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Abstract
Across three pre-registered studies (total N = 1344), we sought to understand how men react
to discussions about violence against women. Initially, we expected that highly identified
men would react defensively. That is, exposure to anti-violence advocacy would lead highly
identified men to engage in outgroup derogation (i.e., minimise the prevalence of violence
against women, exaggerate women’s gender-based privilege), ingroup favouritism (i.e.,
subtype perpetrators of violence, support men’s rights activism); and reduce their willingness
to engage in collection action to end violence against women. We further expected that these
reactions would be explained by social identity threat over concerns that men were being
unfairly derided and negatively stereotyped. However, the findings revealed a more complex
pattern of responding. On the one hand, exposure to these discussions (versus a control
message) elicited social identity threat which, in turn, predicted higher outgroup derogation
and ingroup favouring responses (Studies 1-3) and lower action intentions (Studies 2 and 3).
But exposure also elicited collective guilt (Studies 2 and 3) and perceived injustice regarding
women’s disadvantage (Study 3), which predicted lower outgroup derogation and ingroup
favouritism, and higher action intentions. These opposing reactions fully offset each other
and were not moderated by ingroup identification. These findings uncover a paradox in the
fight for gender parity by showing that, in the face of messages that highlight inequality, men
exhibit countervailing motivations to both protect their group’s interests and better women’s
treatment. We discuss the implications of these findings for involving men in gender equality

efforts.

Public Significance Statement

How do men respond to public discourse about misogyny and violence against women? We
find that men experience conflicting reactions when exposed to these discussions. On the one

hand, they perceive these messages as threatening their ingroup’s image, which predicts
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greater resistance and a lower willingness to engage in actions to support gender equality.
However, exposure to these messages also increases men’s acknowledgement of the
disadvantages women continue to face, which predicts more prosocial responses. These
conflicting reactions ‘cancelled each other out’ and may help to explain men’s inaction in

championing gender equality.

Keywords: social identity threat, men’s rights support, allyship, backlash, gender equality
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Misogyny and violence affect women on a global scale. Men are the primary
proponents of sexism (Masser & Abrams, 1999; Viki & Abrams, 2003) and primary
perpetrators of sexual, physical, and emotional violence against women (VAW; World Health
Organisation, 2021). Recent social movements (e.g., #MeToo) have drawn unprecedented
attention to these issues, sparking public discussions about women’s experiences and the role
that men play in perpetrating misogyny and violence. This societal discourse regarding men’s
role as perpetrators, however, has elicited backlash among some men, who have responded
by expressing hostility toward #MeToo and other anti-violence advocacy (Flood, 2019).

Men’s resistance has been shown to manifest in various ways. Qualitative and
observational evidence (e.g., social media posts) show that men may downplay the
prevalence of VAW and exaggerate women’s gender-based privileges (Gottell & Dutton,
2016; O’Donnell, 2022), eschew their own accountability in perpetuating inequality (‘not all
men’ are violent; PettyJohn et al., 2019), and even support social movements which reinforce
male supremacy (Van Valkenburgh, 2021). These disparate literatures show that when their
role as perpetrators is made salient, men often react in ways that circumvent their own
responsibility in achieving gender equality, and, in some instances, actively promote
patriarchy.

Given the proliferation of anti-violence advocacy in the wake of #MeToo (Flood,
2019, Olson, 2016), it is important to understand why some men respond derisively. This
dovetails with broader calls to examine people’s evaluations of social movements and
advocacy around specific issues, and the flow-on effects of these evaluations for their
receptivity to and engagement with these causes (Thomas et al., 2009, Lizzio-Wilson et al.,
2022a). In the present research, we offer and test a unifying framework to understand men’s
defensive reactions to anti-violence advocacy. From a social psychological perspective, we

propose that these defensive reactions help men assuage their experience of social identity
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threat (i.e., when an important identity is subjectively devalued, negatively stereotyped, or
discriminated against; Major & O’Brien, 2005).

According to Social Identity Theory (SIT; Tajfel & Turner, 1979) a person’s self-
concept ranges from being purely interpersonal to purely intergroup. On the one hand, ‘who
we are’ consists of attitudes, memories, and behaviours that define us as idiosyncratic
individuals, distinct from other people (a personal identity). On the other hand, self-concept is
also defined by the social categories to which a person belongs (a social identity). People are
generally motivated to maintain a positive self-concept, and the value and worth of their
social identities are integral to achieving this goal. This means they are sensitive to
information that may cast a negative light on the groups to which they belong and seek to
defend against social identity threats to maintain a positive self-concept and collective
identity (Hornsey, 2008; Lizzio-Wilson et al., 2022b). We propose that men may experience
social identity threat (hereafter referred to as identity threat) when exposed to discussions
about misogyny and violence and that this, in turn, may lead them to engage in a myriad of
defensive strategies to protect and restore their ingroup’s image.

Identity Threat Among Advantaged Groups

To date, a large corpus of work examining identity threat has focussed on the
experiences of disadvantaged groups. However, members of advantaged groups can also
experience identity threat when exposed to information that subjectively devalues their
collective identity. Although there are multiple types of identity threat (see Branscombe et al.,
1999a), much of this work has examined status-related threats. When advantaged group
members’ (including men) perceive that increasing the rights of disadvantaged groups
threatens their group’s power and privilege, this can reduce their support for progressive
change and drive discriminatory intergroup attitudes and behaviours aimed at reinforcing

inequality (Bagci et al., 2021, Craig & Richeson, 2014a, 2014b, Domen et al., 2022, Dover et
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al., 2016, Jones et al., 2022; Maass et al., 2003; Rivera-Rodriguez et al., 2022, Wilkins et al.,
2022; see also Scheepers & Ellemers, 2019 for a review). Thus, in some instances, derogatory
responses to progressive social movements and advocacy are driven by a desire to preserve
the advantaged group’s privilege and power.

However, these social movements often operate not only to improve the rights of
disadvantaged groups, but also to highlight the ways in which advantaged groups perpetrate
and benefit from inequality (Barron et al., 2024, Kende et al., 2020). Indeed, #MeToo has
been described as simultaneously promoting justice for women and increasing men’s
accountability for their role as perpetrators and beneficiaries of violence (Hill, 2021). Thus,
anti-violence advocacy may be threatening because it calls men’s morality into question.
Thus, as we argue below, men’s negative reactions to anti-violence advocacy may emanate
from concerns that their gender is being negatively portrayed and unfairly derided, rather than
(or not only) attempts to protect or restore their power and status.

Why Discussions About Misogyny and Violence Might Elicit Men’s Identity Threat

In the context of discussions about misogyny and violence, men’s identity threat may
stem from the fact that conversations about misogyny and violence highlight their ingroup’s
immoral treatment of women. Members of advantaged groups often feel threatened when it is
implied that the ingroup has been unfair or exploitative toward another group (Branscombe et
al., 1999a) and engage in strategies to downplay their negative intergroup history. For
example, White Americans reported higher modern racism scores when they were reminded
of the unearned privileges they have obtained because of their race (Branscombe et al.,
1999b). Similarly, Dutch participants downplayed the negative aspects of their nation’s
history when reminded of the Netherlands’ colonial history in Indonesia (Doosje et al., 1998),
suggesting that advantaged groups members are motivated to minimise information which

threatens their group’s moral image. In the context of gender, there is correlational evidence
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that men are less likely to support #MeToo if they perceive that the campaign mars their
group’s moral reputation (Kende et al., 2020; see also Sullivan et al., 2012).

In highlighting their continuing mistreatment of women, men may also feel threatened
because these discussions may be perceived to discriminate against and negatively stereotype
their ingroup. Sentiment analyses of Twitter data suggests that some men oppose #MeToo
because they perceive the movement as unfairly stereotyping and targeting them as sexual
predators and perpetrators of violence (PettyJohn et al., 2019; Schneider & Carpenter, 2020).
Similarly, correlational work has found that men (and women) perceive that #MeToo has
contributed to a negative portrayal of men in society (Kessler et al., 2021). Thus, men may
react defensively because they view discussions about misogyny and violence as a cue that
their ingroup will be discriminated against or negatively stereotyped as ‘predatory’ and
‘aggressive’.

Connecting Identity Threat to Novel Manifestations of Men’s Defensive Responding

If men experience identity threat when exposed to discussions about misogyny and
violence, this may help to explain the myriad of defensive reactions they exhibit in response
to #MeToo and other anti-violence advocacy. Below, we outline five specific responses
which reflect as yet unconsidered ways in which men might assuage identity threat. Thus, we
aim to understand whether identity threat explains these reactions and, in doing so, provide
further insight into the discrete identity restoration purposes they serve (see Table 1 for a
summary).

Violence Minimisation and Exaggerating Female Privilege as Forms of Outgroup
Derogation. According to SIT, people can restore a threatened group identity by
discriminating against relevant outgroups (i.e., outgroup derogation; Riek et al., 2006). While
a common conceptualisation of outgroup derogation is endorsing or engaging in

discriminatory behaviours (e.g., sexual harassment; Maas et al., 2003), we argue that there
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are two as yet overlooked forms of outgroup derogation which men have employed in
response to discussions about misogyny and violence.

One common reaction is to minimise or question claims about the prevalence of
sexism and VAW (Gottell & Dutton, 2016). By rejecting or discrediting information which
paints their group in a negative light, violence minimisation subjectively limits people’s
ability to use this information to criticise or negatively stereotype men as a group (Abrams &
Hogg, 1988). Similarly, during #MeToo, many men asserted that feminism had succeeded in
making women a more ‘privileged’ group relative to men, particularly in the context of anti-
violence advocacy and legislation (O’Donnell, 2022). Although it may seem counterintuitive
to conceptualise this as a form of outgroup derogation, exaggerating women’s gender-based
privileges may help assuage men’s threat by reducing the legitimacy of women’s claims that
they are a lower-status group deserving of reparatory measures (Branscombe et al., 1999b).

Subtyping and Support for Men’s Rights Activism as Forms of Ingroup
Favouritism. Another way in which people can restore a threatened group identity is
endorsing attitudes or behaviours which bolster the ingroup’s positive image or status (i.e.,
ingroup favouritism; Maass et al., 1996). In the context of discussions about violence and
misogyny, there are two reactions men employ that might serve this function.

A common, perhaps notorious response to anti-violence advocacy (which was
prevalent during #MeToo) is the proclamation that ‘not all men’ are sexist and violent
(PettyJohn et al., 2019). In doing so, men subtype specific ingroup members as problematic
while maintaining that most men are respectful of women. This response may assuage threat
by asserting that negative stereotypes about men only apply to a smaller subgroup of group
members, thereby maintaining a positive image of the superordinate ingroup (Marques &
Paez, 1994; Marques et al., 1988).

Relatedly, identity threat may explain men’s support for social movements which
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advocate for men’s rights. In the wake of #MeToo, there has been a marked increase in
support for the men’s rights movement (Dickel & Evolvi, 2022) which positions men as an
oppressed group who need to reclaim their power by returning to patriarchal power structures
(Rafail & Freitas, 2019; Van Valkenburgh, 2021). Given that a key aim of the men’s right
movement is addressing men’s purported mistreatment in the context of anti-violence
advocacy (Marwick & Caplan, 2018), men may support men’s rights activism to combat
perceived denigration and improve their collective reputation.

Collective Action Intentions. Finally, identity threat may lower men’s willingness to
engage in political and individual level actions to improve women’s treatment (e.g.,
becoming a spokesperson to end VAW, learning how they can personally improve men’s
treatment of women; Sudkimper et al., 2020; Wiley et al., 2021). Men’s solidarity and shared
identity with women can spur solidarity-based actions (Subasi¢ et al., 2018) suggesting that
identity-related concerns influence their allyship. While men can be less inclined to support
or engage in collective action because of status concerns (Lisnek et al., 2022; Rivera-
Rodriguez et al., 2022), they may also report lower action intentions because they do not
want to help outgroups (women) who they perceive as unfairly deriding their ingroup. It may
also be that engaging in collective action would constitute an acknowledgement of men’s
immoral treatment of women, thereby exacerbating their experience of threat.

