal situations. In an individualistic frame,
groups are detrimental 10 individual initiative; they are “crowds,” potentlally
dangerous “masses, " subject to fads, crazes, and hysteria (Lofand, 1992). Thus,
while social conformity is normative and appropriate within a collective irame,
within an individualistic frame, conformnity 1o group norms is inappropriate
and is often considered a failure to act on personal conviction. Consequently,
individuats who follow group nomms are seen as being mindless, depersonal-
ized, and deindividuated.

Implications of Cultural Frames for
Understanding Social Movements

Social Movements

Social movements challenge a society's status que in the name of a group
perceived to be disadvantaged within the society. with the goal of benefiting
this subgroup (Giugni, 1998). In order to serve as the impetus for social ac-
tion, there is nno need for the claim of disadvantage 10 be empirically verifi-
able, as long as it convinces others to join and mobilize for action. Thus, Hitler
described the German people as viclimized by world Jewry (see Mandel, this
volume). While social scientists have studied the emergence ol social move-
ments from a variety of perspectives (e.g., Giugni, 1998; McAdam, McCarthy,
& Zald, 1988), the influence of cultural frame and the ways individuals can
moeve between these frames have not received attention. Yet taking into ac-
count culture appears necessary if we arve to understand the dynamics of
movement involvement and participation and the likclihood that social move-
ments will promote organized out-group violence. In particular, we propose
that social movements attempt to shift the cultural focus of potential partici-
pants toward a collective worldview. We will speculate about likely mecha-
nisms of frame shifting and use examples from the social movement and
intergroup conflict literature to support the notion that cultural frames are
central to whether a movement focuses on nonviolent change within a sod-
¢ty or violent change of the society {e.g.. revolutionary movements or geno-
cidal movements).

Social Movements® Chances for

Success Depend en Framing
By focusing attention on group nceds rather than individual needs, collective
cultural frames are advantageous to social movement organizers. If group
membership is central to identity and impermeable, acting for the good of the
group and following group norms can more easily replace personal goals and
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more universalistic norms. Conversely, if individual initiative is made cen-
tral, individuals will be suspicious of groups, seeing them as mindless, irratio-
nal, and corrosive of personal responsibility,

Juxtaposing individualistic and collectivistic cultural frames clarifies the
process of joiming, remaining in, and leaving sacial movements. When cul-
tures focus en individuals as the central, defining sodal unit, then groups of
choice are the basis of social structures, with individuals viewed as choesing
1o become citizens and choosing to becorme members of a variety of other
voluntary associations. As a result, in-group members are likely to have weak
ties with multiple groups, to have a general sense of trust in their fellow man,
and to perceive others not as threats but as future potential interaction part-
ners (see Oyserman et al., 2002), These ideas of fluid group membership and
a belief that others share a common humanity with basic rights have also been
termed basic values of democracy (Sullivan & Transue, 1999). When a per-
Teable sense of group membership and valuation of the individual is associated
with cultural valuation of democratic norms, violent response to threatening
oul-group members is less likely {for a review, see Calhoun, 1993}. This may
help to explain what some perceived as a contrast in both rhetoric and be-
haviors between ordinary Israelis and Palestinians during the viclent confron-
tations of 2000. The available data suggest that Jewish Israclis are, on average,
lower in collectivism than Palestinian Arabs {Oyserman, 1993).

Individuallsm and Soclal Movements

By making individuals central, an individualistic cultural frame highlights the
ways groups bind, constrain, and limit individual freedom, taking away from
the basic requirement of each individual to be responsible for his or her own
actions (Zurcher & Snow, 1992), Individualism’s negative valuation of groups
Carries over (e a negative valuation of people who join sodal movements. From
this perspective, those who join social movements are deficient in SOIMe way,
that is, as authoritarian, dependent, in search of personal identity, refusing
to tzke personal responsibility for their actions, Those who act alone are seen
as both more independent and more humanistic and caring toward others
{McAdam, McCarthy, & Zald, 1988: Zurcher & Snow, 1992). This negative
perspective on groups combines with the assumption thag groups are of value
only as long as they are uscful to the individual—sthat is, that they provide
relevant resources.

