Received: 14 October 2021

'-) Check for updates

Accepted: 24 June 2022

DOI: 10.1002/ejsp.2887

RESEARCH ARTICLE

EASP WILEY

Supporting men or male privilege? Women's progressive and
reactionary collective action for men

Gosia Mikotlajczak>? ® |

1Global Institute for Women’s Leadership, The
Australian National University, Canberra,
Australia

2School of Social and Political Sciences,
University of Melbourne, Parkville, Australia

3Institute for Psychology, University of
Osnabrtick, Osnabrtick, Germany

Correspondence

Gosia Mikotajczak, Global Institute for
Women’s Leadership, The Australian National
University, Canberra, Australia.

Email: gosia.mikolajczak@anu.edu.au

Funding information

University of Melbourne Early Career
Researcher Grant, Grant/Award Number:
ECR1762020

Julia C. Becker?®

Abstract

Collective action for other groups, such as men’s action for women, has usually
been analysed as social protest advancing equality of disadvantaged groups. In the
current research we extend collective action literature by applying SIMCA predictors—
identity, injustice, efficacy—to investigate action in support of an advantaged group
(women'’s action for men) and by distinguishing its progressive and reactionary forms.
Across three online samples of women (Study 1: N = 1825 US; Study 2: N = 679 UK;
Study 3: N = 429 US), we show that support for reactionary action reinforcing male
privilege is associated with outgroup identification and outgroup injustice. Conversely,
progressive action supporting men in adopting egalitarian gender roles is associ-
ated with outgroup identification, outgroup-focused efficacy, and ingroup injustice.
Importantly, some of these associations depend on the content of outgroup-focused

variables. We discuss the implications of our findings for collective action and gender

research.
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1 | INTRODUCTION

Collective action for other groups, such as men supporting the #MeToo
movement or Whites joining BLM protests, has been typically studied
as asocial protest advancing equality of disadvantaged groups and aim-
ing for progressive social change (see e.g., Kutlaca et al., 2020 for a
recent review). Our research challenges this assumption in two ways:
first, by examining collective action for an advantaged group (women
protesting for men'’s rights). Second, by showing that action for the
advantaged can have both reactionary and progressive forms. Specif-
ically, we focus on the context of gender as a special case of a disadvan-
taged group (women) actively supporting the advantaged group (men)
either to preserve existing power relations (reactionary action sup-
porting male privilege) or to reduce gender inequalities (progressive
action supporting men in adopting egalitarian gender roles).

collective action for the advantaged, gender inequality, reactionary collective action, social

Our research draws on observations of numerous women who
stood with prominent men accused of sexual harassment allegations
in the wake of the #MeToo campaign (e.g., Peltz & Kunzelman, 2018;
Safronova, 2018) and women active in the men’s rights movement
who claim that the feminist movement and the society at large unfairly
advantage women at the expense of men (e.g., Arndt, 2018; Purtill,
2017). These actions indicate that some women might believe that
social progress in the realm of gender has gone too far. At the same
time, many women, particularly those active in the feminist move-
ment, believe that the progress towards gender equality has recently
slowed down or even stalled when it comes to men’s continuing lack
of engagement in domestic and caring roles (Kosakowska-Berezecka
et al., 2016) and the persistence of ‘toxic’ masculinity (e.g., Harrington,
2021; Vandello & Bosson, 2013). These women might see collective
action for men as a way of advancing gender equality by challenging
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norms associated with traditional masculinity and addressing their
detrimental impact on women and men.

In the current article, we aim to elucidate the motivations of women
(the disadvantaged group) who are willing to engage in collective action
for men (the advantaged). Specifically, we aim to examine similarities
and differences in predictors of reactionary and progressive action for
men. We do so by testing the Social Identity Model of Collective Action
(SIMCA) for outgroup-focused variables (outgroup injustice, outgroup
identification, outgroup-focused efficacy). We examine whether these
outgroup-related variables shape support for both types of action for
men above and beyond ingroup-focused SIMCA variables (ingroup

injustice, ingroup identification, ingroup-focused efficacy).

1.1 | Collective action for other groups

Collective action was initially defined as any behaviour, typically polit-
ical, undertaken by a group member acting as a representative of their
social group to achieve its goals (Wright et al., 1990). More recently
this definition has been expanded to account for the instances when
individuals who do not belong to a given group are acting on behalf
of that group (e.g., Dixon et al., 2015; Kutlaca et al., 2020; Louis et al.,
2019; Mallett et al., 2008; Radke et al., 2020; Subasic et al., 2008; van
Zomeren et al., 2011, 2018). Most prior work in this area has focused
on collective action for disadvantaged groups, initiated either by indi-
viduals who belong to the advantaged groups (e.g., Subasic et al., 2008;
van Zomeren et al., 2011) or by other disadvantaged group members
(e.g., Dixon et al., 2015; Mallett et al., 2008; Saab et al., 2015; Radke
etal, 2021).