Perhaps Not All Men: The Moderating Role of Ingroup Identification

We further expect that the effects described above will be moderated by ingroup
identification. As higher identifiers are more committed to the ingroup and invested in its
success and wellbeing (Turner et al., 1987) they are also more sensitive to information that
might devalue the group and engage in actions to restore the group’s threatened identity. In
the context of gender, highly identified men are more likely to experience intergroup threats

(Rivera-Rodriguez et al., 2022) and respond in ways which serve to protect the ingroup’s
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image or standing (Dall’ Ara & Maass, 1999, Maass et al., 2003, Barron et al., 2024). Thus,
we expect that more highly identified men will be more likely to experience identity threat in
response to discussions about misogyny and violence and, in turn, report greater outgroup
derogation and ingroup favouritism as well as lower collective action intentions.
The Present Research

Across three pre-registered studies, we examined whether highly-identified men
experience identity threat when exposed to discussions about misogyny and VAW, and if this
leads them to engage in a number of novel strategies to restore a positive ingroup identity.
The methodology, sample size, hypotheses, and planned analyses for each study were
preregistered (Study 1:
https://osf.10/peqgt/?view_only=e99b7d68cb3d4636a0cfcf704da4039a; Study 2:
https://osf.i0/e3ah7/?view_only=e6e0b8a7383c4850b02b4a524d265241; Study 3:
https://ost.i0/kgruv/?view_only=d326331cff5a4361b89claalb658c2b7). The verbatim survey
materials and datasets for each study are available at:
https://ost.i0/uw597/?view_only=28a207cb3b034130b99529a63c57324c. All studies received
ethics approval from the first and second authors’ institutions.
Deviations From Pre-Registration

As noted in the study pre-registrations, we measured other variables beyond those
reported here. In this paper, we focus on novel outcomes of men’s defensive responding
which have been overlooked in the identity threat literature (as outlined above) to strengthen
the contributions of our work. For transparency, we include descriptions of all auxiliary
measures in the supplementary materials and surveys on OSF; and report all analyses
involving these variables in the supplementary materials (see Tables S1-S11). Note that the

pattern of findings for the auxiliary variables largely mirrors that of the primary variables
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reported in the main text; we have not selectively reported variables here based on statistical
significance or hypothesis confirmation.
Study 1

We hypothesised that men would express higher outgroup derogation (i.e., violence
minimisation, exaggerating female privilege) and ingroup favouritism (i.e., subtyping,
support for men’s rights activism), and lower collective action intentions when exposed to
discussions about VAW (exposure condition) compared to a control message (H1) and that
these effects would be mediated by identity threat (H2). However, we further expected that
these effects would only be evident among higher identifiers (H3).

Method

Participants

An a priori power analysis conducted using G*Power (Faul et al., 2009) indicated that
395 participants would be needed to detect the hypothesised two-way interaction with a small
effect size (f = .02) at 80% power and o = .05. We planned to recruit 450 participants via
Prolific (an online crowdsourcing platform) to buffer against incomplete data. The platform
allowed two additional people to participate. Thus, 452 male participants were initially
recruited. Five participants were excluded because they did not identify as male. The final
sample consisted of 447 North American men (Mage = 31.35, SDuge = 9.53; 62.90% White,
20.60% Asian, 6.30% Multiracial, 6.00% Hispanic/Latinx, 3.10% Black, 0.90% ‘other’,
0.20% unspecified).
Design

Study 1 employed a two-cell (exposure to discussions about VAW: exposure, control)
between-subjects design, with ingroup identification as a measured moderator.
Procedure, Materials, and Measures

Ingroup identification
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Participants first completed a four-item measure of ingroup identification (Luhtanen
& Crocker, 1992) assessing the extent to which being a man was core to their self-concept
(e.g., “Being a man is an important reflection of who I am”). Responses were recorded on a
7-point Likert scale, ranging from 1 (strongly disagree) to 7 (strongly agree).

Experimental manipulation

Participants were then randomly assigned to read one of two Twitter posts about the
prevalence of men’s misogyny and VAW (exposure condition) or the impact of human
activity on climate change (control condition). Both posts were written by a woman (Alexa).
In the exposure condition, Alexa described her concerns about VAW and highlighted that
men are the primary perpetrators. Her post was accompanied by five factual statements about
VAW (e.g., “Women are much more likely to be killed by their partner or spouse”). In the
control condition, Alexa described her concerns about climate change and identified human
activity as the primary contributor. Her post was accompanied by five factual statements
about the impacts of human activity on climate change (e.g., “Burning coal and gas for
electricity generation are a key cause of carbon pollution”).

We used a control condition unrelated to VAW given that any mention of violence or
misogyny could be threatening for men. For example, Barron et al. (2024) asked men to read
a message in which a woman expressed concerns about men’s VAW (experimental
condition) or concerns about VAW without mentioning men (control condition). They found
no differences in men’s defensiveness toward the message and posit that this may be because
any discussion of violence is threatening considering widespread public discourse about
men’s role in violence perpetration. Thus, including a similar control condition here would
not have provided an appropriate test of our hypotheses. The decision to use a control
condition unrelated to VAW was also informed by other experimental research which has

manipulated intergroup threat using a similar approach (e.g., reading about a changing
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cultural climate in which Christians’ influence is waning vs changing trends in geographical
mobility; Wilkins et al., 2022) to prevent participant priming.
Dependent measures

Participants completed the dependent measures which were counterbalanced to
control for order effects. All items were completed on a 7-point Likert scale, ranging from 1
(strongly disagree) to 7 (strongly agree). Cronbach’s as are reported in Table 2.

As three constructs were assessed without established scales (identity threat,
subtyping, support for men’s rights activism), we performed Exploratory Factor Analyses
(EFA) to check the factor structures of these purpose-built measures. Below, we briefly
report the outcomes of these analyses for measures in which multiple factors were identified
and/or low loading items were identified and subsequently removed (see the supplementary
materials for exhaustive reporting).

Identity threat. Given that concerns about identity devaluation are central to the
experience of identity threat (Steele et al., 2002), four purpose-built items were used to
capture the extent to which participants felt that the Twitter post they read devalued men
(e.g., “This Twitter post casts men in a negative light”) and made them feel uncomfortable
about their group membership (e.g., “This Twitter post makes me feel uncomfortable about
my male identity”).

Violence minimization. Two items (adapted from Gerger et al., 2007) assessed the
extent to which participants minimised the impact and prevalence of VAW (i.e., “Many
women exaggerate the prevalence of men’s violence against women”; “A lot of women
misinterpret harmless gestures as ‘sexism’”).

Exaggeration of female privilege. Two items (adapted from Powell et al., 2005)
assessed the extent to which participants thought that women were more privileged than men

(i.e., “Women have important advantages in life over men”; “In general, it is much easier to
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be a woman in America than to be a man”).

Subtyping. Four purpose-built items assessed the extent to which participants
believed that ‘not all men’ perpetrate VAW, and only those men who do should be held
responsible (e.g., “Not all men perpetrate violence against women, so not all men should be
expected to care about this issue”; “Conversations about violence against women should be
directed towards the men who are the problem, and not the ones who aren’t”). Although we
initially measured subtyping using six items, the EFA revealed that two of these items loaded
onto a separate factor reflecting the belief that only a small number of men perpetrate
violence, rather than the belief that only men who perpetrate violence should be held
responsible. Thus, these items were omitted from the final scale.

Support for men’s rights activism. Five purpose-built items assessed the extent to
which participants supported men’s rights activism (e.g., “I understand the need for groups
that protect and fight for men’s rights”; “I understand the need for groups that promote equal
rights and create a level playing field for all men”).

Political and personal collective action intentions. Ten items (taken from Becker &
Wright, 2011) assessed participants collective action intentions on behalf of women’s rights.
Seven items assessed intentions to engage in political actions (e.g., “Participate in a
demonstration”); and 3 items assessed intentions to engage in personal actions to prevent and
combat violence (e.g., “l am interested in learning more about how I can improve men’s
attitudes toward and treatment of women”).

Results
Associations Between Established and Purpose-Built Measures

We examined the pattern of correlations between the established and purpose-built

scales (identity threat, subtyping, support for men’s rights activism) to provide preliminary

evidence of their validity (see Table 2 for descriptive statistics and correlations). The identity



STUCK IN THE MIDDLE 15

threat scale was weakly positively correlated with defensive responses which protect the
ingroup from criticism (violence minimization, exaggeration of female privilege) and
unrelated to ingroup identification and political and personal actions that benefit women, who
are the source of their identity threat. Further, subtyping and support for men’s rights
activism were both positively moderately associated with the other defensive responses
(violence minimisation, exaggeration of female privilege) and negatively related to personal
and political action intentions. Importantly, the three novel measures were not strongly
related with each other or the other variables (all rs < .70) suggesting that they are distinct
manifestations of men’s defensive responding and capture unique responses to the
experimental stimuli separate to the other established measures.

The Direct and Interactive Effects of Ingroup Identification and Experimental
Condition

A series of Moderated Multiple Regressions were conducted on each dependent
variable and identity threat. Ingroup identification was mean centred prior to analyses. Higher
and lower identification scores were calculated at 1SD above and below the mean.
Experimental condition was effect-coded: 1 = exposure condition, -1 = control condition. The
direct effects of ingroup identification and condition were entered at Step 1, and the two-way
interaction was entered at Step 2. Tables 2 and 3 summarise the regression coefficients for the
dependent variables and identity threat, respectively.

Dependent variables. Contrary to H1, while men in the exposure (versus control)
condition reported lower political action intentions, no other direct effects of the experimental
manipulation were observed. Contrary to H2, although significant and theoretically consistent
direct effects of identification emerged on all measures, no identification x condition
interactions were observed (see Table 3).

Identity threat. Significant main effects of experimental condition and ingroup
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identification were observed for identity threat: higher identifiers reported greater identity
threat, and men reported higher identity threat when exposed to discussions about VAW
(versus the control condition). No significant ingroup identification x condition interaction
emerged (see Table 4).
Indirect Effects via Identity Threat

Although H1 and H2 were not supported, we still tested whether there was partial
support for H3 by examining the mediating role of identity threat. As the effect of
experimental condition on identity threat was not qualified by ingroup identification, simple
mediation (rather than moderated mediation) analyses were conducted using Hayes’ (2019)
PROCESS computational model (using Model 4) with 10,000 bootstrapped
samples (see Table 5 for unstandardised bs, standard errors, and 95% confidence intervals).

Consistent with H3, men exposed to a message about VAW reported greater identity
threat than men in the control group. This, in turn, predicted stronger violence minimisation,
exaggeration of female privilege, subtyping, and support for men’s rights activism. There
were no indirect effects via identity threat on political or personal action intentions.
Evidence for Suppression by Identity Threat

One possible explanation for the absence of an overall effect of the experimental
manipulation on the dependent variables is that men had countervailing responses to
discussions about misogyny and violence. Although they may have experienced identity
threat, which predicted more negative reactions, they may have also simultaneously
experienced an unaccounted-for, opposing reaction that lowered these responses, thereby
yielding a non-significant net direct effect.

Support for this explanation was observed when testing the indirect effects above:
when controlling for identity threat as a mediator, significant direct effects of the

experimental condition emerged, such that men in the exposure (versus control) condition
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reported lower violence minimisation, exaggeration of female privilege, subtyping, and
support for men’s right activism (see Table 5). Thus, controlling for identity threat
illuminated a potential competing (statistically suppressed) pathway linking exposure to
discussions about violence to less defensive responding.