To be successful in recruiting and maintaining members in a social move-
ment framed in terms of individuatistic values, a movement must offer mem-
bers a way to fecl free and independent of constraints, attain personal pleasure
or happiness, or work toward other personal goals. Group members will ask
themselves if they can have their own personal style while being a group
member, if being a group member contributes 1o personal happiness, and so
on. Moreover. participants in individualistically focused movemenis will en-
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gage in ongoing cost-benefit analyses of involvement as compared with other
self-defining options. Membership has to provide ongoing benelfits that out-
weigh its costs. Members must fecl that groups help them 1o achieve personal
goals that would otherwise remain unmet. To elicit involvement, a movement
would need to successfully promote membership as an efficient way to feel
good about oneself, reduce constraints on personal freedomns, and attain per-
sonal growth experiences.

Examples of individualistic framing of group membership cotne from pro-
motienal messages used as part of the U.5. Navy's advertising campaign—
videos show young men and women driving sport utility vehicles and enjoying
leisure. Naval service is portrayed as a way to better oneself and attain per-
sonai goals—learn skills useful in the job market, earn money toward college.
and have a better standard of living and more leisure activities. On the clip,
young sailors report that joining the navy gives them a financial edge over
their peers. Clearly, the focus is on individual, not group-oriented, appeals.
Similarly, the U.5. Army advertises enlistment as a way 10 “be all you can be,”
and the U.5. Marines advertise enlistment as a way (o attain personal unique-
ness—io be one ol “the few, the proud, the Marines.” While appropriately
targeting the individualistic values of the intended audience, this way of pre-
senting social group involvement means that such involvernent is likely 1o be
both temporary, with members leaving whenever the cost-benelit ratie shifts,
and contingent, with members feeling free to choose which group goals and
tasks to work on.

Collactivism and Social Movements

Clearly, soctal movements framed by individualism will have a tough time
convinding potential participants to sacrifice for the group. Social movements
that successfully frame involvement in terms of collectivisi do not need 10
describe membership as a way 10 be happy, feel unique, and atain personal
goals. As can be seen by referring to the Appendix, collectivist social move-
ments need only remind participants of the importance of collective values,
obligation to the in-group, common fate with the in-group, and that the self
is defined via the in-group and family ties. Certainly it is casier to keep mem-
bers invoelved in sociat moverments when honor, tradition. and secial abligation
are the primary and salient values than when personal happiness, pleasure,
and goal attainment are, To elicit a sense of dury or obiigation to the sodal
movement in a colleclivistic society, a new movemenr or group would sim-
ply need to be framed in terms of existing “blood tie” in-groups.

Recall that the groups that are important 1o collectivists arc seen as per-
manent, so linking participation in a movement to such a preexisting group
would set up conditions for permanent invelvement. Thus, if Nazism were
simply presented as an economic plan that Germans could choose 10 be in-
volved in if they felt it would help them attain personal economic security, it
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is harder to imagine Germans feeling permanently linked to Nazism. Instead,
being a member of the Nazi social movement was framed as part of being a
member of the “Aryan race,” a preexisting ascriptive group: in this way, being
Nazi and being German were linked, making soclal movement involvement
more permanent.

Clearly, involvement in the Nazi movement was facilitated by linking the
movement with preexisting notions about a mythic blood-based “pation” of
Aryans. This facilitated the shift to a collective frame in which “German Aryan®
in-group needs were made salient. By focusing on the centrality of the group,
needed contributions from individual members could be represented as part
of being in the group. Therefore, fulfilling these obligations could be linked
with collectivist values without the need to resort to individualistic maotives
to carry thern out. Explicit use of Jews as the enemy {acilitated a sense of in-
group common fate, Because the social movement involvement is linked with
membership in other in-groups, involvement is teinforcing to participants as
a way of contributing 1o group goals. In the case of Nazism, the connection
was made between being Nazi and being truly German, between being ualy
German and being a member of the Aryan race, thus turning partidpants into
an imagined community based in blood ties. Together these crystallized at-
tention to the collectivistic values of respect for group leaders and the desire
to serve them.