According to the social identity model of collective action (SIMCA,
van Zomeren, Postmes et al., 2008), individuals are more likely to act
on behalf of groups that they identify with (group identity), when they
perceive groups as unfairly disadvantaged (group-based injustice) and
believe that they can achieve their goals through social protest (group
efficacy).

Previous studies indicate that SIMCA can be applied both to collec-
tive action among members of disadvantaged groups and to collective
action for disadvantaged groups (e.g., van Zomeren et al., 2011). Recent
studies have also shown that SIMCA applies comparably well to col-
lective action among advantaged group members who engage in social
protest to protect their own status (e.g., Thomas et al., 2020). This find-
ing suggests that members of structurally advantaged groups (such
as Whites or men) can experience feelings of subjective deprivation
and see themselves as the disadvantaged group (e.g., Jost et al., 2017;
Osborne et al., 2019). More generally, these studies recognise that col-
lective action can be both progressive and conservative (i.e. supporting
social hierarchies) or reactionary (i.e. enacted in response to progres-
sive social movements advocating for social change, such as the ‘All
Lives Matter’ movement in response to the ‘Black Lives Matter’; see
Becker, 2020 for a review).

Recent literature acknowledges that collective action for other
groups can be driven both by egalitarian and by non-egalitarian moti-
vations (e.g., Kutlaca et al., 2020; Louis et al., 2019; Radke et al., 2020;

Thomas and McGarty, 2018). However, no studies to our knowledge
have explored reactionary collective action in the context of actions for
advantaged groups, that is, instances when disadvantaged group mem-
bers actively reinforce the higher status or privilege of the advantaged
group. We are also not aware of any studies exploring progressive col-
lective action for the advantaged aiming to advance social equality.
Examining what motivates disadvantaged groups to act for the advan-
taged could broaden our understanding of factors contributing to the
maintenance and reinforcement of group inequalities and barriers to
achieving group equality. We believe that gender relations provide an
interesting and unique context that could give some initial insights into
this phenomenon. In the next section, we provide an overview of pre-
vious studies looking at collective action in the context of gender and

describe our predictions related to women'’s action for men.

1.2 | Collective action for other groups in the
context of gender

Collective action research for other groups in the context of gender has
primarily focused on men'’s intentions to engage in action for women.
These studies confirm some of the SIMCA predictions by showing that
men are more likely to support action advancing gender equality when
they see women as the disadvantaged group (e.g., Vazquez et al., 2021),
perceive gender inequality as pervasive (lyer & Ryan, 2009), and share
the sense of common cause between men and women (Subasi¢ et al.,
2018). Interestingly, some recent work in this area acknowledges that
not all action for women is necessarily progressive. For example, Radke
et al. (2018) differentiate between ‘feminist action’ challenging gender
inequality and ‘protective action’ aiming to protect women from men’s
violence, but not addressing gender inequality directly. Such paternal-
istic action is more likely to induce anger, and less likely to increase the
well-being of the women it is supposed to benefit, than the egalitarian
forms of collective action (Estevan-Reina et al., 2021).

While men’s collective action for women has been relatively well
researched in social psychological literature, only a handful of stud-
ies have explored the motivations of women engaging in action for
men. One recent study looking at the heterosexual women'’s actions
for LGBTIQ+ showed the importance of the strategic intra-minority
alliance (i.e. the intergroup cooperation resulting from shared experi-
ences of being a disadvantaged group member), in women'’s support for
sexual minorities (Uysal et al., 2022). Although this study did not explic-
itly measure progressive action for men, it suggests that women might
be willing to support non-stereotypical men (as indicated by their sex-
ual orientation) who are seen as a disadvantaged subgroup within the
advantaged group of men. In a related study, Mikotajczak et al. (2022)
examined the role of ingroup identities as predictors of progressive
and reactionary collective action among women. Their results showed
that women identifying as traditional (and women low in feminist iden-
tity) were willing to support actions defending traditionally defined
family values and protecting men from sexual harassment allegations.
These findings suggest that women might be motivated to support

reactionary action for men if it aligns with the content of their ingroup
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identity and preserves their traditional worldview. Indeed, recent stud-
ies confirm the role of the perceived threat to traditional values, social
hierarchy, and symbolic status (among male respondents) as predictors
of collective action supporting the status quo and opposition to femi-
nist social movements (e.g., Choma et al., 2020; Rivera-Rodriguez et al.,
2021).

It is also important to recognise that not all women necessarily see
themselves as the disadvantaged group. For example, women identi-
fying as traditional perceive women as positively distinct from men
rather than lower in social status (e.g., Condor, 1986). Unlike feminist
identifiers, they are also unlikely to be motivated to engage in col-
lective action by perceptions of ingroup injustice and efficacy beliefs
(Mikotajczak et al., 2022).