Discussion

Contrary to expectations, almost no differences emerged between the exposure and
control conditions, and no effects were moderated by identification. On face value, these
findings suggest that men do not react defensively to discussions about violence. However,
mediation analyses revealed a more complex story: men in the exposure (versus control)
condition reported higher identity threat, which, in turn, predicted stronger violence
minimisation, exaggeration of female privilege, subtyping, and support for men’s right
activism (though there were no indirect effects on action intentions). Interestingly, when
controlling for identity threat as a potential suppressor variable, significant direct effects
emerged, such that men in the experimental (versus control) condition reported lower
endorsement of these derogatory and ingroup favouring responses. This suggests that rather
than only experiencing threat, men are likely experiencing countervailing responses to
discussions about VAW.

Given that a large body of work has found direct effects of identity-related threats on
men’s discriminatory reactions, we could not have anticipated a priori that the men in our
sample would demonstrate countervailing responses. However, as our exploratory analyses
illuminated a potential competing pathway, we conducted a follow-up study to replicate and
extend these findings by testing a mechanism that may account for men’s countervailing

responses: collective guilt.

Study 2
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Collective guilt reflects a sense of discomfort experienced by group members for the
harm done to another group due to historical and/or ongoing inequality (Wohl et al., 2006).
People are more likely to experience collective guilt when they are categorised as a member
of a group that is perceived to be responsible for harming another group, even if the personal
self was uninvolved (Doosje et al., 1998). Importantly, collective guilt has positive effects for
intergroup relationships, and has been linked to lower outgroup derogation and ingroup
favouritism (Bahns & Branscombe, 2011) and greater solidarity-based collective action
(Calcagno, 2016).

Though men are motivated to guard against threats to their group’s image, they can
also experience collective guilt for their group’s role in the maintenance of gender inequality
(Miron et al., 2006). Thus, highlighting men’s role in the perpetration of misogyny and
violence may lead them to experience two opposing reactions. On the one hand, exposure
heightens identity threat because these discussions convey uncomfortable truths about men’s
treatment of women which they are motivated to protect against. However, exposure may
also increase collective guilt, because men simultaneously acknowledge that their group has
perpetuated harm against women which, in turn, may motivate them to repair intergroup
relations.

There is preliminary evidence for such opposing reactions. Hissler et al. (2019) found
that men reported stronger image shame (i.e., concerns that the ingroup’s social image has
been marred) and moral shame (i.e., a desire to amend for the ingroup’s immoral behaviour)
when presented with information about gender inequality (see Allpress et al., 2014 for a
cognate finding in the context of the Iraq War), though the authors did not examine the flow-
on effects of these different reactions on relevant outcomes. Thus, men may feel ‘stuck’
between two competing motivations (protecting the ingroup’s image and acknowledging their

negative intergroup history with women) which may explain the absence of direct effects in
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Study 1.

Levtov et al. (2014) provide indirect support for these conflicting reactions, finding
that many men simultaneously supported and opposed legislative changes regarding VAW.
The authors posit that these legal changes are successfully reducing the acceptability of
violence, while also creating worry about the impact of these changes for men (Dworkin et
al., 2012). Thus, in Study 2, we examined whether men simultaneously experienced identity
threat and collective guilt in response to discussions about VAW, and whether these
variables, in turn, had countervailing effects on outgroup derogation, ingroup favouritism,
and collective action intentions.

Hypotheses

We tested a model in which exposure to discussions about men’s VAW (versus the
control condition) would simultaneously: increase identity threat which, in turn, would
predict higher outgroup derogation and ingroup favouritism, and lower action intentions
(H1a); and increase collective guilt, which, in turn, would predict lower outgroup derogation
and ingroup favouritism, and higher action intentions (H1b). We did not have firm
predictions as to whether both paths would fully offset each other. We retained identification
to determine whether the null interactive effects observed in Study 1 were spurious, though
we made no predictions as to whether identification would moderate these paths.

Method
Participants

Using the same power calculation procedure as Study 1, we planned to recruit 450
participants. Of an initial sample of 451 participants, three were excluded because they did
not identify as male, leaving a final sample of 448 North American men (Mage = 33.87, SDqge
=12.07; 64.1% White, 18.30% Asian, 6.90% Hispanic/Latinx, 6.70% Black, 3.60%
Multiracial, 0.20% ‘other’, 0.20% unspecified). One participant did not provide their age.

Design, Procedure, Materials, and Measures
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Study 2 employed the same design, procedure, materials, and measures as Study 1,
bar the inclusion of collective guilt. Cronbach’s as are reported in Table 6.

Collective guilt. Four items (adapted from Schmitt et al., 2008) assessed the extent to
which men felt guilty about their negative intergroup history with women (e.g., “When
reading the Twitter post, I felt guilty about men’s harmful actions toward women).
Responses were recorded on a 7-point Likert scale, ranging from 1 (strongly disagree) to 7
(strongly agree).

Results
Associations Between Established and Purpose-Built Measures

Once again, the pattern of correlations suggested that the three purpose-built measures
captured unique manifestations of defensive responding. Mirroring Study 1, these scales were
weakly or moderately positively associated with the other defensive responses (violence
minimisation, exaggeration of female privilege) and negatively associated or unrelated to
personal and political action intentions (see Table 6 for descriptive statistics and
correlations). The purpose-built scales were also unrelated or weakly positively related to
ingroup identification and were not strongly related with each other or the other dependent
variables (all s < .70).

The Direct and Interactive Effects of Ingroup Identification and Experimental
Condition

A series of Moderated Multiple Regressions were conducted on each dependent
variable and the mediators following the same coding procedure and order of entry as Study 1
(see Tables 7 and 8 for the regression coefficients for the dependent measures and mediators,
respectively). Mirroring Study 1, while direct effects of identification emerged on almost all
dependent measures (see Table 7) no direct effects of the manipulation or identification x

condition interactions were found.
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Testing Opposing Pathways: The Mediating Effects of Identity Threat and Collective
Guilt

As we replicated the null direct and interactive effects observed in Study 1, we next
examined whether men simultaneously reported greater identity threat and collective guilt
when exposed to discussions about violence and misogyny. Providing initial support for Hla
and H1b, significant direct effects of experimental condition were observed for both
mediators, such that men reported greater identity threat and collective guilt in the exposure
condition (versus the control condition; see Table 8). No significant main effects of
identification or two-way interactions emerged.

We then performed a parallel mediation analysis to test the proposed model. As
identity threat and collective guilt only varied as a function of experimental condition (and
were not moderated by identification), simple parallel mediation analyses were conducted
using Hayes’ (2019) PROCESS computational model (Model 4) with 10,000 bootstrapped
samples (see Table 9 for unstandardised bs, standard errors, and 95% confidence intervals).

Overall, results provided partial support for the proposed suppression model. Men in
the exposure (versus control) condition experienced greater identity threat which, in turn,
predicted higher violence minimisation, exaggeration of female privilege, subtyping, support
for men’s rights activism, and lower personal (but not political) action intentions (H1a).
However, men in the exposure (versus control) condition also experienced higher collective
guilt which, in turn, predicted higher political and personal action intentions (HIb). No other
indirect effects via collective guilt were observed.

Interestingly, significant direct effects of the manipulation still emerged on each
dependent variable when controlling for both mediators. These effects largely mirrored the
pattern observed in Study 1 when controlling for identity threat (see Table 9) suggesting that

collective guilt does not entirely account for men’s opposing responses. Although some of the
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residual direct effects were indicative of derogatory and ingroup-favouring responses (i.e.,
men reported lower political action intentions), this is likely because no indirect effects of
identity threat were observed on these variables. Thus, controlling for collective guilt

revealed men’s negative responses. !

Discussion

Study 2 provided partial support for the proposed model. Once again, there were no
direct effects of the manipulation, and these effects were not moderated by identification.
However, we found evidence that this could be partly explained by two competing reactions
men experienced. Consistent with Study 1, exposure to these messages (versus a control
message) elicited higher identity threat, which, in turn, predicted higher outgroup derogation,
ingroup favouritism, and lower personal (but not political) action intentions. These messages
also elicited collective guilt, which, in turn, predicted higher political and personal action
intentions (though no other indirect effects were observed). These results partially support the
proposition that men experience countervailing reactions to discussions about VAW: they
experience identity threat and wish to restore their group’s image; while also feeling guilty
regarding their negative intergroup history with women, which motivates them to repair
intergroup relations.

Though the men in our sample experienced collective guilt (relative to the control
group), guilt may have had less consistent flow-on effects because men were still motivated
to protect their ingroup’s image in the face of information about their mistreatment of
women. That is, men may have experienced collective guilt regarding their negative

intergroup history with women, while simultaneously feeling threatened by this admission,

!Although significant indirect effects via collective guilt emerged on some auxiliary variables (see Table S6 in
the supplementary materials), there were still significant residual direct effects of the manipulation. Thus,
collective guilt did not fully account for men’s countervailing reactions even when significant indirect effects
were observed.
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potentially leading them to guard against this threat by not engaging in certain reparatory
behaviours. This is consistent with work showing that although collective guilt can facilitate
intergroup reconciliation, it is also an aversive emotion which can motivate people to engage
in elaborate psychological strategies to avoid it (Miron et al., 2010). Given that identity threat
and collective guilt were strongly correlated (see Table 6), this suggests that men’s guilt
regarding their negative intergroup history with women was also inherently threatening to
their group image.

Further, no indirect effects via collective guilt were observed on outcome variables
which serve to minimise the extent to which men have benefitted from inequality (i.e.,
support for men’s rights activism, subtyping, exaggeration of female privilege) or minimise
the prevalence and impact of VAW. This suggests that collective guilt enables men to engage
in reparatory strategies (i.e., collective action) but does not impact their willingness to
abdicate strategies which further their group-based interests. This is not to say that collective
guilt does not have important implications or positive effects for intergroup relations, but
collective guilt may be too aversive to reliably predict prosocial responses in this context.

Study 3

In Study 3, we examined an alternative mechanism that might more consistently
predict men’s prosocial responses to discussions about VAW: evaluating women’s
disadvantage as unjust. Perceiving inequality as illegitimate has positive effects for
intergroup relations among members of historically advantaged groups, including lower
prejudice toward disadvantaged groups (Outten et al., 2018), less favourable evaluations of
the advantaged ingroup (Levin et al., 2002), and stronger engagement in solidarity-based
collective action (Iyer & Ryan, 2009). Importantly, evaluating women’s disadvantage as
unjust may have more consistent flow-on effects than collective guilt. This is because

acknowledging the existence of discrimination against women, in and of itself, may not pose
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a threat to the ingroup’s image, which might facilitate more prosocial responses (Branscombe
et al., 1999b; Lowery et al., 2007).
Hypotheses

We tested a model whereby exposure to discussions about men’s VAW (versus the
control) would: increase identity threat which, in turn, would predict higher outgroup
derogation and ingroup favouritism, and lower action intentions (H1a); and increase injustice
perceptions about gender inequality, which, in turn, would predict lower outgroup derogation
and ingroup favouritism, and higher action intentions (H1b). Although not included in the
pre-registration, we also retained collective guilt in the model to test whether it had a
similarly inconsistent indirect effect on men’s reactions (though we made no predictions as to
whether this would be the case). As in Study 2, we made no firm predictions as to whether
the indirect effects would be moderated by identification, or if direct and interactive effects of
condition and identification would emerge on the dependent measures.

Method

Participants

Per Studies 1 and 2, we planned to recruit 450 participants. Out of an initial sample of
452, two participants were excluded because they did not identify as male, and one
participant declined to take part after reading the information sheet. The final sample
consisted of 449 North American men (Mage = 32.49, SDyge = 11.94; 60.10% White, 19.60%
Asian, 8.20% Hispanic/Latinx, 7.30% Multiracial, 2.90% Black, 1.30% unspecified, and
0.40% ‘other’).
Design, Procedure, Materials, and Measures

The design, procedure, materials, and measures were identical to Study 2 with the
addition of injustice. Cronbach’s as are reported in Table 10.

Injustice. Four items (adapted from Iyer & Ryan, 2009) assessed the extent to which
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participants felt a sense of injustice about gender inequality (e.g., “The disadvantages women
face are unfair”). Responses were recorded on a 7-point Likert scale, ranging from 1 (strongly
disagree) to 7 (strongly agree).

