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Abstract

Collective action (CA) research looking at gender has focused predominantly on fem-

inist activism, overlooking activism of women who reinforce gender inequalities and

traditional gender roles (such as women supporting men’s rights or anti-abortion

protesters). Our research addresses this oversight, demonstrating the key role of iden-

tity content in predicting CA in support of progressive and reactionary social change

among women. Using two large online samples of women from the US (Study 1:

N = 1825) and the UK (Study 2: N = 992), we show that identification with ‘women’

is either weakly associated or unrelated to progressive and reactionary CA and is thus

too broad to differentiate between support for CA with opposing goals. In contrast,

subgroup identities matter: feminist identification is associated with support for pro-

gressive CA, while identification with traditional women is associated with support for

reactionaryCA.Wediscuss the implicationsof our findings for researchonCAandgen-

der inequalities.
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1 INTRODUCTION

Social protest research looking at gender has focused predominantly

on feminist activism and support for policies aimed at progressive

social change (e.g., Kelly & Breinlinger, 1995; Liss et al., 2004; Reid

& Purcell, 2004; van Breen et al., 2017; Yoder et al., 2011). Yet, not

all women subscribe to the goals of the feminist movement, perceive

women tobe thedisadvantaged group, nor share the sameunderstand-

ing of ‘women’s rights’ (e.g., Schreiber, 2008). Indeed, many women

haveactively opposedpolicies aimedat legislating gender equality, call-

ing for the preservation of the gender status quo instead. For exam-

ple, conservative women groups in the past would counter the suf-

This is an open access article under the terms of the Creative Commons Attribution License, which permits use, distribution and reproduction in any medium, provided

the original work is properly cited.

© 2022 The Authors. European Journal of Social Psychology published by JohnWiley & Sons Ltd.

fragist movement or equal rights amendment in the US (Bush, 2007;

Rosenberg, 2008). Today, the most visible examples of such conserva-

tive and reactionary women movements worldwide include: (1) Advo-

cacy of women’s groups who perceive men to be the disadvantaged

group and support men’s rights and privileges, for example, ‘Honey

Badgers’ or ‘tradwives’ (Freeman, 2020; Purtill, 2017). (2)Womenwho

‘protect’ men from sexual harassment and rape allegations. For exam-

ple, in 2018 over 100 prominent French women signed an open letter

denouncing the#MeToocampaignagainst sexual harassment as a ‘puri-

tanical witch-hunt against men’. In another open letter, 65 American

women defended the US Supreme Court nominee, Brett Kavanaugh,

against rape accusations (Peltz & Kunzelman, 2018; Safronova, 2018).

Eur J Soc Psychol. 2022;1–16. wileyonlinelibrary.com/journal/ejsp 1
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(3) Women who follow radical right social movements that convey

explicitly anti-feminist andmisogynisticmessages, for example,women

in the alt-right movement and similar far-right groups in Europe (Bow-

man & Stuart, 2017; Love, 2020).

The current article aims to shed light on the motivations of women

who engage in such conservative and reactionary CA. Specifically, we

aim to explore to what extent the strength and content of gender iden-

tity shape women’s efforts to maintain (vs. oppose) traditional gender

roles and gender inequalities. While some of these actions can be per-

ceived to be against the interest of women as a group and reinforcing

their disadvantaged status, we aim to show that the strength of gen-

der identity is positively associated with support for both progressive

and reactionary CA, confirming that women who identify with their

group can conceptualize women’s rights and group interest differently.

This is particularly important given that identification with ‘women as

a group’ is often used as a predictor of CA among women. To address

the limitation of this broad identity, we argue for the need to consider

the content of gender identitywhen predicting support for reactionary

(vs. progressive) social change among women. In the current article,

we focus on two gender identity subtypes—feminist identity and tra-

ditional identity—which are aligned with the opposition to versus sup-

port for the gender status quo respectively and test their role in pre-

dicting support for progressive and reactionary CA.

2 CA SUPPORTING PROGRESSIVE VERSUS

REACTIONARY SOCIAL CHANGE

Collective action is commonly defined as any behaviour, typically polit-

ical, undertaken by an individual as a representative of the social group

to achieve group goals (Wright et al., 1990). Collective action can thus

involve a broad range of behaviours, ranging from signing a petition,

participating in a demonstration, to supporting specific parties and

policies. According to the social identity model of collective action

(SIMCA; van Zomeren et al., 2008), collective action is more likely to

happen when people identify with a social group (group identity), per-

ceive that this group is unfairly disadvantaged (group-based injustice),

and believe that they can achieve their goals through protest (group

efficacy beliefs).

Group identity is the central predictor in SIMCA given that it has

both a direct and indirect impact on CA. This happens because the

salience of social identity is associated with the likelihood of acting on

behalf of the ingroup, as well as with increased perceptions of group-

based injustice and belief in the group’s ability to address it. More-

over, politicized group identities (e.g., identities associated with social

movements) are particularly strong predictors of CA to the extent that

they encompass beliefs about unfair group disadvantage and action

readiness to act upon it (Simon & Klandermans, 2001; Stürmer &

Simon, 2004; van Zomeren et al., 2008). Relatedly, van Zomeren et al.

(2018) recently proposed that the SIMCAmodel should be extended to

incorporate the identity content, noting that identity content is often

assumed in research, but not tested directly, limiting our understand-

ing of its role in motivating CA.

Previous studies have usually implicitly assumed that CA aims

at progressive social change, defined as social change advancing

group equality. Only recently, social-psychological models have been

extended to account for the instances of CA aimed at defending the

status quo and promoting reactionary social change, that is, actions

aimed at restoring previously existing societal arrangements and con-

testing the progressive movements (see Becker, 2020 for a review).

These recent studies show that CA in support of the status quo and

reactionary social change are oftenmotivated by perceptions of threat

to the current societal arrangements, social hierarchy, and traditional

values (Choma et al., 2020; Jost et al., 2017; Osborne et al., 2019).

3 PROGRESSIVE AND REACTIONARY CA

AMONG WOMEN

Contrary to SIMCA’s predictions, studies often find that identifica-

tion with ‘women as a group’ is only weakly related to support for

women’s issues (e.g., Henderson-King & Stewart, 1994; Kelly & Brein-

linger, 1995; van Breen et al., 2017), indicating that this broad group

identity is not relevant for predicting support for CA among women.

This is perhapsnot that surprisingwhenconsidering theunique context

of gender relations. Unlikemost disadvantaged groups, women are not

a minority in a numerical sense. Representing half of the population,

women differ considerably in their socio-demographic backgrounds,

personal experiences, values, and beliefs. This, in turn, affects how they

define their womanhood, the roles women and men should be playing

in society, and what they consider as fair gender relations. The cate-

gory ‘woman’ is thus very broad and might carry different meanings to

different women.

Indeed, women might identify with certain subgroups of women,

rather than with women in general and, consequently, differently con-

ceptualize groupdisadvantage, and thedesired goalswomenas a group

should advocate for (e.g., Becker, 2010; van Breen et al., 2017). For

example, feminist identity is associated with increased perceptions of

the prevalence of sexism, dissatisfaction with the status quo, and, sub-

sequently, with higher support for CA on behalf of women than the

broad gender identity (e.g., Kelly & Breinlinger, 1995; Liss et al., 2004;

Reid & Purcell, 2004; van Breen et al., 2017; Yoder et al., 2011). Relat-

edly, womenwith stronger progressive gender identity (measuredwith

their gender role preference) are less likely to endorse sexist beliefs

andmorewilling to engage inCA addressing gender discrimination and

supporting women’s issues. Conversely, women with stronger tradi-

tional gender identity are more likely to endorse sexist beliefs and less

likely to engage inCAonbehalf ofwomen (Becker&Wagner, 2009; Liss

et al., 2004).