Despite men being the structurally advantaged group across a
broad range of political and economic indicators, postulates of women
active in the men’s rights movement imply that women engage in
action for men because they see men as disadvantaged. These sub-
jective perceptions of injustice in relation to reactionary action for
men are often attributed to seeing gender equality as a zero-sum
game in which any gains made by women are framed as losses
for men (e.g., Lisnek et al, 2022). In line with this reasoning, the
men’s rights movement depicts gender policies as a form of reverse
sexism giving women an unfair advantage, portrays feminism as a
man-hating ideology, and ascribes hidden power motives to women
who accuse men of sexual harassment (e.g., Coston & Kimmel, 2012).
Notably, similar victimisation discourses can be found in the ongoing
debates about the ‘reverse discrimination’ of other historically advan-
taged groups, such as Whites in the US (e.g., Norton & Sommers,
2011).

Parallel to the ‘anti-men’ bias debates, pro-feminist men groups,
as well as some feminist scholars, have been arguing that similar to
women, men are oppressed by traditional gender roles (e.g., Croft et al.,
2015; Messner et al., 2015). These psychological costs to the narrowly
defined ‘toxic’ masculinity are reflected in a range of negative psycho-
logical outcomes including a higher risk of suicide and lower well-being
and relationship satisfaction. Just like women who contest the tradi-
tional feminine role by being agentic, men also face backlash when they
try to contest traditional (heteronormative) masculinity by engaging in
communal roles (see Manzi, 2019 for an overview) or openly declaring
to be gay (e.g., Tilcsik, 2011).

While this subjective disadvantage is not fully ‘symmetrical’ with
that of women'’s (i.e. unlike traditionally feminine traits, traditionally
masculine traits are associated with status and power; Glick et al.,
2004), it is possible that perceived costs to masculinity and psy-
chological and social consequences of non-conforming to traditional
masculine norms borne by non-traditional men lead some women
to support progressive action in solidarity with men, that is, stems
from outgroup-focused motivations. However, it is also plausible that
women'’s support for progressive collective action is driven by ingroup-
focused motivations, particularly if women see action for men as an
opportunity to dismantle ‘toxic’ masculinity and alleviate its detrimen-
tal impacts on women'’s well-being and physical and economical safety.

Similarly, women can support progressive action for men in the hope

that removing barriers to men’s engagement in communal roles will
lead to men taking on some of the ‘care load’ carried by women. In
sum, support for progressive action for men might be driven both by
outgroup- and by ingroup-focused motives given that addressing the
cost to masculinity benefits both men and women. Conversely, support
for reactionary action for menis more likely to be predominantly driven
by outgroup-focused motives given that addressing the perceived vic-
timisation of men exacerbates women’s disadvantage (although, as
we acknowledge in the general discussion, women might also sup-
port reactionary action for men out of ingroup-focused and personal

motivations).

1.3 | The current research

In the current research, we explore the concept of collective action
for the advantaged by examining women'’s actions for men. Specifi-
cally, we propose that collective action for the advantaged can be both
reactionary (e.g. when women defend the privileged status of men
and reinforce gender hierarchy) and progressive (e.g. when women
engage in actions helping men adopt more egalitarian gender roles and
advance gender equality). Across three studies we test whether key
SIMCA predictors, which have been shown to predict collective action
for the disadvantaged—group identity, injustice, and efficacy—are also
associated with reactionary and progressive collective action for the
advantaged. Importantly, we examine the role of different content of
group variables (injustice and identity), and try to disentangle the role
of outgroup-focused and ingroup-focused SIMCA predictors (outgroup
and ingroup identity, outgroup and ingroup injustice, and outgroup-
and ingroup-focused efficacy).

We propose that perceptions of outgroup injustice will be posi-
tively associated with support for both reactionary and progressive
collective action (H1), while perceptions of ingroup injustice will be
positively associated with support for progressive action (H2). Further,
we propose that outgroup-focused efficacy will be positively associated
with both types of action (H3) given that it assesses one’s gen-
eral belief in the ingroup’s strength to improve the situation of an
outgroup, which should be independent of the intended goal of col-
lective action (to the extent that women see both types of action
for men as a form of intergroup help). We also propose that out-
group identification will be positively associated with both types of
action (H4), given that most women have positive and frequent con-
tact, and form intimate relationships with men, all of which have been
shown to create feelings of closeness and a sense of common cause
between the groups (Klavina & van Zomeren, 2020; Subasi¢ et al.,
2008).

Additionally, we explore whether support for both types of action
for men depends on the content of two SIMCA variables: outgroup
injustice and outgroup identification. Specifically, we predict that
perceived victimisation of men will be positively associated with
reactionary action (H5) and that perceived cost to masculinity will be
positively associated with progressive action (H6). Finally, we predict

that support for reactionary action will be associated with perceived
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TABLE 1 Overview of hypotheses tested in the studies

# Hypothesis

H1 Perceptions of outgroup injustice will be positively
associated with support for both reactionary and
progressive action for men

H2 Perceptions of ingroup injustice will be positively
associated with support for progressive action for men

H3 Outgroup-focused efficacy will be positively associated
with support for both reactionary and progressive action
for men

H4 Outgroup identification will be positively associated with
support for both reactionary and progressive action for
men

H5 Perceived victimisation of men will be positively associated
with reactionary action for men

Hé Perceived cost to masculinity will be positively associated
with progressive action for men

H7 Perceived closeness to men who espouse traditional
gender roles will be associated with reactionary action
for men

H8 Perceived closeness to men who endorse egalitarian

gender values and contest traditional gender roles will
be associated with positive action for men

closeness to men who espouse traditional gender roles (H7), while
support for progressive action will be associated with perceived
closeness to non-traditional men who endorse egalitarian gender
values and contest traditional gender roles (H8).