Results
Associations Between Established and Purpose-Built Measures

The pattern of correlations between the three purpose-built measures and established
scales was virtually identical to Study 2 (see Table 10 for descriptive statistics and
correlations) further suggesting that that they are distinct manifestations of men’s defensive
responding and capture unique responses to the experimental stimuli separate to the other
established measures.

The Direct and Interactive Effects of Ingroup Identification and Experimental
Condition

A series of Moderated Multiple Regressions were conducted on the dependent
variables and mediators following the same coding procedure and order of entry as Studies 1
and 2 (see Tables 11 and 12 for the regression coefficients for the dependent measures and
mediators, respectively).

Consistent with our previous findings, while direct effects of identification emerged
on all dependent measures (see Table 11) there were no identification x condition
interactions. Contrary to Studies 1 and 2, there were two direct effects of the manipulation,
such that participants in the exposure (versus control) condition reported higher support for
men’s rights activism and lower personal action intentions.

Testing Opposing Paths: The Mediating Role of Identity Threat, Collective Guilt, and
Injustice
Providing initial support for Hla and H1b, men reported greater identity threat,

collective guilt, and injustice when exposed to discussions about VAW (versus the control
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condition; see Table 12). Ingroup identification was also negatively associated with guilt and
injustice but did not moderate any effects. As the preliminary analyses indicated that all
mediators varied as a function of the experimental manipulation (and were not moderated by
identification), we performed a simple parallel mediation analysis using Hayes’ (2019)
PROCESS computational model (Model 4) with 10,000 bootstrapped samples. All three
mediators were entered simultaneously into the model (see Table 13 for unstandardised bs,
standard errors, and 95% confidence intervals).

The mediation analyses provided strong support for the proposed model. Per Studies 1
and 2, men in the exposure (versus control) condition reported stronger identity threat, which,
in turn, predicted higher violence minimisation, exaggeration of female privilege, subtyping,
and support for men’s rights activism; and lower personal (but not political) action intentions.

However, in support of the proposed prosocial pathway, men in the exposure (versus
control) condition also reported greater injustice and guilt. Both variables, in turn, predicted
lower violence minimisation, exaggeration of female privilege, and subtyping; and higher
personal and political action intentions. There was also a significant negative indirect effect
on support for men’s rights activism via injustice, but not collective guilt. Few residual direct
effects were evident when controlling for the mediators (see Table 13) suggesting that
accounting for men’s experience of identity threat, collective guilt, and injustice largely
explains their countervailing reactions to discussions about misogyny and violence.?

Discussion

Study 3 provided strong support for the proposition that men experience opposing

reactions to discussions about VAW. Once again, there were largely no direct or interactive

effects on the dependent measures. However, consistent with Studies 1 and 2, men exposed to

The pattern of effects remained largely the same when we re-ran the mediation analyses with only identity
threat and injustice; and identity threat and collective guilt in the model, respectively (see Tables S10-S11 in the
supplementary materials).
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discussions about VAW (versus the control condition) reported greater identity threat which,
in turn, predicted higher outgroup derogation and ingroup favouritism; and lower personal
(but not political) action intentions. Exposure to these discussions also elicited greater
perceived injustice, which, in turn, predicted lower outgroup derogation and ingroup
favouritism; and higher action intentions. Contrary to Study 2, consistent indirect effects of
collective guilt emerged which largely mirrored the effects of injustice.
General Discussion

Across 3 studies, we sought to understand how men react to discussions about
misogyny and VAW. The findings revealed a more complex pattern of responding than
initially anticipated.
Men Experience Countervailing Reactions to Discussions About Misogyny and Violence

Contrary to our predictions, men experienced countervailing reactions to discussions
about misogyny and violence (see Table 14 for a summary of effects). On the one hand, men
experienced greater identity threat in the exposure (vs control) condition which, in turn,
predicted higher outgroup derogation and ingroup favouring responses (Studies 1-3); and
lower personal (but not political) action intentions (Studies 2 and 3). On the other hand, two
follow-up studies revealed that men simultaneously reported higher collective guilt (Studies 2
and 3) and injustice about women’s disadvantage (Study 3), which, in turn, predicted more
prosocial responding. These results suggest that the lack of direct effects in each study can be
explained by men’s conflicting reactions; whereby their competing motivations to protect
their ingroup’s image and better women’s treatment ‘cancelled each other out’, and were only
evident when probing these effects indirectly.

Although prior work has documented men’s vitriolic responses to #MeToo and
broader discussions about misogyny and violence (Flood, 2019; Gottell & Dutton, 2016;

O’Donnell, 2022; PettyJohn et al., 2019) and observed direct effects of threat on highly-
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identified men’s derogatory and ingroup serving responses (Dall’Ara & Maass, 1999; Maass
et al., 2003; Rivera-Rodriguez et al., 2022), the present findings suggest that men can also
experience countervailing reactions to discussions about VAW. Although men are motivated
to protect their ingroup, they also acknowledge their negative intergroup history and are
motivated to improve intergroup relations with women. While some research has examined
how men and members of advantaged groups can simultaneously experience a need to protect
the ingroup’s image and amend for past wrongdoings (Allpress et al., 2014; Héssler et al.,
2019), our work 1s the first to demonstrate the flow-on effects of these opposing motivations
on men’s reactions to discussions about misogyny and violence, and the ways that they might
reinforce or challenge inequality.

Unexpectedly, none of the indirect effects were moderated by ingroup identification
(see Table 14). Because public discussions about misogyny and violence have become more
commonplace, men’s ingroup identity may be chronically accessible or salient (Turner et al.,
1987). Thus, both higher and lower identifiers may be more inclined to appraise situations for
possible ingroup threats (Kuppens et al., 2013) and recognise that their ingroup is the agent of
wrongdoing (Doosje et al., 1998; Iyer & Leach, 2008) when these discussions are made
salient.
Connecting Identity Threat, Collective Guilt, and Injustice to Novel Manifestations of
Men’s Defensive Responding

While recent work has largely focussed on the factors influencing men’s attitudinal
support for and willingness to join #MeToo and other feminist social movements (e.g., Kende
et al., 2020; Kunst et al., 2019; Menegatti et al., 2022; Roden, 2022), our investigation
examines other real-world manifestations of men’s derogatory and ingroup-serving responses
which overtly reinforce patriarchy and inequality. In doing so, we provide novel insight into

the potential identity restoration functions these reactions serve. Specifically, that concerns
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about the devaluation of an important social identity can lead men to: circumvent the source
of threat by discrediting information about the prevalence of violence and women’s lower
status in society (Gotell & Dutton, 2016; O’Donnell, 2022); ‘mentally exclude’ perpetrators
of sexism and violence (PettyJohn et al., 2019), and support men’s rights activism as a means
to combat men’s perceived denigration and illegitimate treatment (Dickel & Evolvi, 2022;
Rafail & Freitas, 2019; Van Valkenburgh, 2021). Our findings are also the first to connect
men’s identity threat with reduced personal action intentions, suggesting that men are less
willing to implement or enact the principles of gender equality in their everyday lives because
they perceive discussions about misogyny and violence as unfairly devaluing their ingroup.
However, identity threat may not have predicted political action intentions because other
forms of threat are more relevant to understanding men’s resistance to broader political
changes surrounding women’s rights (e.g., status threat; Scheepers & Ellemers, 2019).

Importantly, injustice and, to a lesser extent, collective guilt predicted lower
endorsement of these derogatory and ingroup-serving responses, and higher action intentions
(see Table 14). Perhaps encouraging men to acknowledge the inequalities that women
continue to face is key to enhancing their engagement in and receptivity toward gender
equality efforts. Collective guilt had inconsistent flow-on effects between Studies 2 and 3,
and residual direct effects of the manipulation were still evident when only collective guilt
was included in the model (see Tables 9 and S11). Thus, it may be that reactions which allow
men to experience injustice about and acknowledge the existence of gender inequality are
less threatening to their group’s image than mechanisms which explicitly implicate them as
beneficiaries of inequality (Branscombe et al., 1999b; Lowery et al., 2007).
Limitations and Future Directions

Causal relationships between the mediator variables and other outcome variables

cannot be inferred given that the mediators were measured and their links with the outcome
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variables were tested correlationally. To address this, future research should evidence these
causal relationships using “manipulation-of-mediator” designs (see Bullock et al., 2010).

Three constructs were measured using purpose-built scales (identity threat, subtyping,
support for men’s rights activism) because we examined several novel manifestations of
men’s defensive responding that did not have validated scales. Although full psychometric
validation was beyond our scope, these novel scales were predictably related to other relevant
variables across Studies 1-3 (see Tables 2, 6, 10) and were not strongly related with each
other. The main findings involving these measures were theoretically consistent and
replicated across each study. However, future research should assess the psychometric
properties of these scales and, where relevant, employ improved measures to determine the
robustness of our findings.

Although ingroup identification did not qualify the effects in Studies 1-3, other factors
may moderate men’s responses (e.g., system justification, Héssler et al., 2019). However,
other work has found that members of advantaged groups can experience threat and
collective guilt regardless of identification or personal endorsement of prejudice (Dover et al.,
2016; Iyer et al., 2003) and that men can simultaneously hold positive and negative attitudes
toward gender equality (Dworkin et al., 2012; Levtov et al., 2014). Thus, it is equally
plausible that men’s countervailing reactions are robust to individual differences in identity
and group-related attitudes (see Clarke et al., 2022, Lizzio-Wilson et al., 2023, Thai et al.,
2021). However, future research could explore whether other factors (e.g., hostile sexism,
Glick & Fiske, 1996, Lizzio-Wilson et al., 2021; conservatism, religiosity; Off, 2023)
moderate men’s responses to provide more definitive evidence.

There are aspects of our methodology which may constrain the generality of the
findings. First, our sample consisted primarily of men who held other advantaged identities

(i.e., White men). However, men who also hold disadvantaged identities (e.g., in terms of
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race/ethnicity or sexuality) may be less likely to experience such conflicting reactions owing
to a sense of intra-minority solidarity with women (Cortland et al., 2017) and may respond
prosocially when exposed to messages about VAW. Second, our studies include data from
Prolific. While these data sources allow for well powered and relatively diverse samples,
particularly compared to university subject pools and other crowdsourcing platforms (Peer et
al., 2017), they are likely not representative of the general population and thus should be used
thoughtfully by researchers.
Conclusion

The present research provides a more nuanced understanding of men’s reactions to
discussions about misogyny and VAW. Rather than only experiencing threat, men
simultaneously experience guilt and acknowledge the injustices women continue to face.
These findings uncover a paradox in the fight for gender parity by showing that, in the face of
messages that highlight inequality, men exhibit countervailing motivations to both protect
their group’s interests and better women’s treatment. These competing reactions may leave
men feeling ‘stuck in the middle’ and stifle their engagement with a gender-egalitarian

agenda.