While individualism promotes the idea that one could Jjoin with an array of
heterogeneous others for some personal purpose or goal, collectivism promotes
the idea that it is only the homogeneous in-group to which one is obligated
and connected. Whereas group membership is lemporary by nature within an
individualistic frame, it is permanent within a collectivistic frame. When framed
by individualism, a social movement would have temporary, shifting, and evolv-
ing memberships. Individuals join to attain a goal or because they need or want
something membership provides. Within such a frame, compromise, {lexibil-
ity, and altemative routes to goal attainment are sensible. Conversely, in con-
texts where collectivism is chronic, social movement involvement may be seen
as a way to express oneself through membership, and socal movements could
become more all-encompassing, permanent, and demanding of individual timne,
energy. and investment. Clearly, salient cultural framing matters in how groups
are perceived, willingness to become involved, the perceived costs and benefits
of involvement, and the potential of these movements to engage in organized
violence or even genocidal attacks on out-groups. These differences are sum-
marized in Table 7.1.

Cultural Frams as Impatus for Individual Action

Until now we have focused on the ways that cultural frames shift the mean-
ing of group membership and the things sodial groups must de o have and
sustain member involvement, We now turn to the ways by which cultural
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Tamle 7.1

Implications of Individualism and Collectivism Relevant to

Social Movements

INDIVIDUALISM

COLLECTIVISM

The individual is the focus of analysis and
basic meaning unit

Individuals Torm, join, and dissolve
groups; groups caist for the good of
individuals and are means for achieving
individual ends; individuals do not owe
any particelar allegiance to the group as
art institution

Individuals are motivaled to achicve. be
happy. and be unique

Conilict is imerindividual. Individual
needs and personal conflicts are the basis

The social unit is the focus of analysis and
the basic meaning unit

Group miembership shapes and completes
individuals: it is as members of groups
that individuals make sense of themselves
and others: groups are fixed, central, and
importantt and lay a <faim o one’s time
and energy

Individuals are mativaied 10 be
COMmpEient. appropriate group members

Conllict is intergroup; groups are
permanent and have an existence beyond -

the individual: groups are imagined
cummunities of others with shared blood
ties and history

for group formation and dissolution

Teoday's enemy is tomorrow's enemy;
intransience and refusal 10 compromise
are hallmarks of intergraup behavior

Today's enemy may be 1omorrow’s ally;
compromise and flexibility are hallmarks
of intergroup behavior

frames shift the salicnce of aspects of self-concept, making different an-
swers to Lthe basic *Who am 1?7 question scem appropriate. As ooted previ-
ously, individualistic and collectivistic caltural frames make salient personal
(idiocentric) and social (allocentric) identity elements of seli-concept, respec-
tively {e.g., Markus & Kitayama, 1991; Oyserman, 1993; Tralimow, Triandis.
& Goto, 1991 Triandis, 1989). Identity includes both personal and sociai as-
pects, and both are implicated in basic functions of identity such as maintain-
ing well-being (e.g.. Crocker, Voelkl, Testa, & Major, 1991; Haslam, Oakes,
Turner, & McGarty, 1996) and behavior control {Hughes & Demo, 1989;
Haslam et al.. 1996; Taylor & Dube, 1986; Tumer, Hogg, Oakes, Reicher, &
Wetherell, 1987).

Social identities motivate social action by making group membership norms
and obligations salient and personally relevant, encouraging group members
to see themselves as prototypical group members, and validating persever-
ance in working toward group goals. Conversely, persanal identities motivate
personal action by making personal goals, desires, concemns, and feelings sa-
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lient; encouraging perception of oneself as unique and valued; and validat-
ing the quest for autonomy, independence, and personal happiness.