In Study 1 we test our initial predictions for the perceptions of
ingroup and outgroup injustice (H1-H2). In Studies 2 and 3 we test
the full SIMCA model for all three key predictors—injustice (H1-H2),
efficacy (H3), and identification (H4)—and for the content of outgroup
injustice and identification (H5-H8). A summary of our hypotheses can
be found in Table 1. In Study 2b we provide an additional test of our
broader assumption that women see progressive action for men as
beneficial to both women and men, (thus progressive action for men

can be linked to ingroup- and outgroup-focused motives).

2 | Study1

Previous research indicates that members of advantaged groups (in
terms of social status or social privilege) can experience feelings of sub-
jective deprivation (Thomas et al., 2020). Here, we test whether women
(members of a disadvantaged group) can see men as subjectively
deprived and whether perceptions of outgroup injustice are associ-
ated with support for collective action for men. Specifically, we assess
whether perceptions of injustice to men will be positively associated
with support for both types of action (H1) and whether perceptions
of injustice to women will be positively associated with support for
progressive action for men (H2).

F_ASP WILEY- 1

2.1 | Method
2.1.1 | Participants

We used Prolific to recruit 2118 heterosexual women living in the
US.! Only heterosexual women were invited given that the focus of
a broader study was on exploring heterosexual interdependencies
between women and men. Participant responses were then screened
and removed if they met one of the following criteria: had a very
short completion time (< median completion time/3 ~ 280 seconds),
straight-lined the survey (indicated the same response to 15 or more
items in a row), provided the same response to all collective action
items included in the study (i.e. had no intra-individual response vari-
ability), and provided inconsistent responses to two abortion items
included in the survey (i.e. indicated support both for restricting and
improving legal access to abortion). This resulted in a final sample of
1825 participants (M,ge = 37.8, SD = 13.1). The majority had a degree
(20% postgraduate degree, 46% college degree, 25% some college but
no degree, 10% high school or lower) and lived in suburban areas (53%;
29% urban, 18% rural). Power simulations using R Shiny app pwrSEM
(Wang & Rhemtulla, 2021) indicated that this sample size provided 90%
power (o =.001) for detecting standardised regression effects as small
as .20 in a structural equation model with five independent variables
and two dependent variables. (We assumed that both action subtypes
will be measured with three items with factor loadings = .70 and that
covariances between all independent variables and error covariance

between dependent variables would be = .30).

2.2 | Measures
2.2.1 | Reactionary and progressive action for men

Participants were asked to indicate their willingness (1 - definitely will-
ing, 7 - definitely willing) to support a range of programs and policies (e.g.,
paid paternity leave), as well as broader social goals (e.g., men and men’s
rights) through political behaviour. As examples of political behaviour,
we mentioned signing a petition, attending a demonstration or a rally,
or donating money, accounting for the fact that typical street protest,
such as demonstrations or rallies, is often a progressive/left-wing phe-
nomenon (Torcal et al., 2016). ltems were fitted to a two-factor model
using CFA (model details can be found in Table S1). Reactionary action
for men was measured with three items: ‘Protecting men from sexual
harassment allegations’, ‘Protecting men from being punished just for
“being men”, and ‘Men and men’s rights’ (w = .76). Progressive action
for men was measured with three items: ‘Education programs aimed at
combatting “toxic” masculinity’, ‘Educating men about sexual consent’,

and ‘Paid paternity leave’ (w =.76).

1 Note that part of this study was reported in Mikotajczak et al. (2022).
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2.2.2 | Outgroup and ingroup injustice

Outgroup and ingroup injustice were measured with single item each:
‘Do you think that [men/women] are disadvantaged in the US?’ (1—not
at all; 7—very much so).

2.2.3 | Political ideology and demographic variables

Political ideology was measured with a single item: ‘Please indi-
cate your political views (1 - liberal, 7 - conservative). We also
measured participants’ age and level of education (recoded into
0 - no degree, 1 - college/undergraduate/graduate/postgraduate

degree).