A TALE OF MULTIPLE MOTIVATIONS 32

References

Abrams, D., & Hogg, M. A. (1988). Comments on the motivational status of self-esteem in
social identity and intergroup discrimination. European Journal of Social

Psychology, 18(4), 317-334. https://doi.org/10.1002/ejsp.2420180403

Allpress, J. A., Brown, R., Giner-Sorolla, R., Deonna, J. A., & Teroni, F. (2014). Two faces
of group-based shame: Moral shame and image shame differentially predict positive
and negative orientations to ingroup wrongdoing. Personality and Social Psychology

Bulletin, 40(10), 1270-1284. https://doi.org/10.1177/0146167214540724

Barron, A. C., Thomas, E. F., & Woodyatt, L. (2024). # MeToo, #MenToo: how men's
progressive and reactionary actions are shaped by defensiveness. Frontiers in Social

Psychology, 2, 1356998. https://doi.org/10.3389/frsps.2024.1356998

Bagci, S. C., Stathi, S., & Golec de Zavala, A. (2023). Social identity threat across group
status: Links to psychological well-being and intergroup bias through collective

narcissism and ingroup satisfaction. Cultural Diversity and Ethnic Minority

Psychology, 29(2), 208-220. https://doi.org/10.1037/cdp0000509

Bahns, A. J., & Branscombe, N. R. (2011). Effects of legitimizing discrimination against
homosexuals on gay bashing. European Journal of Social Psychology, 41(3), 388-

396. https://doi.org/10.1002/ejsp.784

Becker, J. C., & Wright, S. C. (2011). Yet Another Dark Side of Chivalry: Benevolent
Sexism Undermines and Hostile Sexism Motivates Collective Action for Social
Change. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 101(1), 62-77.

https://psycnet.apa.org/doi/10.1037/a0022615

Benton-Greig, P., Gamage, D., & Gavey, N. (2018). Doing and denying sexism: online
responses to a New Zealand feminist campaign against sexist advertising. Feminist

Media Studies, 18(3), 349-365. https://doi.org/10.1080/14680777.2017.1367703



https://doi.org/10.1002/ejsp.2420180403
https://doi.org/10.1177/0146167214540724
https://doi.org/10.3389/frsps.2024.1356998
https://psycnet.apa.org/doi/10.1037/cdp0000509
https://doi.org/10.1002/ejsp.784
https://psycnet.apa.org/doi/10.1037/a0022615
https://doi.org/10.1080/14680777.2017.1367703

A TALE OF MULTIPLE MOTIVATIONS 33

Bjernholt, M., & Rosten, M. G. (2020). Male victims of violence and men’s rights struggles:
A perfect match? In Men, masculinities and intimate partner violence (pp. 126-139).

Routledge. https://doi.org/10.4324/9780429280054

Black MC, Basile KC, Breiding MJ, et al.. The National Intimate Partner and Sexual
Violence Survey (NISVS): 2010 summary report. Atlanta, GA: National Center for
Injury Prevention and Control, Centers for Disease Control and Prevention, 2011.

Available at: www.cdc.gov/ViolencePrevention/pdf/NISVS Report2010-a.pdf

Branscombe, N. R., Ellemers, N., Spears, R., & Doosje, B. (1999a). The context and content
of social identity threat. In N. Ellemers, R. Spears, & B. Doosje (Eds.), Social
identity: Context, commitment, content (pp. 35-58). Blackwell Science.

Branscombe, N. R., Schmitt, M. T., & Harvey, R. D. (1999b). Perceiving pervasive
discrimination among African Americans: Implications for group identification and
well-being. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 77(1), 135-149.

https://psycnet.apa.org/doi/10.1037/0022-3514.77.1.135

Branscombe, N. R., Wann, D. L., Noel, J. G., & Coleman, J. (1993). In-group or out-group
extremity: Importance of the threatened social identity. Personality and Social

Psychology Bulletin, 19(4), 381-388. https://doi.org/10.1177%2F0146167293194003

Bullock, J. G., Green, D. P., & Ha, S. E. (2010). Yes, But What's the Mechanism? (Don't
Expect an Easy Answer). Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 98(4), 550-

558. https://psycnet.apa.org/doi/10.1037/a0018933

Calcagno, J. (2016). Transforming straight guilt into collective action for LGBs via close
cross-group friendships: A gender-moderated process. Psychology of Women

Quarterly, 40(3), 451-463. https://doi.org/10.1177%2F0361684315627362

Clarke, E. J. R., Klas, A., Lizzio-Wilson, M., & Kothe, E. J. (2022). Partisan Bias in

Responses to Sexual Misconduct Allegations Against Male Politicians. Journal of


https://doi.org/10.4324/9780429280054
http://www.cdc.gov/ViolencePrevention/pdf/NISVS_Report2010-a.pdf
https://psycnet.apa.org/doi/10.1037/0022-3514.77.1.135
https://doi.org/10.1177%2F0146167293194003
https://psycnet.apa.org/doi/10.1037/a0018933
https://doi.org/10.1177%2F0361684315627362

A TALE OF MULTIPLE MOTIVATIONS 34

Social and Political Psychology, 10(2), 706-722. https://doi.org/10.5964/jspp.6371

Cortland, C. I, Craig, M. A., Shapiro, J. R., Richeson, J. A., Neel, R., & Goldstein, N. J.
(2017). Solidarity through shared disadvantage: Highlighting shared experiences of
discrimination improves relations between stigmatized groups. Journal of Personality

and Social Psychology, 113(4), 547-567. https://doi.org/10.1037/pspi0000100

Craig, M. A., & Richeson, J. A. (2014a). On the precipice of a “majority-minority” America:
Perceived status threat from the racial demographic shift affects White Americans’
political ideology. Psychological Science, 25(6), 1189-1197.

https://doi.org/10.1177/0956797614527113

Craig, M. A., & Richeson, J. A. (2014b). More diverse yet less tolerant? How the
increasingly diverse racial landscape affects White Americans’ racial
attitudes. Personality and Social Psychology Bulletin, 40(6), 750-761.

https://doi.org/10.1177/0146167214524993

Dall'Ara, E., & Maass, A. (1999). Studying sexual harassment in the laboratory: Are
egalitarian women at higher risk? Sex Roles, 41(9), 681-704.

https://doi.org/10.1023/A:1018816025988

Dickel, V., & Evolvi, G. (2022). “Victims of feminism”: exploring networked misogyny and
#MeToo in the manosphere. Feminist Media Studies, 1-17.

https://doi.org/10.1080/14680777.2022.2029925

Domen, 1., Scheepers, D., Derks, B., & van Veelen, R. (2022). It’s a man’s world; right? How
women’s opinions about gender inequality affect physiological responses in
men. Group Processes & Intergroup Relations, 25(3), 703-726.

https://doi.org/10.1177/13684302211042669

Doosje, B., Branscombe, N. R., & Spears, R. (1998). Guilt by association: when one's group

has a negative history. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 75(4), 872-886.


https://doi.org/10.5964/jspp.6371
https://psycnet.apa.org/doi/10.1037/pspi0000100
https://doi.org/10.1177/0956797614527113
https://doi.org/10.1177/0146167214524993
https://doi.org/10.1023/A:1018816025988
https://doi.org/10.1080/14680777.2022.2029925
https://doi.org/10.1177/13684302211042669

A TALE OF MULTIPLE MOTIVATIONS 35

https://psycnet.apa.org/doi/10.1037/0022-3514.75.4.872

Dover, T. L., Major, B., & Kaiser, C. R. (2016). Members of high-status groups are
threatened by pro-diversity organizational messages. Journal of Experimental Social

Psychology, 62, 58-67. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jesp.2015.10.006

Droogendyk, L., Wright, S. C., Lubensky, M., & Louis, W. R. (2016). Acting in solidarity:
Cross-group contact between disadvantaged group members and advantaged group

allies. Journal of Social Issues, 72(2), 315-334. https://doi.org/10.1111/j0si.12168

Dworkin, S. L., Colvin, C., Hatcher, A., & Peacock, D. (2012). Men’s perceptions of
women’s rights and changing gender relations in South Africa: Lessons for working
with men and boys in HIV and antiviolence programs. Gender & Society, 26(1), 97-

120. https://doi.org/10.1177/0891243211426425

Faul, F., Erdfelder, E., Buchner, A., & Lang, A. G. (2009). Statistical power analyses using
G* Power 3.1: Tests for correlation and regression analyses. Behavior Research

Methods, 41(4), 1149-1160. https://doi.org/10.3758/BRM.41.4.1149

Flood, M. (2019). Men and #MeToo: Mapping men’s responses to anti-violence advocacy.
#MeToo and the Politics of Social Change, 285-300.

Gerger, H., Kley, H., Bohner, G., & Siebler, F. (2007). The acceptance of modern myths
about sexual aggression scale: Development and validation in German and
English. Aggressive Behavior: Olfficial Journal of the International Society for

Research on Aggression, 33(5), 422-440. https://doi.org/10.1002/ab.20195

Glick, P., & Fiske, S. T. (1996). The Ambivalent Sexism Inventory: differentiating hostile
and benevolent sexism. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 70, 491-512.

https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.70.3.491

Gordijn, E. H., Yzerbyt, V., Wigboldus, D., & Dumont, M. (2006). Emotional reactions to

harmful intergroup behavior. European Journal of Social Psychology, 36(1), 15-30.


https://psycnet.apa.org/doi/10.1037/0022-3514.75.4.872
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jesp.2015.10.006
https://doi.org/10.1111/josi.12168
https://doi.org/10.1177/0891243211426425
https://doi.org/10.3758/BRM.41.4.1149
https://doi.org/10.1002/ab.20195
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.70.3.491

A TALE OF MULTIPLE MOTIVATIONS 36

https://doi.org/10.1002/ejsp.296

Gotell, L., & Dutton, E. (2016). Sexual violence in the 'manosphere': Antifeminist men's

rights discourses on rape. International Journal for Crime, Justice and Social

Democracy, 5(2), 65-80. https://doi.org/10.5204/ijcjsd.v5i2.310

Hardacre, S. L., & Subasi¢, E. (2018). Whose issue is it anyway? The effects of leader gender
and equality message framing on men’s and women’s mobilization toward workplace

gender equality. Frontiers in Psychology, 9, 2497.

https://doi.org/10.3389/fpsye.2018.02497

Hardacre, S. L., & Subasi¢, E. (2022). With Great Power Comes Great Responsibility:
Repositioning Gender (In) Equality as Men's Burden or Men's Responsibility. T7PM:
Testing, Psychometrics, Methodology in Applied Psychology, 29(1).

https://doi.org/10.4473/TPM?29.1.8

Harth, N. S., Kessler, T., & Leach, C. W. (2008). Advantaged group's emotional reactions to
intergroup inequality: The dynamics of pride, guilt, and sympathy. Personality and
Social Psychology Bulletin, 34(1), 115-129.

https://doi.org/10.1177%2F0146167207309193

Hissler, T., Shnabel, N., Ullrich, J., Arditti-Vogel, A., & SimanTov-Nachlieli, I. (2019).
Individual differences in system justification predict power and morality-related needs
in advantaged and disadvantaged groups in response to group disparity. Group
Processes & Intergroup Relations, 22(5), 746-766.

https://doi.org/10.1177/1368430218773403

Hill, J. (2021). How #MeToo is changing Australia. Quart. Essay 84, 1-131.
Iyer, A., Leach, C. W., & Crosby, F. J. (2003). White guilt and racial compensation: The
benefits and limits of self-focus. Personality and Social Psychology Bulletin, 29(1),

117-129. https://doi.org/10.1177%2F0146167202238377



https://doi.org/10.1002/ejsp.296
https://doi.org/10.5204/ijcjsd.v5i2.310
https://doi.org/10.3389/fpsyg.2018.02497
https://doi.org/10.4473/TPM29.1.8
https://doi.org/10.1177%2F0146167207309193
https://doi.org/10.1177/1368430218773403
https://doi.org/10.1177%2F0146167202238377

A TALE OF MULTIPLE MOTIVATIONS 37

Iyer, A., & Leach, C. W. (2008). Emotion in inter-group relations. European Review of Social

Psychology, 19(1), 86-125. https://doi.org/10.1080/10463280802079738

Iyer, A., & Ryan, M. K. (2009). Why do men and women challenge gender discrimination in
the workplace? The role of group status and in-group identification in predicting
pathways to collective action. Journal of Social Issues, 65(4), 791-814.

https://doi.org/10.1111/5.1540-4560.2009.01625.x

Jones, A., Turner, R. N., & Latu, I. M. (2022). Resistance towards increasing gender diversity
in masculine domains: The role of intergroup threat. Group Processes & Intergroup

Relations, 25(3), NP24-NP53. https://doi.org/10.1177/13684302211042424

Kende, A., Nyul, B., Lantos, N. A., Hadarics, M., Petlitski, D., Kehl, J., & Shnabel, N.
(2020). A needs-based support for# MeToo: Power and morality needs shape
women’s and men’s support of the campaign. Frontiers in Psychology, 11, 593.