While support for progressiveCAamongwomenhasbeenquitewell

researched in social psychological literature, no studies to our knowl-

edge have systematically explored the identities of women engaging

in CA aimed at reactionary social change. Previous work in this area

has usually focused on single issues, such as anti-abortion/pro-life

activism (e.g., Swank, 2020), or case studies of conservative women

movements (e.g., Dworkin, 1983; Schreiber, 2008) and prominent
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women in far-right movements such as alt-right (e.g., Mattheis, 2018).

One related set of studies byRadke et al. (2018) distinguished between

CA challenging gender inequality versus CA protecting women from

male violence, that is, the consequences of gender inequality, showing

that feminist identity was moderately associated with the former but

only weakly associated with the latter (Study 3). Although protective

CA can be considered as a type of CA upholding gender inequalities

(to the extent that concentrating efforts on mitigating the impacts

of gender inequality can ‘distract’ from pursuing social change), it is

conceptually different from reactionary CA in which the current social

arrangements are actively defended.

Another limitation of previous studies is that they often measured

CAas awillingness to support ‘women’s rights’ or ‘women’s issues’ (e.g.,

Becker & Wagner, 2009; Liss et al., 2004), the notions which, as we

argued above, are very broad and can be understood differently by dif-

ferent women. The current research seeks to fill these important gaps.

4 THE PRESENT RESEARCH

In the present research, we seek to expand the CA research by empir-

ically investigating the role of content of gender identity in motivat-

ing CA in support of progressive and reactionary social change among

women. Specifically, we focus on two identities typically examined in

CA research (broad identification with women and identification with

feminists) and one identity that we expect to be associated with sup-

port for reactionary social change, that is, identificationwith traditional

women.

Our studies build on recent developments in the CA literature (e.g.,

Jost et al., 2017; van Zomeren et al., 2018) and previous research

using multiple identity approaches to the study of gender (e.g., Becker

& Wagner, 2009; Cameron & Lalonde, 2001; van Breen et al., 2017,

2018). Specifically, we expand upon theGender IdentityModel (Becker

& Wagner, 2009), which distinguishes between the strength of identi-

ficationwithwomen and its content (progressive vs. traditional gender

role). In the present studies, we account not only for the strength of

broad identificationwithwomen but also for the strength of identifica-

tion with progressive and traditional women. Using a similar approach,

van Breen et al. (2017) proposed that identification with women and

identification with feminists are two independent dimensions of gen-

der identity reflecting attitudes toward womanhood and the social

position of women in society, respectively. Subsequently, they showed

that identification with feminists but not identification with women,

predicts support for CA aimed at ‘reducing gender inequality’. While

the inclusion of these two identities provides a robust framework for

assessing progressive CA among women, we propose the inclusion of

traditional identity as an important predictor of reactionary CA.

Traditional identifiers value romantic heterosexual relationships

and endorse traditional gender roles (e.g., that of a wife or a home-

maker; Cameron & Lalonde, 2001) and beliefs (e.g., benevolent sex-

ism; Becker &Wagner, 2009). Previous studies indicate that traditional

women do not perceive their gender as the disadvantaged group, but

rather positively distinct from men (e.g., Condor, 1984). These beliefs,

combined with the communal rather than agentic self-stereotype (e.g.,

Guimond et al., 2006), make it unlikely that traditional identifiers will

support progressive CA, or that their behaviour will be motivated by

injustice perceptions and efficacy beliefs as is the case with politicized

identities associatedwith social movements (such as feminist identity).

Instead, traditional identity can be considered as a type of opinion-

based identity (McGarty et al., 2009), that is, group identity based on

shared opinion about the roles women (and men) should play in soci-

ety.While often considered as passive and content with the status quo

(Condor, 1984)—and thus unlikely to engage in CA advancing gender

equality (e.g., Becker &Wagner, 2009)—traditional identifiersmight be

motivated to support reactionary CA, particularly if they believe that

traditional gender roles are threatened. Additionally, to the extent that

traditional womanhood is linked to being warm, caring, and support-

ing others (e.g., Eckes, 2002), traditional identifiers might be willing to

engage in CA on behalf of groups they consider to be vulnerable, such

as (unborn) children or men needing protection from feminists who

allegedly attack them.

Building on these observations, we predict that:

H1: Gender identity will be positively associated with support for both

progressive and reactionary CA. Previous research has estab-

lished that identification with women is a positive albeit over-

all weak and inconsistent predictor of progressive CA (e.g.,

Kelly & Breinlinger, 1995; van Breen et al., 2017). Given that

women can identify with this broad group identity regardless

of their gender role preference (e.g., Becker &Wagner, 2009),

we predict that gender identity will be positively and weakly

associated with progressive and reactionary CA.

H2: Feminist identity will be positively associated with support for

progressive CA and negatively associated with support for reac-

tionary CA. Feminist identity is a politicized group identity built

around a social movement aiming to reduce gender inequal-

ities and previous research has indicated its strong associa-

tions with progressive CA (e.g., Kelly & Breinlinger, 1995; van

Breen et al., 2017). Since gender equality is of key impor-

tance for feminist identifiers, we expect that it will be posi-

tively associated with progressive CA and negatively associ-

ated with reactionary CA.

H3: Traditional identity will be positively associated with support for

reactionary CA, and negatively associated or unrelated to support

for progressive CA. Previous research indicates that traditional

identifiers are unlikely to see women as the disadvantaged

group and engage in progressive CA supporting ‘women’s

issues’ (e.g., Becker & Wagner, 2009; Condor, 1984), thus we

expect either a negative or no association between traditional

identity and progressive CA. However, we expect traditional

identifiers to support reactionary CA to the extent that it pre-

serves their traditional worldview on gender roles.

We also explore to what extent the predicted associations between

identification with gender subtypes and CA can be attributed to other

two key predictors of CA: perceptions of group injustice and group effi-
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cacy (van Zomeren et al., 2008). As indicated above, feminist identity

is an activist identity, thus both ingroup injustice and efficacy should

explain its association with support for progressive CA. Conversely,

traditional identity is unlikely to be associated (or possibly even neg-

atively associated) with perceptions of ingroup injustice (e.g., Cameron

& Lalonde, 2001; Condor, 1984). Given that, to our knowledge, there

is no prior research showing the association between traditional iden-

tity and group efficacy, we do not make any assumptions about the

expected link.

5 STUDY 1

5.1 Method

5.1.1 Participants

Data for the study was collected in November 2019 using Prolific, an

online recruitment panel. We recruited 2118 heterosexual women liv-

ing in the US. Only heterosexual women were invited given that the

focus of a broader study was on exploring heterosexual interdepen-

dencies between women and men (all measures used in the study can

be found in Supplemental materials). We removed 293 participants

(14%) for one of the following reasons: had very short completion time

(<median completion time/3∼280 s), straight-lined the survey (indi-

cated the same response to 15 or more items in a row), provided the

same response to all collective action items (i.e., had no intra-individual

response variability), andprovided inconsistent responses to twoabor-

tion items (i.e., indicated support both for restricting and for improving

legal access to abortion). This resulted in a final sample of 1825 partici-

pants (Mage = 37.8, SD= 13.1). Themajority of the sample had a degree

(20% postgraduate degree, 46% college degree, 25% some college but

no degree, 10%high school or lower) and lived in suburban areas (53%;

29% urban, 18% rural). Power simulations using R Shiny app pwrSEM

(Wang&Rhemtulla, 2021) indicated that this sample sizeprovided90%

power (α= .001) for detecting standardized regression effects as small

as .20 in a structural equationmodel with seven independent variables

and two dependent variables.1

5.1.2 Measures

Unless stated otherwise all variables were measured using a seven-

point Likert scale with higher numbers indicating higher values on a

givenmeasure.