2.3 | Analytical strategy

All analyses were conducted in R v. 4.0.5. Prior to the analyses, in each
study, we screened the data for skew, kurtosis, heteroscedasticity, and
multi-collinearity. All VIF values were below 4 indicating no issues with
multi-collinearity. As the homoscedasticity assumption was violated
for some variables, we used bootstrapping for the estimation of test
statistics and standard errors. To assess the precision of our estimates,
we calculated 95% confidence intervals (Cls) drawing 5000 bootstrap
samples with replacement. All SEM models were estimated using the
maximum likelihood estimator in R lavaan package (Rosseel, 2012) with
political ideology, age, and education as covariates. Following recent
recommendations (Leys et al., 2019), we detected univariate outliers
using the MAD (median absolute deviation, with a cut-off of 3) and
multivariate outliers using the MCD75 (Minimum Covariance Deter-
minant with a breakpoint of .25) and ran all analyses with and without
outliers. None of the key results relating to our hypotheses changed
substantively in analyses without outliers. We comment on minor dif-
ferences found between the models in the text and in the footnotes to
the corresponding tables.

2.4 | Results

Table 2 includes descriptive statistics and bivariate correlations
between the main variables in Study 1. Support for reactionary
action was unrelated to support for progressive action. The means
for both collective action scales were above the scale mid-point,
with the higher overall support indicated for the progressive action
(M = 574, SD = 1.22) than reactionary action (M = 4.15, SD =
1.57). Support for reactionary action was negatively associated with
perceptions of ingroup injustice and positively associated with per-
ceptions of outgroup injustice. Conversely, support for progressive
action was positively associated with perceptions of ingroup injustice
and negatively (and weakly) associated with perceptions of outgroup

injustice.

2.4.1 | Associations with outgroup and ingroup
injustice

Table 3 shows the results of a structural equation model (SEM,
estimated using maximum likelihood estimator in R lavaan package;
Rosseel, 2012) in which we regressed both types of action on percep-
tions of outgroup and ingroup injustice, using political ideology, age,
and education as covariates. To assess the precision of our estimates,
we calculated 95% confidence intervals (Cls) drawing 5000 bootstrap
samples with replacement. Outgroup injustice had a positive associa-
tion with reactionary action, but was unrelated to progressive action
(thus H1 was confirmed partially). Ingroup injustice had a positive
association with progressive action (supporting H2) and a negative

association with reactionary action.

2.5 | Discussion

Study 1 provided an initial empirical test of women'’s collective action
for men. In our large sample of women, more than half of the
participants indicated some level of support for reactionary action
(as indicated by the median response being above the scale mid-
point), and high support for progressive action for men. We also
confirmed that support for reactionary action was positively asso-
ciated with perceptions of injustice to men. For progressive action,
we found a positive association with ingroup injustice but no asso-
ciation with outgroup injustice. Given that relatively few women in
our sample saw men as the disadvantaged group (as indicated by
the sample mean) and given that group injustice can be conceived in
different ways, in Study 2 we added two items referring to ‘unfair
treatment’ and ‘discrimination’, respectively. We also measured the
content of outgroup injustice and outgroup identities to examine
whether support for progressive action is associated only with the
specific content of outgroup injustice (i.e., perceived cost to mas-
culinity), or with perceived injustice to specific subgroups of men
(i.e. men who contest traditional gender roles), but not all men in

general.

3 | STUDY 2

The aim of Study 2 was to extend our findings in three major ways:
(1) by improving the measurement of key variables tested in Study 1
(particularly perceptions of injustice); (2) by accounting for the other
two SIMCA predictors: group identification and group-focused effi-
cacy; (3) by exploring the content of outgroup injustice and outgroup
identification.

As in Study 1, we predicted that perceptions of outgroup injustice
will be positively associated with support for both reactionary and
progressive action (H1) and that perceptions of ingroup injustice will
be positively associated with support for progressive action (H2).

Further, we predicted that outgroup-focused efficacy and outgroup
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TABLE 2 Means, standard deviations, and correlations with confidence intervals (Study 1)

Variable M SO 1 2
1. Ingroup injustice 474 156
2.Outgroup injustice  2.28 1.28 —.06**[-.11,-.02]

3.Reactionary action 4.15 1.57 —.26**[-.30,—.22] .32**[.28,.36]
for men

4. Progressive action 5.74 1.22 .46**[.42,.50]
for men

3.19 1.65 —.45*[-.49,-.41] .17**[12,.21]
.07**[.03,.12]
—.04[-.08,.01]

5. Political ideology
6.Age 37.84 13.10 —.02[-.07,.02]

7. Education 0.65 0.48 .09**[.05,.14]

.34**[.29,.38]
.08*[.03,.12]
—.17**[-.22,-.13] .06*[.01,.10]

4 5 6

—.12**[-.17,-.08] .03[-.02,.07]

—.47**[-.50,-.43]
—.15**[-.20,-.11] .14**[.09,.18]
—.13*[-.17,-.08] .07**[.03,.12]

Note: Values in square brackets indicate the 95% confidence interval for each correlation. Political ideology (1 - liberal; 7 - conservative); education (1 -

university degree, O - no degree); *p < .05, ** p < .01.