https://doi.org/10.3389/fpsye.2020.00593

Kessler, A. M., Kennair, L. E. O., Grgntvedt, T. V., Bjgrkheim, 1., Drejer, 1., & Bendixen, M.
(2021). Perception of workplace social-sexual behavior as sexual harassment post
#MeToo in Scandinavia. Scandinavian Journal of Psychology, 62(6), 846-857.

https://doi.org/10.1111/sjop.12763

Kunst, J. R., Bailey, A., Prendergast, C., & Gundersen, A. (2019). Sexism, rape myths and
feminist identification explain gender differences in attitudes toward the #MeToo
social media campaign in two countries. Media Psychology, 22(5), 818-843.

https://doi.org/10.1080/15213269.2018.1532300

Kuppens, P., Tuerlinckx, F., Russell, J. A., & Barrett, L. F. (2013). The relation between
valence and arousal in subjective experience. Psychological Bulletin, 139(4), 917-

940. https://psycnet.apa.ore/doi/10.1037/a0030811

Leach, C. W., & Cidam, A. (2015). When is shame linked to constructive approach


https://doi.org/10.1080/10463280802079738
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1540-4560.2009.01625.x
https://doi.org/10.1177/13684302211042424
https://doi.org/10.3389/fpsyg.2020.00593
https://doi.org/10.1111/sjop.12763
https://doi.org/10.1080/15213269.2018.1532300
https://psycnet.apa.org/doi/10.1037/a0030811

A TALE OF MULTIPLE MOTIVATIONS 38

orientation? A meta-analysis. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 109(6),

983-1002. https://doi.org/10.1037/pspa0000037

Levin, S., Federico, C. M., Sidanius, J., & Rabinowitz, J. L. (2002). Social dominance
orientation and intergroup bias: The legitimation of favoritism for high-status
groups. Personality and Social Psychology Bulletin, 28(2), 144-157.

https://doi.org/10.1177%2F0146167202282002

Levtov, R. G., Barker, G., Contreras-Urbina, M., Heilman, B., & Verma, R. (2014). Pathways
to gender-equitable men: Findings from the international men and gender equality
survey in eight countries. Men and Masculinities, 17(5), 467-501.

https://doi.org/10.1177/1097184X14558234

Lisnek, J. A., Wilkins, C. L., Wilson, M. E., & Ekstrom, P. D. (2022). Backlash against the
#MeToo movement: How women’s voice causes men to feel victimized. Group
Processes & Intergroup Relations, 25(3), 682-702.

https://doi.org/10.1177/13684302211035437

Lizzio-Wilson, M., Klas, A., & Clarke, E. J. R. (2023). When “good guys” do bad things:
Evaluations of sexual harassment allegations against male allies. Group Processes &

Intergroup Relations, https://doi.org/10.1177/13684302221094432

Lizzio-Wilson, M., Masser, B. M., Hornsey, M. J., & Iyer, A. (2021). You’re making us all
look bad: Sexism moderates women’s experience of collective threat and intra-gender
hostility toward traditional and non-traditional female subtypes. Group Processes &

Intergroup Relations, 24(8), 1486-1514. https://doi.org/10.1177/1368430220913610

Lizzio-Wilson, M., Mirnajafi, Z., & Louis, W. R. (2022b). Who We Are and Who We
Choose to Help (or Not): An Introduction to Social Identity Theory. In Solidarity and
Social Justice in Contemporary Societies: An Interdisciplinary Approach to

Understanding Inequalities (pp. 17-28). Cham: Springer International Publishing.


https://psycnet.apa.org/doi/10.1037/pspa0000037
https://doi.org/10.1177%2F0146167202282002
https://doi.org/10.1177/1097184X14558234
https://doi.org/10.1177/13684302211035437
https://doi.org/10.1177/13684302221094432

A TALE OF MULTIPLE MOTIVATIONS 39

Lizzio-Wilson, M., Thai, M., Hersey, M., & Batchelor, D. (2023). Stuck in the
Middle: Examining Men’s Countervailing Reactions to Discussions about Misogyny
and Violence Against Women. Retrieved from osf.io/luw597

Lizzio-Wilson, M., Thomas, E. F., Louis, W. R., Amiot, C. E., Bury, S. M., Molenberghs, P.,
Decety, J., & Crane, M. F. (2022a). Do the means affect the ends? Radical tactics
influence motivation and action tendencies via the perceived legitimacy and efficacy
of those actions. European Journal of Social Psychology, 52(4), 695-717.

https://doi.org/10.1002/eisp.2847

Lowery, B. S., Knowles, E. D., & Unzueta, M. M. (2007). Framing inequity safely: Whites'
motivated perceptions of racial privilege. Personality and Social Psychology

Bulletin, 33(9), 1237-1250. https://doi.org/10.1177%2F0146167207303016

Luhtanen, R., & Crocker, J. (1992). A collective self-esteem scale: Self-evaluation of one's
social identity. Personality and Social Psychology Bulletin, 18(3), 302-318.

https://doi.org/10.1177%2F0146167292183006

Maass, A., Cadinu, M., Guarnieri, G., & Grasselli, A. (2003). Sexual harassment under
social i1dentity threat: The computer harassment paradigm. Journal of Personality
and Social Psychology, 85(5), 853-870.

https://psycnet.apa.org/doi/10.1037/0022-3514.85.5.853

Maass, A., Ceccarelli, R., & Rudin, S. (1996). Linguistic intergroup bias: Evidence for in
group-protective motivation. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 71(3),

512-526. https://psycnet.apa.ore/doi/10.1037/0022-3514.71.3.512

Major, B., & O’Brien, L. T. (2005). The social psychology of stigma. Annual Review of

Psychology, 56, 393-421. https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev.psych.56.091103.070137

Marques, J. M., & Paez, D. (1994). The ‘black sheep effect’: Social categorization, rejection

of ingroup deviates, and perception of group variability. European Review of Social


https://doi.org/10.1002/ejsp.2847
https://doi.org/10.1177%2F0146167207303016
https://doi.org/10.1177%2F0146167292183006
https://psycnet.apa.org/doi/10.1037/0022-3514.85.5.853
https://psycnet.apa.org/doi/10.1037/0022-3514.71.3.512
https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev.psych.56.091103.070137

A TALE OF MULTIPLE MOTIVATIONS 40

psychology, 5(1), 37-68. https://doi.org/10.1080/14792779543000011

Marques, J. M., Yzerbyt, V. Y., & Leyens, J. P. (1988). The “black sheep effect”: Extremity
of judgments towards ingroup members as a function of group
identification. European Journal of Social Psychology, 18(1), 1-16.

https://doi.org/10.1002/eisp.2420180102

Masser, B., & Abrams, D. (1999). Contemporary sexism: The relationships among hostility,
benevolence, and neosexism. Psychology of Women Quarterly, 23(3), 503-517.

https://doi.org/10.1111/5.1471-6402.1999.tb00378.x

Mendes, K., Ringrose, J., & Keller, J. (2018). #MeToo and the promise and pitfalls of
challenging rape culture through digital feminist activism. European Journal of

Women's Studies, 25(2), 236-246. https://doi.org/10.1177/1350506818765318

Menegatti, M., Mazzuca, S., Ciaffoni, S., & Moscatelli, S. (2022). Behind the lines of
#MeToo: exploring women’s and men’s intentions to join the

movement. Sustainability, 14(19), 12294. https://doi.org/10.3390/sul141912294

Miron, A. M., Branscombe, N. R., & Schmitt, M. T. (2006). Collective guilt as distress over
illegitimate intergroup inequality. Group Processes & Intergroup Relations, 9(2),

163-180. https://doi.org/10.1177%2F1368430206062075

Miron, A. M., Branscombe, N. R., & Biernat, M. (2010). Motivated shifting of justice
standards. Personality and Social Psychology Bulletin, 36(6), 768-779.

https://doi.org/10.1177%2F014616721037003 1

Netchaeva, E., Kouchaki, M., & Sheppard, L. D. (2015). A man’s (precarious) place: Men’s
experienced threat and self-assertive reactions to female superiors. Personality and
Social Psychology Bulletin, 41(9), 1247-1259.

https://doi.org/10.1177%2F0146167215593491

O’Donnell, J. (2022). Men’s Rights Activism and the Manosphere. In Gamergate and Anti-


https://doi.org/10.1080/14792779543000011
https://doi.org/10.1002/ejsp.2420180102
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1471-6402.1999.tb00378.x
https://doi.org/10.1177/1350506818765318
https://doi.org/10.3390/su141912294
https://doi.org/10.1177%2F1368430206062075
https://doi.org/10.1177%2F0146167210370031
https://doi.org/10.1177%2F0146167215593491

A TALE OF MULTIPLE MOTIVATIONS 41

Feminism in the Digital Age (pp. 9-61). Cham: Springer International Publishing.
Off, G. (2023). Complexities and Nuances in Radical Right Voters’(Anti) Feminism. Social
Politics: International Studies in Gender, State & Society, 30(2), 607-629.

https://doi.org/10.1093/sp/jxad010

Olson, C. (2016). # BringBackOurGirls: Digital communities supporting real-world
change and influencing mainstream media agendas. Feminist Media Studies, 16(5),

772-787. https://doi.org/10.1080/14680777.2016.1154887

Outten, H. R., Lee, T., Costa-Lopes, R., Schmitt, M. T., & Vala, J. (2018). Majority group
members' negative reactions to future demographic shifts depend on the perceived
legitimacy of their status: Findings from the United States and Portugal. Frontiers in

Psychology, 9, 79. https://doi.org/10.3389/fpsyg.2018.00079

Peer, E., Brandimarte, L., Samat, S., & Acquisti, A. (2017). Beyond the Turk: Alternative
platforms for crowdsourcing behavioral research. Journal of Experimental Social

Psychology, 70, 153-163. https://doi.org/10.1016/].jesp.2017.01.006

PettyJohn, M., Muzzey, F., Maas, M., & McCauley, H. (2019). #HowIWillChange:
Engaging men and boys in the #MeToo movement. Psychology of Men &

Masculinities, 20(4), 612-622. https://psycnet.apa.org/doi/10.1037/men0000186

Powell, A. A., Branscombe, N. R., & Schmitt, M. T. (2005). Inequality as ingroup privilege
or outgroup disadvantage: The impact of group focus on collective guilt and
interracial attitudes. Personality and Social Psychology Bulletin, 31(4), 508-521.

https://doi.org/10.1177%2F0146167204271713

Rafail, P., & Freitas, . (2019). Grievance Articulation and Community Reactions in the
Men’s Rights Movement Online. Social Media + Society, 5(2).

https://doi.org/10.1177/2056305119841387

Rentschler, C. (2015). #Safetytipsforladies: Feminist Twitter takedowns of victim


https://doi.org/10.1093/sp/jxad010
https://doi.org/10.1080/14680777.2016.1154887
https://doi.org/10.3389/fpsyg.2018.00079
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jesp.2017.01.006
https://psycnet.apa.org/doi/10.1037/men0000186
https://doi.org/10.1177%2F0146167204271713
https://doi.org/10.1177/2056305119841387

A TALE OF MULTIPLE MOTIVATIONS 42

blaming. Feminist Media Studies, 15(2), 353-356.

https://doi.org/10.1080/14680777.2015.1008749

Riek, B. M., Mania, E. W., & Gaertner, S. L. (2006). Intergroup threat and outgroup
attitudes: A meta-analytic review. Personality and Social Psychology Review, 10(4),

336-353. https://doi.org/10.1207%2Fs15327957pspr1004 4

Rivera-Rodriguez, A., Larsen, G., & Dasgupta, N. (2022). Changing public opinion about
gender activates group threat and opposition to feminist social movements among
men. Group Processes & Intergroup Relations, 13684302211048885.

https://doi.org/10.1177%2F13684302211048885

Roden, J. (2022). # MeToo Movement Backlash: How Evaluations of Women Advocates as
More “Sexist” Weaken Movement Support. Media Psychology, 25(6), 763-778.