In both studies, we operationalized group identification as the self-

investment dimension from the multicomponent model of ingroup

identification proposed by Leach et al. (2008; see, e.g., Postmes et al.,

2013 for a similar approach). According to this model, group identifi-

cation can be decomposed into three related elements: the centrality

1 Assuming that all latent variables will be measured with 3 three items with factor load-

ings loadings = .70 and covariance between all independent variables and error covariance

between dependent variables variables= .30.

of a group to one’s self-concept, satisfaction with being a group mem-

ber, and solidarity with other ingroupmembers. To measure identifica-

tion with gender subtypes we used single items ‘I identify with [group

name]’, which have been validated against the self-investment scale in

previous research (Postmes et al., 2013).

Gender identification

Gender identification was measured with five items (two items from

the satisfaction and solidarity subscales each and one item from the

centrality subscale; We removed the second item from centrality sub-

scale [‘I often think about the fact that I am awoman’] due to low factor

loading and large residual correlation with one of the solidarity items)

from the group-investment scale adapted from Leach et al. (2008), for

instance, ‘I feel a bondwith women’ (α= .84).

Identification with women’s subtypes

Respondents were presented with a list of 13 women’s subtypes. The

list included subtypes identified in previous research on gender: ‘fem-

inist’, ‘career-oriented woman’, ‘family-oriented woman’, ‘traditional

woman’, ‘non-traditional woman’, ‘homemaker’, ‘feminine woman’ (e.g.,

Becker, 2010; Cameron & Lalonde, 2001; Six & Eckes, 1991; Zucker &

Bay-Cheng, 2010). We also added items created for this study (‘pro-

gressive woman’, ‘liberal woman’, ‘independent woman’, ‘antifeminist’,

‘conservative feminist’) and three filler items unrelated to the main

hypotheses referring to gender identities based on respondent’s age,

race and relationship status respectively (e.g., ‘black woman’, ‘woman

of your age’, ‘marriedwoman’). Participantswere asked to indicate how

much they identifiedwith each of the subtypes (1—not at all, 7—a great

deal). To create the ID subtype scales we used an Exploratory Struc-

tural Equation Model (ESEM), which allows comparing the fit of mod-

els with a different number of factors without imposing an a priori

factor structure (see e.g., Marsh et al., 2014 for an overview). An ini-

tial exploration of the factor structure pointed to either three or four

factors (as indicated by minimum average partial [MAP] test and par-

allel analysis, respectively). We therefore compared the models with

1–4 factors. While the four-factor model showed the best fit (as indi-

cated by ∆RMSEA > .015 and ∆CFI > .010), two factors in that model

included only one ‘good’ item (as indicated bymain factor loading> .50

and cross-loadings < .30). Similarly, the three-factor model, which had

the second-best fit, included one factor with only one ‘good’ item.2 We,

therefore, chose a two-factor model , and removed items not meeting

the ‘good’ item criterion across two iterations. In the last iteration, we

additionally removed the ‘antifeminist’ item due to its negative main

loading (given that a low identificationwith antifeminists does not nec-

essarily imply high identification with feminists and vice versa). This

resulted in two scales, with three items each, measuring feminist and

traditional identities, respectively (results of the final CFA models in

both studies can be found in Table 1). Feminist identity was measured

with items ‘feminist’, ’progressive woman’, ‘liberal woman’ (Note that

Study 1 was conducted in the US, where the term ‘liberal’ is associated

2 These items were: ’independent woman’ (both in the 3-factor and the 4-factor model) and

‘conservative woman’ (in the 4-factor model).
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TABLE 1 Standardized factor loadings with 95%CI for identification subtypes items (Study 1 and Study 2)

Study 1 (US sample) Study 2 (UK sample)

Feministidentity Traditional identity Feministidentity Traditional identity

Feminist(s) .78 [.75, .81] .73 [.67, .78]

Progressive woman/women .78 [.75, .81] .67 [.62, .73]

Liberal woman/women .84 [.81, .87] .74 [.68, .79]

Traditional woman/women −.25 [−.30,−.20] .59 [.54, .64] −.21 [−.27,−.14] .62 [.57, .68]

Homemaker(s) .75 [.72, .79] .88 [.84, .93]

Family-orientedwoman/women .67 [.64, .71] .72 [.67, .77]

Note: Both in the US and in the UK ‘liberal’ is associated with the left-wing ideology. Model fit in Study 1: χ2(7) = 32.334, p < .001; CFI= .991; RMSEA= .045

[.031, .059], p = .712; SRMR = .022. Model fit in Study 2: χ2(7) = 10.887, p = .144; CFI = .996; RMSEA = .024 [.000, .047], p = .971; SRMR = .022. Based on

modification indices (∆χ2 = 100.093 in Study 1 and∆χ2 = 46.636 in Study 2), one item (traditional women/women) was allowed to load freely on both factors

to improve the overall model fit. Nested model comparisons confirmed that a two-factor model had a better fit to the data than a one-factor model with all

items loading on one scale:∆χ2 =−616.69, p< .001;∆CFI= .212;∆RMSEA=−.148 in Study 1 and∆χ2 =−765.638, p< .001;∆CFI= .497;∆RMSEA=−.236

in Study 2.

with the left-wing ideology; α= .84). Traditional identity wasmeasured

with items ‘traditional woman’, ‘homemaker’, ‘family-oriented woman’

(α= .74).

Collective action intentions

Respondentswere presentedwith a list of 32 gender issues and causes,

of which 19 were related to the hypotheses of the current study,

and asked about their willingness to support them ‘through political

behaviour such as signing a petition, attending a demonstration or a

rally, or donating money’ (1—definitely unwilling, 7—definitely willing).

We used a fairly broad range of actions to account for the fact that typ-

ical street protest is often a left-wing phenomenon (Torcal et al., 2016).

A full list of items used in the study can be found in Supplementalmate-

rials). Items for subscales were selected using a similar ESEM proce-

dure as the one used to create identity subscales. We chose a two-

factor model after considering models with 1–4 factors and balanc-

ing their model fit with conceptual relevance (i.e., a two-factor model

had a better fit than a one-factor model and both factors included at

least three items meeting our criteria of a ‘good’ item). After removing

items notmeeting our criteria, and one itemwith a negativemain load-

ing (‘Improving legal access to abortion’), we confirmed the final fac-

tor structure using standard confirmatory factor analysis and retained

items with factor loadings> .60 in the final model (detailed results can

be found in Table S3 in Supplemental materials). Progressive CA sub-

scale included five items: ‘Education programs aimed at combatting

‘toxic’ masculinity’, ‘Reducing gender pay gap’, ‘Mentoring programs for

women in leadership positions’, ‘Support for female candidates in pol-

itics’, and ‘Increasing women’s wages so they can support their fami-

lies’ (α = .84). Reactionary CA subscale included four items: ‘Promot-

ing traditional family values’, ‘Defending traditionalmarriage’, ‘Allowing

women to be women and men to be men’, and ‘Restricting legal access

to abortion’ (α= .86).

Group-based injustice and efficacy

Group-based injustice and efficacy were measured with a single item

each: ‘Do you think that women are disadvantaged in the US?’ (1—

not at all, 7—very much so) and ‘I believe that, as a woman, I can help

improve things for other women’ (1—definitely disagree, 7—definitely

agree).