Shifting Cultural Frames: Implications for
Soclal Movement Involvement

If, in some societies, individualistic frames are almost always used and collec-
tivistic frames rarely used, and, in other societies, the reverse is the case, then
these societies should also differ in the nature of the identities that are ha-
bitually reinforced. In societies where most contexts make individualism sa-
lient. the chronically accessible way of thinking about oneself and others is
likely to be in tenms of individualism and personal identities. The reverse will
be the case in societies where most contexts make collectivism salient, where
the chronically accessible way of thinking about oneself and others is likely
1o be in terms of collectivism and social identities. In individualism-dominant
societies, the extent of colleciive focus should be amenable to contextual
manipulation, but the level ol individual focus should remain relatively con-
stant; the reverse should be the case for collectivism-dominant cultural con-
texts. A series of field studies in Northern Ireland and Mexico lound some
evidence to support this notion of a “culiural working self” {Sanchez-Burks,
Oyserman, & Kemmelmeier, 1998). Thus, we were able 1o prime collectivism
in Northem Ireland among college students by making thoughts about friend-
ships satient. This prime did not influence level of individualism, which would
likely be chronically salient in this individualistic society (Holsiede, 1980).
Similarly, we were able to prime individualism in Mexico among college stu-
dents by making salient unique characteristics about the self. This prime did
not influence level of collectivism, which is likely to be chronically salient in
Lhis collectivistic society (Hofsiede, 1980),

The working cultural sell-concept made salient in a given siwation is likely
to have consequences for invelvement in a social movement. A collective frame
may increase perceived salience of social identities, increase obligation 1o the
in-group, highlight boundaries between in-groups and out-groups and person-
alize conilict between in-groups and out-groups, These aspects of collectivism
may be benefidal to increased involvement and to maintenance of member-
ship over time. In addition, the kind of short-term, individually focused cost-
benefit analysis of involvement likely in an individualistic frame is unlikely in
a collectivist one. A social movement can count on a longer-term and more
extensive commitment to the exient that it can align itself with the kind of
permanent groups that are part of the collectivistic focus—family or kin groups
and “blood ties” with others who share a presumed common ancestry.

In Nazi Germany, efforts to link Nazism with being German, and being
Jewish with all that was opposed to Germanness were supported by the
regime’s propaganda machinery and even by purpartedly scientiflic institutes
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and universities. Some of the latter focused on Aryan superiority. Others—
like the huge library on Jewish affairs at Frankfurt University and the Eisenach
Institute—focused on the scientific understanding of Jewish matters or the
relationships of Jews to Christians. By turning Jews and the Jewish peaple
into the objects of study, this further supported the process of dehumaniza-
tion while simultaneously elevating those commissioning and doing the re-
search on Jews.

The reason it was important to keep Germans focused on collective values
is that individualistic value frames increase salience of persenal identities,
highlight boundaries between the self and others, and reduce relevance of
issues focused on the group rather than personal goals and desires. When
individuaiistic value frames are chronically accessibie, a social movement will
need to expend effort to create contexts that cue collectivism and make col-
lectivistic values relevant. Chronic salience of an individualistic lens will mean
that invelvement must be framed in terms of personal benefits to the indi-
vidual. Within an individualistic frame, activism makes sense only as a way
1o attain personal resources and support not otherwise available, or as a way
of attaining more abstract personal justice and fairness goals. Once established,
these groups are less likely to focus on intergroup conflict and more likely to
be pragmatic and focused on compromise. However, if such a group cannol
meet members” individvalistic goals, it is likely to quickly lose membership.

Stable and long-term groups, whether revolutionary or religious. require
that members define membership as central 1o, overshadowing, or coloring
their sense of self. Within a collectivistic frame, remaining true to the group™s
beliets and values is imporiant. Negotiation, flexibility, and compromise are
likely to be viewed as irresponsible to the group, and “collaborators” are likely
to be punished (Mays ¢t al., 1998; Roberts, Spencer, & Uyangoda, 1998). Thus,
when unrestrained by individualism, collectivism may resudt in resistance to
compromisc and more violent interchanges with the out-group, including
atlempts to wrest all social power from the out-group, This has been true of
other twentieth-century genocides, inctuding the Turkish massacres of mil-
lions of Armenians, the excesses of the Pol Pot regime during the Vietham-
Cambodian War, Stalin’s purges. and the more recent incidents ol ethnic
cleansing in the Balkans. However, none of these seem 10 equal the Holo-
<aust for its systematic and widespread cruelty or for its apparent disconnect
from territorial and political gain {Wehler, 1998). i

CAN PRIMING COLLECTIVISM PRIME SOCIAL OBLIGATION?