TABLE 3 Associations between outgroup and ingroup injustice and women’s action for men (Studies 1-3)

Reactionary action for men

Progressive action for men

B (SE) B 95% Cl B (SE) B 95% Cl

Study 1
Outgroup 287 (.025) 0.275 (0.222,0.330) -.023 (.405) -0.014 (—0.046,0.019)
injustice
Ingroup —.131%* (.030) —0.102 (—0.148, —0.056) 343" (.030) 0.172 (0.140, 0.204)
injustice

Study 2
Outgroup .340*** (.045) 0.365 (0.266,0.465) 116* (.049) 0.091 (0.013,0.171)
injustice
Ingroup —.143** (.050) —0.155 (—0.263,-0.048) .170** (.050) 0.134 (0.060,0.210)
injustice

Study 3
Outgroup 387 (.050) 0.537 (0.400,0.692) 016 (.069) 0.011 (—0.086,0.111)
injustice
Ingroup —.043 (.061) —0.047 (-0.181,0.080) 197 (.074) 0.110 (0.029,0.198)
injustice

Note: Model fit (Study 1): x?2) = 150.071, p < .001; CFl =.974; RMSEA = .051[.043,.059], p = .389; SRMR =.024. Model fit (Study 2): x?(115) = 254.905,p <
.001; CFl =.979; RMSEA = .042 [.035,.049], p = .965; SRMR = .039. Model fit (Study 3): x?(115) = 335.648, p < .001; CFl = .956; RMSEA = .067 [.059,.075], p
<.001; SRMR =.057. All estimates were calculated controlling for political ideology, age, and education. Effects significant at p <.001 are indicated in bold.
In a model without outliers in Study 2, all effects of interest were significant at p <.001. In a model without outliers in Study 3, the effect of ingroup injustice
on progressive action for men was significant at p <.001.* p < .05, ** p <.01, ***p <.001.

identification will be positively associated with both types of action
(H3 and H4). Additionally, we explored whether support for both types
of action for men depends on the content of outgroup injustice and
identification. Specifically, we predicted that perceived victimisation
of men and closeness to men who espouse traditional gender roles
will be positively associated with reactionary action (H5 and H7) and
that perceived cost to masculinity and closeness to men who contest
traditional gender roles will be positively associated with progressive
action (H6 and H8).

Finally, we ran a small follow-up study (Study 2b) to provide
empirical support for our argument that women can see progres-

sive action for men as beneficial to both women and men—and thus

support for progressive action can be linked both to ingroup- and

outgroup-focused motives.

3.1 | Method
3.1.1 | Participants

The sample size for the study was estimated using pwrSEM R Shiny app
(Wang & Rhemtulla, 2021). When estimating the required sample size,
we made the following assumptions: each latent variable would be

measured with three items with factor loadings = .70, corresponding
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with min. scale reliability = .74, the min. regression effect of interest
was .20, the min. indirect effect of interest was .04, min. power of
.90 for all regression estimates and min. power of .80 for all indirect
effects, at « = . 05. The estimated sample size was then multiplied
by 1.15, to allow for exclusions based on the pre-defined screening
criteria. We used Prolific to recruit 750 respondents self-identifying
as women and living in the UK. We then removed participants whose
responses met the following criteria: failed at least one (out of two)
attention checks or provided the same response to all collective action
items (i.e., had no intra-individual response variability). This resulted in
afinal sample of 679 participants (M, = 37.6,SD = 13.7). The majority
of the sample identified as heterosexual (89%; 2% homosexual/lesbian,
8% bisexual, 1% other/prefer not to say), had a degree (12% graduate
degree, 41% undergraduate degree, 14% technical/community college,
36% high school diploma or lower) and lived in suburban areas (47%;
29% urban, 24% rural).

3.1.2 | Measures

Unless stated otherwise, all variables were measured using 1-7 Likert-
type scales with higher numbers indicating greater agreement with
a given statement. We used the same measures of political ideology
(using 1-left, 7 - right response anchors typically used in the UK), age,

and education.

3.1.3 | Reactionary and progressive action for men

Participants were asked about their willingness (1—definitely unwill-
ing, 7—definitely willing), to take 18 different actions to support men
through political behaviour. Items were created for the purpose of
the study. As examples of political behaviour, we mentioned signing a
petition or attending a demonstration. Items for each subscale were
selected based on results of a confirmatory factor model (only items
with main factor loadings > = .60 were retained; the full list of items
used in the study and details of the final CFA model can be found in
Table S2). Reactionary action scale included four items: ‘Protecting men
from sexual harassment allegations’, ‘Standing with men accused of sex-
ual misconduct’, ‘Protecting men from domestic violence allegations’,
and ‘Defending men against feminist attacks’ (w = .83). Progressive
action scale included five items: ‘Extending paid paternity (“fathers-
only”) leave’, ‘Family-friendly policies for working fathers’, ‘Initiatives
encouraging men to enter caring professions’, ‘Nursing scholarships for

men’, and ‘Mental support for men’ (w =.90).

3.1.4 | Outgroup and ingroup injustice

Perceptions of outgroup and ingroup injustice were measured with
three items each (adapted from Osborne et al., 2019; ‘Do you think

that [men/women] are [disadvantaged/discriminated against/treated
unfairly] in the UK?’; w =.93/.95 for outgroup/ingroup injustice).