5.1.3 Political ideology

Political ideologywasmeasuredwith three items: ‘Please indicate your

general political views (1—liberal, 7—conservative)’; ‘In terms of social

issues, howwould youdescribe your political attitudes andbeliefs? (1—

very progressive, 7—very conservative)’; ‘In terms of economic issues,

how would you describe your political attitudes and beliefs? (1—I sup-

port the welfare state, 7—I support free-market economy)’; (α= .89).

5.1.4 Demographic variables

We measured participant’s age, level of education (0—less than

high school/high school diploma/some college, but no degree, 1—

college/postgraduate degree), and religiosity (‘How important is reli-

gion in your life? 1—definitely unimportant, 7—definitely important).

5.1.5 Additional variables

We also included several variables to test the convergent and

divergent validity of our identity measures: participant’s gendered

self-stereotyping in terms of agency (using two items: self-reliant,

independent; r = .77) and communality (four items: sensitive to the

needs of others, compassionate, understanding, sympathetic; α = .90;

assessed on a scale 1—not at all, 7—very much so), endorsement of

benevolent sexism (using two items from the protective paternalism

subscale: ‘Women should be cherished and protected by men’, ‘Men

should be responsible for providing financially for the women in their

lives’; r = .62), hostile sexism (using two items: ‘Women seek to gain

power by getting control over men’, ‘Once a woman gets a man to
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commit to her she usually tries to put him on a tight leash’; r = .63),

and perceptions of threat to traditional gender roles (using four items

created for the study inspired by the symbolic threat scale (Stephan

et al., 2000): ‘Women nowadays are trying to act too masculine’, ‘Men

are becoming too feminine nowadays’, ‘Women these days want too

much independence in relationships’, and ‘Society is too quick to

minimize essential differences betweenwomen andmen’ (α= .83).

5.1.6 Analytical strategy

All analyses were conducted in R v. 4.0.5. Before investigating the

hypotheses, we used additional variables to validate our gender iden-

tity measures. We then examined H1 that gender identity (measured

as identification with women) will be positively associated with both

types of CA by fitting a structural equation model (SEM) regressing

both types of CA onto gender identity. Subsequently, we examined H2

and H3 by fitting a SEM model regressing both types of CA onto gen-

der identity, feminist identity, and traditional identity.3 Finally, we fit-

ted a mediation model regressing both types of CA on three identi-

ties, group-based injustice, andgroupefficacy toexplore towhat extent

support for different types of CA can be attributed to two key predic-

tors of (progressive) CA. Given that support for many issues covered

by our CA measures is highly politicized and could be attributed to a

broader conservative worldview, in all models, we controlled for polit-

ical ideology, religiosity and two key socio-demographic variables (age,

education).

Before the analyses, we screened the data for skews, kurtosis, het-

eroscedasticity, and multicollinearity (all VIF values were below four

indicating no issues with multicollinearity). Since the homoscedastic-

ity assumption was violated for some variables, we used bootstrap-

ping for the estimation of test statistics and standard errors. To assess

the precision of our estimates, we calculated 95% confidence intervals

(CIs) drawing 5000 bootstrap sampleswith replacement. All SEMmod-

els were estimated using themaximum likelihood estimator in R lavaan

package (Rosseel, 2012).

5.2 Results

5.2.1 Convergent and discriminant validity

Both feminist identity and traditional identity were positively but

weakly associated with the broad gender identity measure and were

negatively associated with each other, confirming their discriminant

validity (see Table S1 in Supplemental materials). Gender identity and

feminist identity, but not traditional identity, had a weak positive asso-

ciationwith the agentic self-stereotype andamoderate positive associ-

ationwith perceptions of group efficacy. As a politicized group identity,

3 We also explored whether the observed pattern of relationships changes if gender identity

is not included in the model and found only one minor inconsistency which we mention in the

text (see Table S5 in SupplementalMaterials for detailed results).

feminist identity had also a strong positive association with percep-

tions of ingroup injustice. This associationwasweak for gender identity

and negative for traditional identity, suggesting that traditional iden-

tifiers might not see women as the disadvantaged group. Traditional

identity had moderate positive associations with conservative politi-

cal ideology, benevolent and hostile sexism, and perceptions of threat

to traditional gender roles. Conversely, feminist identity had moder-

ate negative associations with sexism and perception of threat to tra-

ditional gender roles and a strong positive association with left-wing

political ideology. For the broad gender identity, associations with ide-

ological variables were either weak or not significant.

5.2.2 Correlations

Table 2 includes descriptive statistics and bivariate correlations

between themain variables in Study 1. ProgressiveCAhad aweak neg-

ative bivariate correlation with reactionary CA, confirming their dis-

criminant validity. Gender identity had a moderate positive bivariate

correlationwith progressive CA and a veryweak (<.10) positive bivari-

ate correlation with reactionary CA. Feminist identity had a moderate

positive bivariate correlationwith progressiveCAand amoderate neg-

ativebivariate correlationwith reactionaryCA.Traditional identity had

a moderate positive bivariate correlation with reactionary CA and a

weak negative bivariate correlation with progressive CA.

5.2.3 Predicting support for progressive
and reactionary CA

We first computed a SEM regressing both types of CA onto gen-

der identity to test H1. Based on the residual correlation matrix,

in this model and all consecutive models in Study 1, we introduced

two error covariances between one of the reactionary CA items

(‘Restricting legal access to abortion’), religiosity and political ideology,

given that, among religious and conservative respondents, attitudes

toward abortion might also include other considerations than those

related to women’s rights (see e.g., Mikołajczak & Bilewicz, 2015). The

model fitted the data well: χ2(145) = 1097.832, p < .001; CFI = .953;

RMSEA = .060, [.057, .063], p < .001; SRMR = .065.4 Consistent with

our first hypothesis, gender identity had a moderate positive associa-

tion with progressive CA (β= .347, SE= .027, p< .001; b= 0.401, 95%

CI [0.336, 0.471]) and a weak positive association with reactionary CA

(β= .144, SE= .020, p< .001; b= 0.262, 95%CI [0.188, 0.342]).

Table 3 shows the effects of a SEMmodel testing our predictions for

different identity subtypes (H2 & H3). The model fitted the data well:

χ2(258) = 2074.306, p < .001; CFI = .934; RMSEA = .062 [.060, .065],

4 In all models, the two solidarity items (‘I feel committed to other women’ and ‘I feel a bond

with other women’) had high correlation residuals (r > .10) with all our key variables (identity

subtypes, CA subscales and political ideology), indicating that the solidarity subscale shared

some unexplained variancewith our variables of interest (that was not covered by the broader

gender identity). Given that the single-item identity measures used in our study were previ-

ously validated against the full self-investment subscale,wedid not introduce any furthermod-

ifications to ourmodels.
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TABLE 2 Descriptive statistics and bivariate correlations (Study 1)

Variable M SD 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10

1. Gender identity 5.1 1.2

2. Feminist identity 4.7 1.6 .25**

[.20, .29]

3. Traditional identity 4.1 1.6 .22** −.36**

[.18, .26] [−.40,−.32]

4. Progressive CA 5.7 1.2 .31** .62** −.18**

[.27, .35] [.59, .65] [−.22,−.13]

5. Reactionary CA 3.4 1.7 .08** −.60** .57** −.27**

[.03, .12] [−.62,−.57] [.54, .60] [−.31,−.23]

6. Group-based injustice 4.7 1.6 .15** .53** −.22** .57** −.36**

[.10, .19] [.50, .56] [−.26,−.18] [.54, .60] [−.40,−.32]