https://doi.org/10.1080/15213269.2022.2064877

Scheepers, D., & Ellemers, N. (2019). Status stress: Explaining defensiveness to the
resolution of social inequality in members of dominant groups. In The Social
Psychology of Inequality (pp. 267-287). Springer, Cham.

https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-030-28856-3 17

Schmitt, M. T., Miller, D. A., Branscombe, N. R., & Brehm, J. W. (2008). The difficulty of
making reparations affects the intensity of collective guilt. Group Processes &

Intergroup Relations, 11(3), 267-279. https://doi.org/10.1177%2F1368430208090642

Schneider, K. T., & Carpenter, N. J. (2020). Sharing# MeToo on Twitter: Incidents, coping
responses, and social reactions. Equality, Diversity and Inclusion: An International

Journal, 39(1), 87-100. https://doi.org/10.1108/EDI-09-2018-0161

Siebler, F., Sabelus, S., & Bohner, G. (2008). A refined computer harassment paradigm:
Validation, and test of hypotheses about target characteristics. Psychology of Women

Quarterly, 32(1), 22-35. https://doi.org/10.1111%2Fj.1471-6402.2007.00404.x



https://doi.org/10.1080/14680777.2015.1008749
https://doi.org/10.1207%2Fs15327957pspr1004_4
https://doi.org/10.1177%2F13684302211048885
https://doi.org/10.1080/15213269.2022.2064877
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-030-28856-3_17
https://doi.org/10.1177%2F1368430208090642
https://doi.org/10.1108/EDI-09-2018-0161
https://doi.org/10.1111%2Fj.1471-6402.2007.00404.x

A TALE OF MULTIPLE MOTIVATIONS 43

Subasi¢, E., Hardacre, S., Elton, B., Branscombe, N. R., Ryan, M. K., & Reynolds, K. J.
(2018). “We for She”: Mobilising men and women to act in solidarity for gender
equality. Group Processes & Intergroup Relations, 21(5), 707-724.

https://doi.org/10.1177/136843021876327

Sudkimper, A., Ryan, M. K., Kirby, T. A., & Morgenroth, T. (2020). A comprehensive
measure of attitudes and behaviour: Development of the support for gender equality
among men scale. European Journal of Social Psychology, 50(2), 256-2717.

https://doi.org/10.1002/eisp.2629

Sullivan, D., Landau, M. J., Branscombe, N. R., & Rothschild, Z. K. (2012). Competitive
victimhood as a response to accusations of ingroup harm doing. Journal of
Personality and Social Psychology, 102(4), 778-795.

https://doi.org/10.1037/a0026573

Tajfel, H., & Turner, J. C. (1979). An integrative theory of intergroup conflict. In W.G.
Austin & S. Worchel (Eds.), The Social Psychology of Intergroup Relations.
Monterey: Brooks/Cole Publishing Company.

Thai, M., Lizzio-Wilson, M., & Selvanathan, H. P. (2021). Public perceptions of prejudice
research: The double-edged sword faced by marginalized group researchers. Journal
of Experimental Social Psychology, 96, 104181.

https://doi.org/10.1016/1.jesp.2021.104181

Thomas, E. F., Bury, S. M., Louis, W. R., Amiot, C. E., Molenberghs, P., Crane, M. F., &
Decety, J. (2019). Vegetarian, vegan, activist, radical: Using latent profile analysis to
examine different forms of support for animal welfare. Group Processes & Intergroup

Relations, 22(6), 836-857. https://doi.org/10.1177/1368430218824407

Thomas, E. F., McGarty, C., & Mavor, K. 1. (2009). Aligning identities, emotions, and beliefs

to create commitment to sustainable social and political action. Personality and Social


https://doi.org/10.1177/136843021876327
https://doi.org/10.1002/ejsp.2629
https://doi.org/10.1037/a0026573
https://doi.org/10.1177/1368430218824407

A TALE OF MULTIPLE MOTIVATIONS 44

Psychology Review, 13(3), 194-218. https://doi.org/10.1177/1088868309341563

Unnever, J. D., & Cullen, F. T. (2012). White perceptions of whether African Americans and
Hispanics are prone to violence and support for the death penalty. Journal of
Research in Crime and Delinquency, 49(4), 519-544.

https://doi.org/10.1177/0022427811415533

Van Valkenburgh, S. P. (2021). Digesting the red pill: Masculinity and neoliberalism in the
manosphere. Men and Masculinities, 24(1), 84-103.

https://doi.org/10.1177%2F1097184X18816118

van Zomeren, M., Postmes, T., & Spears, R. (2008). Toward an integrative Social Identity
Model of Collective Action: A quantitative research synthesis of three socio-
psychological perspectives. Psychological Bulletin, 134(4), 504-535.

https://doi.org/10.1177%2F1097184X18816118

Viki, G. T., & Abrams, D. (2003). Infra-humanization: Ambivalent sexism and the attribution

of primary and secondary emotions to women. Journal of Experimental Social

Psychology, 39(5), 492-499. https://doi.org/10.1016/S0022-1031(03)00031-3

Wiley, S., Kirby, C. A., Richards, J., & Stockfisch, A. E. (2021). Positive Contact with
Feminist Women as a Predictor of Feminist Solidarity, Gender Privilege Awareness,
and Public and Domestic Support for Gender Equality in Straight Men. Sex Roles, 85,

688-706. https://doi.org/10.1007/s11199-021-01245-2

Wilkins, C. L., Wellman, J. D., Toosi, N. R., Miller, C. A., Lisnek, J. A., & Martin, L. A.
(2022). Is LGBT progress seen as an attack on Christians?: Examining
Christian/sexual orientation zero-sum beliefs. Journal of Personality and Social
Psychology, 122(1), 73-101.

Wohl, M. J., Branscombe, N. R., & Klar, Y. (2006). Collective guilt: Emotional reactions

when one's group has done wrong or been wronged. European Review of Social


https://doi.org/10.1177/1088868309341563
https://doi.org/10.1177/0022427811415533
https://doi.org/10.1177%2F1097184X18816118
https://doi.org/10.1177%2F1097184X18816118
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0022-1031(03)00031-3
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11199-021-01245-2

A TALE OF MULTIPLE MOTIVATIONS

Psychology, 17(1), 1-37. https://doi.org/10.1080/10463280600574815

World Health Organization (2021, March 9). Violence Against Women.

https://www.who.int/news-room/fact-sheets/detail/violence-against-women

45


https://doi.org/10.1080/10463280600574815
https://www.who.int/news-room/fact-sheets/detail/violence-against-women

A TALE OF MULTIPLE MOTIVATIONS

Table 1
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Summary of the Specific Manifestations, Operationalisations, and Identity Restorative Functions of Men’s Defensive Responding in the Context
of Discussions About Misogyny and Violence Against Women.

Operationalisation

Identity Restorative Function

QOutgroup Derogation

Violence minimisation

Exaggeration of female privilege

Minimising or questioning claims about the
prevalence of sexism and violence against women.
Claiming that women have gender-based privileges
and status over men.

Rejecting or discrediting information that paints men
in a negative light.

Reduces the legitimacy of women’s claims that they
are a lower-status group deserving of reparatory
measures.

Ingroup Favouritism

Subtyping

Support for men’s rights activism

Claiming that ‘not all men’ are sexist and violent.

Supporting social movements that advocate for and
want to protect men’s rights.

Maintaining a positive image of the superordinate
group by asserting that men’s immoral behaviour only
applies to a smaller subgroup of men.

These groups help to combat men’s subjectively
illegitimate treatment.

Collective Action

Political action intentions

Personal action intentions

Lower willingness to engage in political actions to
combat violence against women (e.g., signing a
petition, attending a rally)

Lower willingness to engage in personal actions to
combat violence against women (e.g., learning how
they can personally improve men’s attitudes toward
and treatment of women ).

Supporting or engaging in collective action would
involve acknowledging men’s immoral treatment of
women (thereby exacerbating their experience of
threat).
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Table 2

Descriptive Statistics and Correlations Among Measured Variables (Study 1).

Variables M 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8
(SD)
1. Ingroup 4.25 (.86)
Identification (1.40)
2. Identity threat 2.94 .04 (.93)
(1.89)
3. Violence 3.22 34HE% 5% (.89)
Minimisation (1.62)
4. Subtyping 3.03 26%%* d6%F**® 62wk 77)
(1.35)
5. Exaggeration of 3.16 26%E* 20% % S52%%* ATEE (.74)
Female Privilege (1.37)
6. Support for Men's 3.68 26%F**® 10* A9k AQFEx A3wEE (.92)
Rights Activism (1.59)
7. Political Action 3.11 - 12%*® -.09 S21kER 3wk DARERR .01 (.91)
Intentions (1.47)
8. Personal Action 4.90 P -.01 S 36wk AREEE F()kk -.10* 62w*E (.94)
Intentions (1.55)

Note. *p <.05 **p < .01 ***p < .001. All variables were measured on a 7-point Likert scale. Reliability statistics are recorded along the diagonal
in parentheses.
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Table 3
Moderated Multiple Regression Analyses Testing Interaction Models for Ingroup ldentification and Experimental Condition on the Dependent
Measures (Study 1).
Violence Minimisation Exaggeration of Female Subtyping Support for Men’s Rights Political Action Intentions Personal Action Intentions
Privilege Activism
AR: B 95% CI s AR B 95%CI s¢ AR® B 95%CI AR B 95%CI s° AR® B 95%Cl s2 AR P 95% CI  sr
Step 1 2%k 08*#% Q7%%% LQ7#%* .03 04#5%%
Ingroup identification 34%*%k129,.50] .12 27*%* 18, .35] .07 27F% 117, .34] 26%** .19, .40] .07 - 13%* [-.23,-.04] .02 - 19%**%  [-31,-.11] .04
Experimental -.01 [-16, .13] <.01 .08 [-.02.23] .01 .05 [-.05,.19] <.01 -01 [-.17,.12] <.01 -11* [-.29,-.02] .01 <.01 [-.14, .14] <.01
condition
Step 2 <.01 <.01 .01 <.01 <.01 <.01
Ingroup identification -.02  [-.13,.08] <.01 .05 [-.04,.14] <.01 .08 [-.01,.16] -.02 [-.12,.08] <.01 -.08 [-.17,.02] .01 -.01 [-.11,.09] <.01

x Experimental
condition

Note. * p < .05 ** p < 01 **¥ p <.001
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Hierarchical Multiple Regression Analyses Testing Interaction Models for Ingroup
Identification and Experimental Condition on Identity Threat (Study 1).

AR? B 95% CI sr?
Step 1 O] %%
Ingroup Identification 0®®* [.0, .21] .01
Experimental Condition 78FE* [1.37, 1.59] .61
Step 2 <.01
Ingroup Identification x .05 [-.02, .14] <.01

Experimental Condition

Note. * p < .05 ** p < 01 ##* p <.001
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Table 5.

Summary of Indirect Effects of Identity Threat (Study 1).

. Exaggeration SupporE Political Personal
Violence . for Men’s . .
S of Female Subtyping . Action Action
Minimisation . Rights . .
Privilege > Intentions  Intentions
Activism
38 28 25 26 -.03 -.04
bc path (.06) (.05) (.05) (.06) (.06) (.06)
[.26, .50] [.18, .38] [.14,.35] [.13,.38] [-.15,.08] [-.16,.08]
S5 41 36 38 -.05 -.06
Indirect Effects (.09) .09) (.08) (.09) (.09) (.08)
[.38,.72] [.23, .58] [.21,.52] [.19,.56] [-.22,.12] [-.22,.09]
Direct Effects -.60 -33 -32 -43 -.09 .09
(controlling for (.12) (.10) (.10) (.12) (.11) (.11)
identity threat) [-.84, -.38] [-.53,-13] [-.51,-12] [-.66,-20] [-31,.12] [-.14,.32]

Note. Standard errors are in parentheses; 95% confidence intervals are in brackets; significant effects are in bold.
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Table 6

Descriptive Statistics and Correlations Among Measured Variables (Study 2).