Until now, we have described the risky potential of collectivism to crea te con-
ditions conducive to organized intergroup violence. In this last section, we
would fike 10 speculate about the possibility that collectivism can also increase
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social obligation not only 1o in-group members but also to individuals mare
generally and in this way reduce the risk of organized intergroup violence.
Given that both individual- and collective-focused values are in evidence in
all societies (Schwartz, 1990), our interest is in the possibility that by melding
individualism and collectivism, individuals may feel obligated not only to their
smaller in-group but also to society and to humankind at large. That is, they
will both leel connected to others and alse value individual differences and
endorse Hlexibility and compromise. In a series of studies with Jewish and Asian
American college students, we found evidence for the positive effect of such
2 melded cultural frame {Oyserman et al., 1998).

Students in these studies were asked to read a series of scenartos in which
personal goals and social obligation goals were presented as conflicting. For
example, in one scenario, students chose between going out on a beautiful
spring day or carrying out a commitment. Commitments were framed as ei-
ther personal commitrents te another student, social commitments 1o help
the in-group, or social commitments to help larger soctety—lor example,
canvassing voters or volunteering for Martin Luther King Day events. We
proposed that the propensity to simply do one’s own thing would be damp-
ened when collectivistic values were made salient. In fact, students who first
brought to mind values by {illing out attitude scales differed systematically
in their responses based on the values they endorsed. Participants who en-
dorsed only individualistic values felt obligated only to individuals. These
responses paraliel the literature suggesting that individualistic frames make
group participation suspect and dampen any sense of obligation to groups.
Participants who endorsed only collectivistic values felt obligated to the in-
group, not the larger society. These responses parallel the concerns we have
raised about the potential of collectivism to carry with it intransigent inter-
group conilict. However, another group of respondents endorsed both in-
dividualistic and collectivistic values. These participants felt particularly
obligated to help groups whose membership was inclusive of all American
society and whose goals focused on general social issues. These findings
provide empirical support for the clalm that collectivism primes social obli-
gation. Unlike previous work, they also suggest that a positive aspect of col-
Jectivisin can carry over to larger society.

CONCLUSION

We have suggested that a collective cultural focus carries with it the tendency
to define the self in terros of social identities, to see others in terms of stable
group membership, to perceive out-groups as threats, and 10 be wary of com-
promise with out-group members. We have suggested that this stance carzies
with it heightened risk of intergroup conflict and the possibility of organized
violence, ethnic cleansing, and other genocidal acts. Further, we have pro-
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posed that democratic values and individualism reduce the risk that social
movements will develop this type of collective identity. Sedial institutions in
all societies must be capable of evoking some collectivism. A society cannot
long survive if its members never develop a sense of collective identity and
never lee] obligated or comminted to it. Similarly, if a social movement can-
not evoke a sense of social obligation, a sense of self as bound up with the
group and connected to the group’s fate, the mavement is unlikely 1o survive
over time. The implied social contract between individual and BTOUPD O Q-
ety is that each benefits from the other, and societies must develop a way of
creating and susiaining such a contract (e.g., Etzioni, 1993; Hewitt, 1989;
Schwartz, 1996). Yet, as is clear from the sectarian violence in many parts of
the world, a sense of social obligation to the in-group may be quite detrimen-
tal to the out-group, espedially when both live within the same country {e.g.,
Fiske, 1991).