7. Group efficacy 5.6 1.4 .44** .40** −.03 .44** −.11** .25**

[.41, .48] [.36, .44] [−.07, .02] [.41, .48] [−.15,−.06] [.20, .29]

8. Political ideology 3.3 1.5 −.06* −.75** .45** −.52** .69** −.47** −.25**

[−.10,−.01] [−.77,−.73] [.41, .48] [−.55,−.48] [.67, .72] [−.50,−.43] [−.29,−.20]

9. Age 37.8 13.1 .07** −.09** .21** −.08** .14** −.02 −.11** .15**

[.02, .11] [−.13,−.04] [.17, .26] [−.12,−.03] [.10, .19] [−.07, .02] [−.15,−.06] [.10, .19]

10. Education 0.7 0.5 .09** .19** −.11** .08** −.16** .09** .11** −.12** .07**

[.04, .13] [.15, .24] [−.16,−.07] [.03, .13] [−.21,−.12] [.05, .14] [.07, .16] [−.17,−.08] [.03, .12]

11. Religiosity 3.4 2.3 .15** −.36** .44** −.16** .59** −.20** .02 .47** .17** −.03

[.10, .19] [−.40,−.32] [.41, .48] [−.20,−.11] [.56, .62] [−.24,−.15] [−.03, .06] [.43, .50] [.13, .21] [−.08, .01]

*p< .05.

**p< .01; Values in square brackets indicate the 95% confidence interval for each correlation. Political ideology (1—liberal; 7—conservative); education (1—university degree, 0—no degree).
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TABLE 3 Effects of identification with women and identification subtypes on progressive and reactionary CA (Study 1)

Progressive CA Reactionary CA

β (SE) B 95%CI β (SE) B 95%CI

Feminist identity .905*** (.158) 0.687 (0.520, 0.976) −.278*** (.105) −0.331 (−0.612,−0.147)

Traditional identity .006 (.042) 0.006 (−0.077, 0.091) .356*** (.035) 0.573 (0.475, 0.683)

Gender identity .172*** (.050) 0.201 (0.075, 0.290) .081* (.034) 0.149 (0.040, 0.279)

Note: All estimates are calculated controlling for political ideology, religiosity, age, and education. Effects significant at p< .001 are indicated in bold.

*p< .01.

***p< .001.

p < .001; SRMR = .066. Consistent with our second hypothesis, femi-

nist identity had a strong positive association with progressive CA and

a weak negative association with reactionary CA. Consistent with our

third hypothesis, traditional identity had a moderate positive associ-

ation with reactionary CA and was unrelated to support for progres-

sive CA.5

Feminist identity proved to be the strongest predictor of progres-

sive CA (explaining 13.8% of the variance), while traditional identity

proved to be the strongest predictor of reactionary CA (explaining

6.9% of the variance). Interestingly, gender identity was positively

associated with progressive CA even when feminist (and traditional)

identity was accounted for (explaining 2.2% of the variance), indicat-

ing that womenmight engage in progressive CA for othermotives than

the feminist ones.

5.2.4 Associations with group injustice
and efficacy

Finally, we computed a SEM testing indirect effects via group injustice

and efficacy (Detailed results can be found in Table S6 in the Sup-

plemental materials). As expected, feminist identity had an indirect

positive associationwithprogressiveCAviabothgroup-based injustice

and group efficacy. Gender identity had an indirect positive association

with progressive CA via group efficacy, but not via group-based injus-

tice. None of the indirect effects was significant for traditional identity,

indicating that women sharing this identity are likely to be motivated

to engage in reactionary CA by other psychological variables.

5.3 Discussion

Study 1 provided the first empirical test of our hypotheses. Gender

identity had a positive association with both progressive and reac-

tionary CA (although the latter was very weak), confirming our pre-

diction that ‘identification with women’ is too broad to distinguish

between support for different types of CA among women. Study 1

also confirmed our predictions that progressiveCAwould be positively

5 We found aweak positive association between traditional identity and progressive CAwhen

gender identity was not included in the model (see Table S5 in Supplemental materials for

detailed results).

associatedwith the feminist identity and reactionary CAwould be pos-

itively associatedwith the traditional identity and negatively (although

weakly) associated with the feminist identity.

We also found that support for progressive CA among feminist

identifiers could be partially attributed to the perceptions of group

injustice: feminist identifiers were more likely to support progressive

CA to the extent that they considered women to be the disadvan-

taged group. Both feminist identifiers and women identifying with the

broader ingroup were also motivated to support progressive CA via

group efficacy beliefs, that is, to the extent that they believed they

could improve things for other women.

None of the indirect effects via group-based injustice and group

efficacy was significant for reactionary CA. While we tried to tap into

the motivations to preserve traditional gender values as well as gen-

der hierarchy when designing items for our CA subscales, the final

reactionary CA subscale in Study 1 did not include items referring

explicitly to the preservation of male privilege (which could have been

linked to perceptions of group injustice). Items designed to tap into this

notion (e.g., ‘Support for male candidates in politics’ and ‘Increasing

men’s wages so they can support their families’) were excluded from

the final scale based on low factor loadings and low support overall,

implying that, while these sentiments appear in the postulates of con-

servative women groups, they are less likely to be endorsed by women

more broadly. To address this limitation, in Study 2 we distinguished

between reactionary CA preserving male privilege—focusing on ‘pro-

tecting’ men from sexual harassment allegations by women—and reac-

tionary CA preserving traditional gender roles (as assessed in Study

1).We also distinguished between corresponding progressivemotives:

advocating for female empowerment (as assessed in Study 1) and pro-

gressive gender roles. We also included non-heterosexual women in

the sample and changed the wording of the identity items from ‘I iden-

tify as a. . . [feminist//traditional woman, etc.]’ to ‘I identifywith . . . [fem-

inists/traditional women, etc.]’, to ensure that we are assessing group

identities rather than self-categorization.

6 STUDY 2

The aim of Study 2 was to replicate the results of Study 1 using more

nuanced measures of CA in a new sample and cultural context (UK).

Specifically, we distinguish between two forms of reactionary CA: CA

preserving male privilege versus CA preserving traditional values; and
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two forms of progressive CA: female empowerment CA versus pro-

gressive values CA.We have the same broad predictions as in Study 1.

Although the US and the UK gender contexts are similar in many ways,

some contested issues and proposed policy solutions vary, for example,

the anti-abortion movement is muchmore prominent in the US than in

the UK, and unlike the UK the US does not have statutory paid mater-

nity or parental leave.

6.1 Method

6.1.1 Participants

Data for the study was collected in September 2020 using Prolific.

We recruited 1106 women living in the UK. We removed 115 partici-

pants (10%) for one of the following reasons: failed at least one (out of

two) attention checks, had very short completion time (<median com-

pletion time/3∼5 min), provided the same response to all collective

action items (i.e., had no intra-individual response variability), and pro-

vided inconsistent responses to two abortion items (i.e., indicated sup-

port both for restricting and improving legal access to abortion). This

resulted in a final sample of 992 participants (Mage = 39.5, SD = 14.5,

range 18–81). This sample size provided 90% power (α = .001) for

detecting standardized regression effects as small as .20 in a structural

equation model with seven independent variables and four dependent

variables.6 Themajority of the sample identified as heterosexual (88%;

3% homosexual/lesbian, 7% bisexual, 2% other/prefer not to say), had

a degree (18% post- or graduate degree, 40% undergraduate degree,

10% technical degree/community college, 21% high school diploma/A-

levels, 10% secondary education or lower) and lived in suburban areas

(49%; 26% urban, 24% rural).