Outgroup-focused efficacy. Outgroup-focused efficacy was mea-
sured with five items (adapted from van Zomeren, Spears et al.,
2008): ‘I think women can successfully support men’,‘Women can suc-
cessfully support men in need’, ‘Women are able to achieve things
for men’, ‘When women act together, they can improve the sit-
uation of men’, ‘When women act together, they can help men’
(w0 =.90).

3.1.5 | Outgroup and ingroup identification

Outgroup identification was measured with four items: ‘I feel a bond
with men’, ‘I feel solidarity with men’, ‘I believe that women share many
beliefs and values with men’, and ‘I feel that women and men have many
common goals’ (w = .87; adapted from the solidarity and homogene-
ity subscales from the Leach et al., 2008 hierarchical model of ingroup
identification). We chose these subscales as those which women are
likely to endorse in relation to men. Ingroup identification was mea-
sured with four items (‘1 identify with feminists’, ‘I have strong ties
with feminists’ ‘Feminists are an important part of my self-image’, and
‘Being a feminist is animportant part of how | see myself’) adapted from
Doosje et al. (1995; see also van Breen et al, 2017; w = .97). We chose
to operationalise ingroup identification as a feminist identification due
to its positive association with support for progressive social change,
ingroup injustice, and ingroup-focused efficacy in previous research
(e.g., Mikotajczak et al., 2022; van Breen et al., 2017).

3.1.6 | Content of injustice to men

Participants were presented with a list of seven items assessing the
content of injustice to men (‘Do you think that men are disadvan-
taged in the UK when it comes to ...") created for the purpose of the
study. Items for each subscale were selected based on the results of
an exploratory structural equation model (ESEM, see e.g., Marsh et al.,
2014). A two-factor model was chosen after considering models with
1-3 factors and balancing their model fit with conceptual relevance.
A three-factor model had the best fit, but the 3. factor included only
one item with a main loading >.60. We then fitted a CFA model and
removed one item with main loading <.60 (details of the final CFA
model can be found in Table S3). Men’s victimisation was measured
with three items: ‘discrimination by feminists’, ‘wrongful accusations by
women’, and ‘diversity policies favouring women (e.g., gender quotas)’
(w = .85). Cost to masculinity was measured with three items: ‘having
to act like real men (e.g., be “tough”, hide their emotions)’, ‘being able
to take on caring roles (e.g., kindergarten teacher, stay-at-home dad)’,
and ‘being able to dress freely (e.g., wear makeup or feminine clothes)’
(w=.79)
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3.1.7 | Content of outgroup identification (men
subtypes)

Participants were presented with a list of 11 men subtypes, including
those identified in previous research (men-breadwinners, family men,
feminine men, traditional men; e.g., Edwards, 1992; Vonk & Ashmore,
2003) and items created for the study, and asked to indicate how close
they felt to each of the subtypes (1—not at all, 7—a great deal). ltems
for subscales were selected using an Exploratory Structural Equation
Model analysis. We chose a two-factor model after considering the fit
of models with 1-3 factors. After removing items not meeting our cri-
teria (main factor loadings <.60 and cross-loadings >.30), identification
with traditional men was measured with three items (traditional men,
masculine men, men-breadwinners; w = .75), identification with non-
traditional men was measured with three items (feminist men, feminine
men, queer men; w = .83; details of the final CFA model can be found in
Table S3).

3.1.8 | Analytical strategy

We first examined H1 and H2 by fitting a structural equation model
(SEM), regressing both types of action on outgroup and ingroup injus-
tice. We then examined H5 and Hé by regressing both types of action
ondifferent content of outgroup injustice (men’s victimisation and cost
to masculinity), while controlling for ingroup injustice. To test H3 and
H4 (and provide a more comprehensive test for H1), we fitted a SEM
model testing SIMCA predictions by regressing both types of action on
outgroup identification, outgroup injustice, and outgroup-focused effi-
cacy, while controlling for ingroup identification and ingroup injustice.
We then examined H7 and H8 (and provided a more comprehen-
sive test for H5, and Hé) by fitting SIMCA models including different
content of outgroup identification (identification with traditional vs.
non-traditional men) and injustice (men’s victimisation vs. perceived
cost to masculinity), while controlling for ingroup identification and
injustice. Finally, to provide a more comprehensive test of H2, we
fitted a SIMCA model for ingroup identification and injustice, while

controlling for outgroup identification and injustice.