Variables M 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9
(SD)
1. Ingroup 4.32 (.83)
Identification (1.43)
2. Identity threat 3.22 .03 91
(1.93)
3. Collective Guilt 2.94 .05 O HFE (.97)
(1.96)
4. Violence 3.57 S Do .07 (.87)
Minimisation (1.67)
5. Subtyping 3.35 20%%* 19%* .06 60 H* (.71)
(1.35)
6. Exaggeration of 3.63 23FA DAk 2% O4kFE SRk (.83)
Female Privilege (1.56)
7. Support for Men's 3.84 Jd6%* 23FkEk D4Rk BRAkE FRAREk S wwk (.92)
Rights Activism (1.63)
8. Political Action 3.25 -.07 J9FEE 4Rk -.03 - 13%* <.01 4% (.93)
Intentions (1.68)
9. Personal Action 4.66 - 13%* .03 JOFkF DRk 3Rk Dkekok .05 69%* (.96)
Intentions (1.77)

Note. *p <.05 *¥p < .01 ***p < .001. All variables were measured on a 7-point Likert scale. Reliability statistics are recorded in parentheses
along the diagonal. No reliability statistics are provided for distrust of the message because this was a single item measure.
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Table 7.
Moderated Multiple Regression Analyses Testing Interaction Models for Ingroup ldentification and Experimental Condition on the Dependent
Measures (Study 2).
Violence Minimisation Exaggeration of Female Subtyping Support for Men’s Rights Political Action Intentions  Personal Action Intentions
Privilege Activism
AR? B 95% CI s> AR? B 95% CI  sr* AR? B 95% CI sr? AR? B 95% CI s> AR? B 95% CI  sr* AR? B 95% CI  sr?
Step 1 .08 ##k 05 ##% 04Kk .03 Hskk .01 L02%*
Ingroup 28*#% .22, .43] .08 23##% [115,.35] .05 20%#* 110, .28] .04 Jd6*#+ [.08,.29] .03 -.07 [-.19,.03] <.01 - 13%% [-.27,-.04].02
identification
Experimental 01  [-.14,.16] <.01 =02 [-.17,.12] <.01 .03 [-.08,.17] <.01 .07 [-.04,.26] .07 <01 [-.15,.16] <.01 -.07 [-.28,.04] <.01
condition
Step 2 .01 <.01 <.01 <.01 <.01 <.01
Ingroup -.08 [-.20,.01] .01 -06 [-.17,.03] <.01 -.01 [-.10,.08] <.01 -.06 [-.17,.04] <.01 .01 [-.09,.13] <.01 .03 [-.08, .15] <.01
identification x
Experimental
condition

Note. * p <.05 ** p <.01 *** p <.001
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Table 8.

Hierarchical Multiple Regression Analyses Testing Interaction Models for Ingroup

Identification and Experimental Condition on the Mediators (Study 2).

Identity threat Collective Guilt
AR? B 95% CI  sr? AR? B 95% CI sr?

Step 1 S5HE* DKHE
Ingroup Identification .04  [-.03,.14] <.01 .05 [-.05,.18] <.01
Experimental Condition J4%*% [1.31, 1.55] .55 A7FFx [75,1.07] .22
Step 2 <.01 <.01
Ingroup Identification x -02 [-.11,.06] <.01 05 [-.04,.18] <.01

Experimental Condition

Note. *p < .05 ** p <,

01 *** p <.001
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Table 9.
Summary of Indirect Effects of Identity Threat and Collective Guilt (Study 2).
. Exaggeration SupporE Political Personal
Violence . for Men’s . .
Minimisation of Eqmale Subtyping Richts Actlpn Actlgn
Privilege A &n Intentions Intentions
ctivism
Identity Threat
43 43 33 .26 -.01 -26
bc path .07) (.06) (.06) .07) (.06) (.07)
[.30, .57] [.31, .56] [.22, .44] [.12,.39] [-.14,.11] [-.40,-.13]
.62 .62 47 37 -.02 -38
Indirect Effects (.10) (.11) (.09) (.11) (.10) (.09)
[.43, .82] [.41, .83] [.30, .64] [.16,.60] [-.21,.17] [-.57,-.20]
Collective Guilt
-10 -.06 -.09 A1 52 57
bc path (.05) (.05) (.04) (.05) (.05) (.05)
[-.21, -.00] [-.15, .04] [-.18, -.01] [.01,.21] [.43, .61] [.46, .67]
-.09 -.05 -.09 .10 47 51
Indirect Effects (.05) (.05) (.05) (.05) (.06) (.07)
[-.20, .01] [-.16, .05] [-.18,.00] [-.00,.21] [.36,.60] [.39, .65]
Direct Effects (controlling for the mediators)
-53 -.60 -34 -37 -45 -26
(.11) (.10) .09) (.11) (.10) (.11)
[-.75, -.30] [-.80, -.39] [-.52,-.16] [-.58,-.15] [-.65,-.25] [-47,-.04]
Note. Standard errors are in parentheses; 95% confidence intervals are in brackets; significant effects are in bold
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Table 10.

Descriptive Statistics and Correlations Among Measured Variables (Study 3).

Variables M 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
(SD)
1. Ingroup Identification 4.32 .87)
(1.43)
2. Identity threat 3.01 <-.01 (.92)
(1.83)
3. Injustice 4.83 - 17kwE DRk (.83)
(1.49)
4. Collective guilt 343 - 11% S5kxx . 3Rwkk (.97)
(1.54)
5. Violence Minimisation 3.25 24%%* 14%%* SRR 3k (.88)
(1.64)
6. Subtyping 3,12 20%¥*%  1e¥** 3%k 0% .66F* (.74)
(1.31)
7. Exaggeration of Female 3.31 23 HA* .08 S27FER 3% STHEE gk (.79)
Privilege (1.41)
8. Support for Men's Rights 3.56  .28%** 4% - 11* <-.01 A3FEE L 3FE* AS5FEE - (91)
Activism (1.49)
9. Political Action 3.19 -14** <.01 25%FK QOFkE _DOFEE Gk QHokk .04 (.94)
Intentions (1.66)
10. Personal Action 4.79  -21%** -.08 JwEE O DAFKR_AQEEE_ S3kxk _3FkEE (05 .68 HH* (.96)
Intentions (1.67)

Note. ¥p<.05 **p< .01 ***p<.001. All variables were measured on a 7-point Likert scale. Reliability statistics are recorded in parentheses along
the diagonal. No reliability statistics are provided for distrust of the message because this was a single item measure.
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Moderated Multiple Regression Analyses Testing Interaction Models for Ingroup Identification and Experimental Condition on the Dependent

Measures (Study 3).

Violence Minimisation Exaggeration of Female Subtyping Support for Men’s Rights Political Action Intentions Personal Action Intentions
Privilege Activism
AR? B 95% CI s AR? B 95% ClI sz AR? B 95% CI sr? AR? B 95% CI s AR B 95% CI sr2  AR? B 95% CI  sr?
Step 1 L06F** 05 #H* Q4 #k* L09#k* 02%% 05 #**
Ingroup 24%#% [17,.38] .06 23##% [113,.31] .05 21#% 101, .27] .04 28##% [.20,.39] .08 - 14%*  [-27,-.06] .02 -22%%% [L36,- .05
identification 15]
Experimental .03 [-.10,.19] <.01 -.03 [-.17,.09] <.01 .04 [-.07,.17] <.01 .09* [.00, .27] <.01 -.02 [-.18,.12] <.01 -.09*  [-31,- <01
condition .01]
Step 2 <.01 <.01 <.01 <.01 <.01 <.01
Ingroup <.01 [-.10,.11] <01 -.04 [-.13,.05] <.01 .03 [-.06,.11] <.01 -03 [-.13,.06] <.01 .07 [-.03,.19] <.01 -.03 [-.14,.07] <.01
identification x
Experimental
condition

Note. * p < .05 ** p < .01 *** p <.001
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Table 12.

Hierarchical Multiple Regression Analyses Testing Interaction Models for Ingroup Identification and Experimental Condition on the Mediators

(Study 3).

Identity Threat Collective Guilt Injustice
AR? B 95% CI sr’  AR? B 95% CI s> AR? B 95% CI sr?

Step 1 Sk H* 29% %% 4%
Ingroup Identification .04 [-.03, .12] <.01 -.09* [-.22,-.01] <.01 - 16 [-25,-.07] .02
Experimental Condition JTEEE [1.31,1.52] .59 S3HHE [.85,1.15] .28 33HHE [.36, .62] A1
Step 2 <.01 <.01 <.01
Ingroup Identification x .01 [-.06, .09] <.01 -.05 [-.18,.04] <.01 .04 [-.06, .13] <.01

Experimental Condition

Note. * p < .05 ** p < .01 *** p <.001
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Summary of Indirect Effects of Identity Threat, Collective Guilt, and Injustice (Study 3).

.Vi.olf:ncc.a Exa%geenr;;tf:n of Subtyping 1\/?35,2 Olztigis Political Action Personal .Action
Minimization .. .. Intentions Intentions
Privilege Activism
Identity Threat
34 25 .29 19 -.10 -.16
bc path (.06) (.06) (.05) (.06) (.06) (.06)
[.22, .47] [.14, .36] [.19, .39] [.07, .31] [-.22, .03] [-.28, -.04]
Indirect 49 35 40 .26 -.14 -23
Effects (.10) (.10) .07) (.10) (.10) (.09)
[.29, .69] [.16, .53] [.27, .55] [.07, .46] [-.33, .06] [-.41, -.05]
Collective Guilt
-15 -10 -.09 -.05 33 30
bc path (.05) (.04) (.04) (.05) (.05) (.05)
[-.24, -.06] [-.18, -.02] [-.17, -.02] [-.14, .04] [.23, .42] [.21, .39]
Indirect -15 -10 -10 -.05 33 31
Effects (.05) (.05) (.04) (.05) (.06) (.06)
[-.25, -.05] [-.20, -.01] [-.17, -.02] [-.15, .04] [.22, .44] [.20, .42]
Injustice
-.36 -25 -30 -.14 22 35
bc path (.05) (.05) (.04) (.05) (.05) (.05)
[-.46, -.26] [-.34, -.16] [-.38, -.22] [-.24, -.04] [.11,.32] [.24, .45]
Indirect -18 -12 -15 -.07 A1 17
effects (.03) (.03) (.03) (.03) (.03) (.03)
[-.25, -.12] [-.18, -.07] [-.20, -.10] [-.13, -.02] [.05, .17] [.11, .24]
Direct Effects (controlling for the mediators)
-.13 -.18 -12 -.03 -32 -39
(.11) (.10) (.09) (.11) (.12) (.11)
[-.35, .10] [-.37,.02] [-.30, .06] [-.25, .18] [-.55, -.09] [-.61,-.17]

Note. Standard errors are in parentheses; 95% confidence intervals are in brackets; significant effects are in bold.
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Table 14.

Pattern of Direct and Indirect Effects Across Studies 1-3.

Violence Exaggeration Support for Political Personal
Minimisation of Female Subtyping Men’s Rights Action Action
Privilege Activism Intentions Intentions
Study S1 S2 S3 SI S2 S3 S1 S22 S3 S1 S2 S3 SI S22 S3 S1 S2 S3
Direct Effects
Ingroup identification + + + + o+ + + + + + + o+ - - - - -

Experimental condition (1 = exposure, -1 = control) + -

Ingroup identification x Experimental condition
Indirect Effects

Experimental condition->Identity threat
Experimental condition->Collective guilt
Experimental condition->Injustice n/a n/a

+ + + + + + + + + + + +
n/a —  n/a — nla — n/a nfa + + n/a + +
— nfa nfa — nfa nfa — n/a nfa — nfa na + n/a nla +

Note. ‘—’ denotes a significant negative effect; ‘+° denotes a significant positive effect. N/A denotes that this relationship was not assessed in a

particular study.