6.1.2 Measures

All response scales ranged between 1 and 7 with higher numbers indi-

cating higher values on a given variable, unless indicated otherwise.

The same items as in Study 1 were used to measure: gender identity

(α= .84), group-based injustice, group efficacy, agentic self-stereotype

(r= .76), benevolent sexism (r= .55), hostile sexism (r= .60) andpercep-

tions of threat to traditional gender roles (α= .81;One item—‘Society is

tooquick tominimizeessential differencesbetweenwomenandmen’—

was removed due to a low factor loading). Subgroup identities were

measured with the plural versions of items from Study 1 (e.g., ‘femi-

nists’ instead of ‘feminist’; α = .75 for feminist identity; α = .79 for tra-

ditional identity). Political ideology was measured using the ‘left-right’

response anchors, which is a more common way of assessing political

ideology in the UK than the ‘liberal-conservative’ anchors used in the

US context (α=0.87). Communal self-stereotypewas shortened to two

items (‘compassionate’, ‘sympathetic’; r= .83).

6 Assuming that all latent variableswill bemeasuredwith three itemswith factor loadings= .70

and covariance between all independent variables and error covariance between dependent

variables= .25.

6.1.3 Collective action intentions

Respondents were presentedwith a list of 33 gender issues and causes

and asked about their willingness to support them ‘through political

behaviour such as signing a petition, attending a demonstration or

a rally, or donating money’ (1—definitely unwilling, 7—definitely will-

ing). As in Study 1, the list included some filler items unrelated to

the main hypotheses of this study, and items for each subscale were

selected based on results of a confirmatory factor model (three items

with FL < .60 were removed from the final model; full list of items

used in the study and detailed results of the CFA can be found in Table

S4 in Supplemental materials). The female empowerment CA subscale

included five items: ‘Support for female candidates in politics’, ‘Men-

toring programs for women in leadership positions’, ‘Reducing gen-

der pay gap’, and ‘Increasing women’s wages’ and ‘Increasing wages in

female-dominated industries’ (α = .87). Progressive gender values CA

included three items: ‘Introduction of gender-neutral school programs’,

‘Gay and lesbian family rights’, ‘Introduction of gender-neutral toilets

in public institutions’ (α = .83). Male privilege CA subscale included

four items: ‘Protecting men from being punished just for being men’,

‘Stop treating all men as perpetrators of violence’, ‘Protecting men

from sexual harassment allegations’, and ‘Stop talking about men as if

they are the problem’ (α = .84). Traditional gender values CA subscale

included three items: ‘Promoting traditional family values’, ‘Defending

traditional marriage’, and ‘Allowing women to bewomen andmen to be

men’ (α= .83).

6.1.4 Analytical strategy

We used the same analytical approach as in Study 1. In all models, we

regressed two progressive and two reactionary types of CA on: (1)

Gender identity; (2) Gender identity together with feminist and tra-

ditional identities;7 (3) All three identities together with group-based

injustice and group efficacy to test for indirect effects.

6.2 Results

6.2.1 Convergent and discriminant validity

As in Study 1, we used additional variables to assess the validity of our

gender identity measures. We found a very similar pattern of associa-

tions for all identities as in Study 1 (see Table S2 in Supplemental mate-

rials).

6.2.2 Correlations

Table 4 includes descriptive statistics and bivariate correlations

between the main variables in Study 2. Female empowerment CA had

7 As in Study 1, we also exploredwhether the observed pattern of relationships changes if gen-

der identity is not included in the model: the overall pattern of results was the same (see Table

S7 in Supplemental materials).
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TABLE 4 Descriptive statistics and bivariate correlations (Study 2)

Variable M SD 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12

1. Gender identity 5.0 1.2

2. Feminist identity 4.4 1.3 .34**

[.29, .40]

3. Traditional identity 4.4 1.4 .28** −.15**

[.22, .33] [−.21,−.09]

4. Female emp. CA 5.6 1.1 .31** .51** −.05

[.25, .36] [.46, .55] [−.11, .02]

5. Progressive values CA 4.0 1.7 .13** .54** −.23** .45**

[.07, .19] [.49, .58] [−.29, -.17] [.40, .50]

6. Male privilege CA 4.7 1.4 .08* −.20** .26** .13** −.00

[.02, .14] [−.26,−.14] [.20, .31] [.07, .19] [−.06, .06]

7. Traditional values CA 4.4 1.5 .12** −.41** .52** −.08* −.37** .52**

[.06, .18] [−.46,−.35] [.47, .56] [−.14,−.02] [−.43,−.32] [.47, .56]

8. Group-based injustice 4.2 1.5 .11** .39** −.14** .46** .28** −.21** −.28**

[.05, .17] [.34, .44] [−.20,−.08] [.41, .51] [.23, .34] [−.27,−.15] [−.34,−.23]

9. Group efficacy 5.1 1.5 .38** .44** −.01 .48** .32** .06* −.06* .27**

[.33, .44] [.39, .49] [−.07, .06] [.43, .53] [.26, .37] [.00, .12] [−.12,−.00] [.21, .33]

10. Political ideology 4.1 1.5 −.05 −.56** .27** −.34** −.55** .24** .51** −.37** −.21**

[−.11, .01] [−.60, -.51] [.21, .32] [−.39,−.28] [−.60,−.51] [.18, .30] [.47, .56] [−.43,−.32] [−.27,−.15]

11. Age 39.5 14.5 −.07* −.30** .18** −.33** −.42** −.01 .22** −.10** −.24** .32**

[−.13,−.01] [−.35,−.24] [.12, .24] [−.39,−.28] [−.47,−.36] [−.07, .05] [.16, .28] [−.16,−.04] [−.30,−.18] [.26, .37]

12. Education 0.7 0.5 .05 .13** −.12** .09** −.01 −.10** −.10** .07* .07* −.09** −.00

[−.02, .11] [.07, .19] [−.18,−.06] [.02, .15] [−.07, .06] [−.16,−.03] [−.16,−.04] [.01, .13] [.01, .14] [−.15,−.03] [−.06, .06]

13. Religiosity 2.5 12.0 .11** −.12** .28** −.03 −.23** .16** .33** −.06 .07* .16** .10** .05

[.05, .17] [−.18, -.06] [.22, .34] [−.09, .03] [−.29, -.17] [.09, .22] [.27, .38] [−.12, .00] [.01, .13] [.09, .22] [.04, .16] [−.01, .11]

*p< .05.

**p< .01; Values in square brackets indicate the 95% confidence interval for each correlation. Political ideology (1—liberal; 7—conservative); education (1—university degree, 0—no degree).
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a moderate positive bivariate correlation with the progressive values

CA and weak correlations with the two reactionary subscales (posi-

tive with male privilege and negative with traditional values CA). Male

privilegeCAhad amoderate positive bivariate correlationwith the tra-

ditional values CA and was unrelated to progressive values CA. Pro-

gressive and traditional values CA subscales had a moderate negative

bivariate correlation.8

Gender identity had a moderate positive bivariate correlation with

the female empowerment subscale and a weak positive correlation

both with the remaining CA subscales. Feminist identity had a moder-

ate positive bivariate correlation with the progressive subscales and a

somewhat weaker negative bivariate correlation with the reactionary

CA subscales. Finally, traditional identity had a moderate positive

bivariate correlation with the traditional values CA, a weak positive

bivariate correlation with male privilege CA, a weak negative bivari-

ate correlation with the progressive values CA, and it was unrelated to

female empowerment CA.