A collective orientation woward a family or “blood tie” in-group may para-
doxically promwote extreme self-sacrifice for the benelit of social obligation yet
result in ongoing intergroup conflict because any compromise with the out-
group would be seen as abandonment of the in-group. Thus, some analyses of
the Republican Sinn Fein in Northern Ireland would suggest that members in
this social movement cannot accept a political negotiation or compromise so-
lution because for them the identity of being Republican Sinn Fein requires that
there be no compromise with the British (¢f. White & Frasier, 2000). Collectiv-
ism at its core does not promote negotiation and comprotmise; Dexibility is viewed
as abandonment of the group’s needs or cooperation with the enemy. Perhaps
paradoxically, collectivistic tendencies 1oward sodal obligation may promote
long-standing and violent ethnically focused conflict. In certain circumstances,
a collectivist perspective results in a decreased sense of overarching commu-
nity and focus only on the in-group, as well as loss of focus on individual rights
and responsibilities and a shift 10 focus on group rights (c.g., Ben-Dor, 1988).
Some researchers have argued that democracy depends on the existence of a
stable overarching identity, such as *we are all Americans,” within the context
of fluid allegiances to interest groups (e.g., Oyserman, 1992; Sears, 1987). Such
a sense of commitment to the larger national socictal community has been
described as a hallmark of individualism because coilectivism requires a sense
of *blood ties” or [amilial relationship to evoke sustained social obligation {e.g.,
Triandis, 1995; Wilkinson, 1992).

Individualism and colleativism provide very different perspectives on the
meaning of social movements and the costs and benefits of being a group
member. Involvement in a sodal movement is a way 1o create a certain self-
image (Pinel & Swann, 2000), to band together with others to feel good about
onesell {Kaplan & Liu, 2000), and 10 maintain a positive sense of one’s unigue-
ness while also feeling close and connected to similar others {Brewer & Sil-
ver, 2000). Yet, when framed collectively, social movements can readily create
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1he coniext for organized violence, N is imperative thar we develop ways to
harness the positive power of collective impulses in ways that do not set the
stage for violence.

AFPENDIX: A MEASURE OF INDIVIDUALISM AND
COLLECTIVISM (FROM OYSERMAN ET AL., 2002}

1. Individualism (valuing personal uniqueness, personai achievement, and
personal freedom)

UNIQUENESS

1.
2.

bl

=Y

it is important to me to develop my own personal style,

I may have some things in common with others, bui my
personal arttributes are what make me who I am,

[ prefer being abie to be different from others.

'am different from everyone else, unique.

I enjoy being unique and different from others in many respects.
It is important for me to be myself,

ACHIEVEMENT

1.

For me, hard work and personal determination are the keys to
suceess in life.

To know who I really am. you must examine my achievements
and accomplishments,

3. A person of character focuses on achieving his/her own goals.

4. I enjuy locking back on my personal achievements and selting
new goals for myself.

5. My personal achievements and accomplishments are very
important to who I am.

6. It is important for me to remember that my personal goals have
top priority.

FREEDOM

L. I is better for me to follow my own ideas than to follow those
of anyone ejse.

2. My personal happiness is more important 1¢ me than almeoss
anything else.

3. Individual happiness and the freedom to attain it are central to

" who I am.

4. Ii I make my own choices, I will be happier than if I listen to
others.

5. I ollen have personal preferences.
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L. Collectivism (valuing family, reiationships with others, and belief in
common fate}

FAMILY

1. Toften turn to my family for social and emeotional support.

2. Learning about the traditions, customs, values, and beliefs of
my family is important to me,

3. My family is central to who I am.

4. 1 know I can always count on my family to help me.

5. Itis important 0 me to respect decisions made by my family.

6. Family is more important to me than almost anything else.

7. Whenever my family needs something, I try to help.

RELATIONSHIT'S WITH OTHERS

1. If you know what groups 1 belong 10, you know who [ am.

2. To know who ! really am, you must see me with members of
my group.

3. My relationships with others are a very important part of who
I atn.

4. My happiness depends on the happiness of those around me. :

3. In some ways, my relationships with others make me who I am.

6. I will sacrifice my self-interest for the benefit of the group I am in. :

COMMON FATE

1. The history and heritage of my religious. national, or ethnic
group are a large part of who I am.

2. A person of character helps his/her religious, national, or ethnic
group before all else.

3. I'have respect for the Icaders of my religious, national, or ethnic
group.

4. Itis imponant to me to think of myself as a member of my
religious, national, or ethnic group.

5. In1he end, a person feels closest 10 members of hisfher own
religious, national, or ethnic group.

6. When I hear about an event, 1 awiomatically wonder whether it
will be good or bad for my religious, natianal, or ethnic group,
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