6.2.3 Predicting support for progressive
and reactionary CA

We first computed a SEM regressing all four types of CA onto gender

identity to test H1. The model fitted the data well: χ2(262) = 820.011,

p < .001; CFI = .955; RMSEA = .046, [.043, .050], p = .953;

SRMR= .059. Consistentwith our first hypothesis, gender identity had

a positive association with both progressive CA subscales (moderate

for female empowerment CA: β = .298, SE = .037, p < .001; b = 0.417,

95% CI [0.308, 0.538]; and weak for progressive values CA: β = .120,

SE= .036,p= .001;b=0.200, 95%CI [0.085, 0.319] forprogressiveval-

ues CA) and weak positive association with both reactionary CA sub-

scales (CA: β = .146, SE = .032, p < .001; b = 0.257, 95% CI [0.149,

0.373] for traditional valuesCA; β= .103, SE= .043, p= .016; b=0.149,

95%CI [0.028, 0.277] for male empowerment CA).

Table 5 shows the effects of a SEM model testing our predictions

for different identity subtypes (H2 & H3). The model fitted the data

well: χ2(407) = 1248.897, p < .001; CFI = .946; RMSEA = .046, [.043,

.049], p = .993; SRMR = .058. Consistent with our second hypothesis,

feminist identity had a moderate positive association with both pro-

gressive CA subscales and a moderate negative association with reac-

tionary CA operationalized as traditional values (the association with

male privilegewasweakand significant only atp< .05). Consistentwith

our third hypothesis, traditional identity had a moderate association

with both reactionary CA subscales (moderate with traditional values

CA and weak with male privilege CA) and was unrelated to support for

both progressive CA subscales.

Overall, feminist identity proved to be the strongest predictor of

female empowerment and progressive values CA (explaining 15.7%

and 9.6% of the variance, respectively), while traditional identity

8 Model comparison indicated that amodelwith four-factors (treating traditional and progres-

sive values CA as separate subscales) had a better fit to the data than a model with three-

factors (with all value CA items collapsed into one subscale), ∆χ2 = −1209.06, p < .001;

∆CFI= .18;∆RMSEA=−.073.

proved to be the strongest predictor of traditional values and male

privilege CA (explaining 11.9% and 2.8% of the variance, respec-

tively). It needs to be acknowledged, however, that the overall variance

explained in support formale privilegeCAwas relatively low compared

to other CA subscales (17% vs. 46% for female empowerment CA, 62%

for traditional values CA and 65% for progressive values CA).

6.2.4 Associations with group injustice
and efficacy

Finally, we computed a SEM testing indirect effects via group injus-

tice and efficacy (detailed results can be found in Table S8 in the Sup-

plemental materials). As in Study 1, feminist identity had an indirect

positive association with progressive CA (operationalized as female

empowerment CA but not as progressive values CA) via group-based

injustice. It also had a somewhatweaker (and significant only at p< .01)

indirect negative association via injustice with reactionary CA (oper-

ationalized as male empowerment CA but not as traditional values

CA). Somehow surprisingly, feminist identity had a positive indirect

association via group efficacy with female empowerment CA and both

reactionary CA subscales (however direct effects with both reac-

tionary CA subscales were negative). As in Study 1, gender identity

had an indirect positive association via group efficacy with progres-

sive CA (operationalized as female empowerment CA, but the effect

was only significant at p < .01). Similar to feminist identity, it also

had an indirect positive association with reactionary CA (operational-

ized as male empowerment CA, but this effect was also only signifi-

cant at p < .01 and the direct effect was not significant at p < .05). As

in Study 1, none of the indirect effects was significant for traditional

identity.

6.3 Discussion

Study 2 confirmed most of our hypotheses using more refined mea-

sures of progressive and reactionary CA. Gender identity had either a

positive or no association with all CA subscales. This association was

moderate for female empowerment CA andweak for both value-based

CAsubscales. Feminist identity hadapositive associationwithprogres-

sive CA operationalized both as support for female empowerment and

progressive gender values, and negative association with reactionary

CA operationalized both as support for traditional gender roles and as

support for male privilege. Traditional identity had a positive associa-

tionwithboth reactionaryCAsubscales andwasunrelated tobothpro-

gressive CA subscales.

As in Study 1, we found that feminist identifiers were willing to sup-

port progressive CA (operationalized as support for female empower-

ment, but not as support for progressive gender roles) to the extent

that they considered women to be the disadvantaged group. Addition-

ally, we found that feminist identifiers were less likely to support reac-

tionaryCA (operationalized as support for themale privilege but not as

support for traditional gender roles) to the extent that they perceived
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TABLE 5 Effects of identification with women and identification subtypes on progressive and reactionary CA (Study 2)

Progressive CA

Female empowerment Progressive values

Β (SE) B 95%CI β (SE) B 95%CI

Feminist identity .664*** (.071) 0.593 (0.471, 0.743) .515*** (.071) 0.553 (0.403, 0.727)

Traditional identity .029 (.044) 0.038 (−0.069, 0.130) −.007 (.040) −0.010 (−0.117, 0.100)

Gender identity .060 (.053) 0.081 − 0.066, 0.219) −.058 (.048) −0.094 (−0.254, 0.051)

Reactionary CA

Male privilege Traditional values

Β (SE) B 95%CI β (SE) B 95%CI

Feminist identity −.229* (.044) −0.211 (−0.372,−0.052) −.366*** (.063) −0.414 (−0.579,−0.279)

Traditional identity .201*** (.050) 0.235 (0.113, 0.365) .407*** (.040) 0.592 (0.484, 0.709)

Gender identity .106 (.061) 0.149 (−0.019, 0.321) .123** (.044) 0.212 (0.073, 0.369)

Note: All estimates are calculated controlling for political ideology, religiosity, age, and education. Effects significant at p< .001 are indicated in bold.

*p< .05.

**p< .01.

***p< .001.

women as the disadvantaged group. Again, however, we found no indi-

rect effects via group injustice for traditional identifiers.

7 GENERAL DISCUSSION

In the current research, we aimed to test the role of different gender

identities in predicting support for progressive and reactionary CA

among women. Across two studies we show that gender identity,

operationalized as identification with women, is too broad to differ-

entiate between support for these different types of CA. Instead, we

show that the content of gender identity matters. Feminist identity,

typically associated with progressive women movements, is linked to

higher support for progressive CA—operationalized both as support

for female empowerment (Studies 1 and 2) and progressive gender

values (Study 2). Conversely, traditional identity is linked to higher

support for reactionary CA—operationalized both as preserving male

privilege (Study 2) and support for traditional gender roles (Studies 1

and 2).

8 IMPLICATIONS FOR CA MODELS

Our results add to the growing body of literature showing that not all

social protests lead to a reduction of social inequalities (e.g., Becker,

2020; Jost et al., 2017; Mikołajczak & Becker, 2019; Osborne et al.,

2019). They also point to the importance of incorporating the con-

tent of group identity into the analysis of social protest as proposed

recently in the extended SIMCA model (van Zomeren et al., 2018).

Importantly, we show that not only politicized identities (as proposed

in the extended SIMCA), but also opinion-based identities (McGarty

et al., 2009), can play an important role in explainingCAamongwomen.

Support for reactionary CA among traditional identifiers is particularly

interesting given that the traditional worldview is usually associated

with support for the status quo and inaction. In our studies, traditional

identifiers were more likely to engage in actions defending men and

their narrow understanding of family rights (which did not extend to

the family rights for gays and lesbians), rather than support the rights

of women.

Given that traditional identifiers in our studies were more willing

to support men rather than other women, they provide an interesting

example of intergroup dynamics in which members of a disadvantaged

group are willing to act in solidarity with the advantaged group. To our

knowledge, this is an unexplored area of research in CA literature, with

the majority of CA studies focusing on progressive CA among the dis-

advantaged group members. Some recent studies have looked at the

solidarity-based CA (SBCA) of the advantaged for the disadvantaged

(e.g., Becker & Wright, 2021; Iyer & Ryan, 2009; Kutlaca et al., 2020;

Mallett et al, 2008; Uluğ & Tropp, 2021), SBCA among alliedminorities

(e.g., Dixon et al., 2015), bystanders (e.g., Saab et al., 2015) and SBCA

among third groups (i.e., groups that are not directly involved but are

likely to become disadvantaged; Klavina & van Zomeren, 2020). Future

studies could examine whether predictors of SBCA observed in previ-

ous studies extend also to this context.

While the context of gender is unique in many ways, our results can

be also relevant for other intergroup contexts, in which broad group

identities of disadvantaged groups can encompass heterogeneous val-

ues and beliefs expressed in support for reactionary rather than pro-

gressive CA, such as conservative sexual minority men who oppose

same-sex marriage (e.g., Thai & Dellers, 2020) or established ethnic

minority groups who oppose uptake of new immigrants or refugees

(e.g., Meeusen et al., 2019).

One interesting observation from our studies is that perceptions

of group injustice and group efficacy, typically motivating progressive
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social protests (e.g., van Zomeren et al., 2004, 2008), were not asso-

ciated with support for reactionary CA among traditional identifiers.

An exploratory analysis using additional variables validating our iden-

tity subtypes indicated that traditional identifiers might be motivated

to engage in social protest by perceptions of symbolic threat to tradi-

tional gender roles (see Choma et al., 2020 for a similar link observed

for individuals high in RWA).9 Contrary to our intuitions however, we

did not find support for the assumption that traditional identifiers are

motivated toengage in social protest byempathy concerns (as assessed

by our communal self-stereotype measure, which included traits such

as ‘compassionate’ and ‘sympathetic’).

Similarly, among feminist identifiers perceptions of group disadvan-

tage were associated with support for progressive CA operationalized

as female empowerment, but not as progressive gender roles. For the

latter, we found instead a positive indirect effect via (low) perceptions

of symbolic threat in our exploratory analysis, which could be inter-

preted as the endorsement of progressive gender stereotypes.

9 IMPLICATIONS FOR RESEARCH ON GENDER

INEQUALITIES

Previous studies have focused on why women are reluctant to chal-

lenge gender discrimination despite its prevalence and harmfulness

(e.g., Becker & Wright, 2011). Our studies advance existing knowl-

edge by showingwhy somewomen are likely to actively oppose gender

equality and policies aimed to promote it. Importantly, we show that

some women might seemingly act against their group interest even if

they identify strongly with their group.

Although traditional identity is usually associated with domesticity,

being passive and thus unwilling to engage in protest in general, our

studies point to the key role of traditional identity in supporting gender

hierarchy. Importantly, traditional identifiers are willing to do so not

only by defending traditional gender values but also by protectingmale

privilege, although we acknowledge that the latter effect was some-

what weaker in our study. We also do not claim that traditional iden-

tifiers are purposefully acting against the best interest of women as a

group; rather, that their motivation to protect men could be stronger

than their motivation to empower other women.

Our results add to existingmultiple identity approaches to the study

of gender (e.g., Becker &Wagner, 2009; Cameron& Lalonde, 2001; van

Breen et al., 2017). Notably, van Breen et al. (2017) showed the useful-

ness of including both identifications with women and feminists when

predicting support for progressive CA and argued that, by consider-

ing different combinations of the strength of these two identities, it

is possible to identify distinct identity ‘types’. Relatedly, they posited

that women identifying strongly with women and weakly with femi-

nists can be considered ‘traditional identifiers’, a label that bears a clear

resemblance to the identity explored in our studies. However, based

on an additional analysis of our data, we found only partial support

9 Detailed results can be found in Tables S9 and S10 in Supplemental materials.

for this proposition:10 in Study 1, high gender–low feminist identifiers

were almost equally likely to support reactionary and progressive CA.

In Study 2, high gender–low feminist identifierswerewilling to support

traditional gender roles andmale privilege CA (and were either unwill-

ing to support or indifferent towards progressiveCA). Yet, gender iden-

tification was positively associated with support for both reactionary

CA subscales regardless of the strength of feminist identification.

Considering this mixed evidence, and the amount of variance

explained by traditional identity, our results indicate that the inclusion

of only gender and feminist identity might not be optimal for predict-

ing reactionary CA among women. Indeed, among the three identities

included in our studies, traditional identity proved to be the strongest

predictor of reactionary CA, operationalized both as support for tra-

ditional gender roles and as support for male privilege . Therefore, we

encourage researchers interested in studying this phenomenon to con-

sider adding traditional identity as a robust predictor of reactionary

CA.

Finally, our studies indicate that support for progressive and reac-

tionary CA among women is associated with subgroup identities inde-

pendently of broader conservative worldview as indicated by political

ideology and religiosity. While feminist identity was moderately linked

to left-wing ideology and traditional identity was moderately linked

to right-wing ideology, our results suggest that the specific content of

those identities rather than political ideology more generally was driv-

ing the observed effects.

10 LIMITATIONS AND FUTURE DIRECTIONS

Although we found a consistent pattern of results in two large sam-

ples of women from two countries, we acknowledge several limita-

tions of our studies. One limitation concerns our CA measures, which

were somehow asymmetrical in both studies. While the progressive

CA scales covered a range of issues related to the economic and polit-

ical empowerment of women (and, in Study 2, support for progressive

gender roles), the reactionary CA scales assessedmale privilege only in

Study 2 and only in the context of sexual harassment and domestic vio-

lence allegations. Although these sentiments are the most prominent

in thewider societal debate initiated by the #metoomovement inmany

countries, fewer women advocate openly for the economic empower-

mentofmen. Instead,webelieve that support formaleprivilege is often

disguised, for example as a concern for the wellbeing of children and

families. We also intentionally asked about a broad range of actions

to account for the fact that typical forms of social protests (such as

demonstrations or rallies) are more likely to attract left-wing individ-

uals (Torcal et al., 2016). Future studies could explore specific forms of

action within progressive and reactionary CA that feminist and tradi-

tional identifiers are willing to support.

10 Detailed results of this analysis can be found in Tables S11–S12 in Supplemental Materials,

noting that the items used to measure both identities were somewhat different in our studies

than themeasures used by van Breen et al. (2017).
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Another limitation concerns the cross-sectional design of our stud-

ies. While the causal link from identity to CA implied in our studies has

been confirmed in experimental studies (see e.g., van Zomeren et al.,

2008), future studies should test empirically the role of different gen-

der identities in support for different types of protest among women,

and include behavioural measures.

Future studies could also explore the role of perceived closeness to

men in reactionary CA among women. Most women have positive con-

tact with men through close psychological relationships. The intensity

of this intergroup contact, and the resulting psychological interdepen-

dency, can leadmanywomen to see gender relations through their con-

nection to men rather than through their connection to other women,

especially those with opposing worldviews.

11 CONCLUSION

The present research is the first to establish that women might

seemingly act against their group interest by supporting reactionary

social change, even if they identify with their group. We show that this

paradoxical effect can be explained by the content of gender identity.

Feminist identification is associated with support for progressive

CA, while identification with traditional women is associated with

support for reactionary CA. These findings confirm that women are

not a homogenous group sharing the same understanding of ‘women’s

rights’. Indeed, traditional identifiers aremore likely to protectmenand

traditionally defined family values rather than support other women.
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