3.2 | Results
3.2.1 | Correlations

Table 4 includes descriptive statistics and bivariate correlations
between the main variables in Study 2. Support for reactionary action
was positively but weakly associated with support for progressive
action. As in Study 1, the means for both collective action scales were
above the scale mid-point, with the higher overall support indicated
for the progressive action (M = 6.09, SD = 0.92) than for the reac-
tionary action (M =4.44,SD = 1.36). Support for reactionary action was
positively associated with generic outgroup identification and identifi-
cation with traditional men (but not identification with non-traditional

men), and negatively associated with feminist identity. Support for pro-
gressive action was positively associated with all measures of ingroup
and outgroup identification, with the relatively strongest, moderate
association with identification with non-traditional men. Both types
of collective action had an opposite association with perceptions of
ingroup injustice, negative for reactionary action and positive for
progressive action. Reactionary action (but not progressive action)
was positively associated with outgroup injustice and perceptions
of men’s victimisation. Both types of action had a positive associ-
ation with perceived cost to masculinity, moderate for progressive
action and weak for reactionary action. Outgroup-focused efficacy
was moderately and positively associated with both types of collective

action.

3.2.2 | Associations with outgroup and ingroup
injustice

Outgroup injustice had a positive moderate association with reac-
tionary action and a weak positive association with progressive action
(thus H1 was fully supported; see Table 3). Ingroup injustice had a pos-
itive association with progressive action (confirming H2). It also had a
weak negative association with reactionary action. When considering
different content of outgroup injustice, support for reactionary action
was positively associated with men’s victimisation (confirming H3),
while support for progressive action was positively associated with the

perceived cost to traditional masculinity (confirming H4; see Table 5).

3.2.3 | Testing the SIMCA model using
outgroup-focused predictors

Figure 1 depicts the results of a SEM model testing SIMCA predictions
for both types of collective action for men (direct and indirect effects
are summarised in Table 6). In line with the SIMCA, outgroup-focused
efficacy was positively associated with both types of action (confirming
H5). Outgroup identification had positive associations with outgroup
injustice, outgroup-focused efficacy, and support for both types of
action (confirming H6; note that in a model without outliers, the direct
association between outgroup identification and collective action was
only significant for progressive action), and a positive indirect asso-
ciation via efficacy with both types of action. However, the indirect
association between outgroup identification and collective action via
outgroup injustice was only positive for reactionary action. We also did
not find a positive direct association between outgroup injustice and

progressive action.

3.24 | Testing SIMCA using different content of
outgroup identification and injustice

For outgroup-focused variables, we additionally ran a series of SEM

models identical to the one depicted in Figure 1, replacing generic

85U8017 SUOLILLIOD 3ATea.0 3(edldde ayp Aq peueno aJe e YO ‘8sn JO sa|n 1oy AriqiTauljuO A3|1A UO (SUORIPUOD-PUR-SLLIBYWIOD"AB| 1M ARIq 1 U1 UO//:SANY) SUORIPUOD pUe SWiB | 8L 88S *[202/TT/ST] uo ArIiqiTauliuo A8|IM ‘AISIeAIuN feuoeN uelelisny Aq 2882 ds/z00T 0T/I0p/W0D A8 1w AzeIq Ul juo//Sciy Wwoj pepeolumod ‘. ‘2202 ‘Z660660T



10990992, 2022, 7, Downloaded from https://onlinelibrary.wiley.com/doi/10.1002/ejsp.2887 by Australian National University, Wiley Online Library on [13/11/2024]. See the Terms and Conditions (https:/ol

elibrary.wiley.com/terms-and-conditions) on Wiley Online Library for rules of use; OA articles are governed by the applicable Creative Commons License

MIKOtAJCZAK ano BECKER

70 >d,, ‘S0 >d, {(29489p ou - O ‘931839p AJISI2AIUN - T) UOIIEINPD (IYSLI - £ ‘P3| - T) AS0|09)

0d "UOI1E|2.102 Y2BD 10} [EAIDIUI 9DUDPHUOD %G Y} 311Ul SI3Ieq d1enbs Ui sanje :2joN

[oT's0-]20" [0 'eT 190~ [80"'£0-]00" [20—‘£1'-].0T"~ [eT"'z0-]1 50" [10'%1-]1L0— [¥O—'6T—].Cl'— [10—'9T—].60— [e1'20-] S0 [¥110-1£0°  [10—'9T'—].60— [97107.60° [81'€01.TT° 80  +90 uonesnp3 Y1
[ev‘oeT e [€T—'9€—]..0e— b0 TT=]1v0— [90'60=]110— [€T—'8T—].TT— [zz 2071 T '10-190" [ST—'0e—].n€T— [LT="T€-]nbT— [zT 10751 [£1'201.0T [LT—'Ov'—].bE— 99€T 95LE 98V €T
[61'—‘¢ee—] .92~ [61'507 2T [0 'zT=]S0— [€T—'8T-].TIT— [9e 22 6T [€28014.91" [LT—'Ob =]k~ [L2—"T¥—]ube— v ‘0z it [02'907 €T [98'='8v'—luet— 95T ST  AS0j09pieaniiod ZT

uaw Joy

[ze'811..5T [8t"‘9€] vt [zv ‘621 ..9¢ [80"‘£0—] 10 [er'e0—1v0" [0g 917 ..ET [6€'5TT e [81'€07 .. 1T [€2°'807..ST' [82¥T1..1T 260 609 UONIE3AISSaIZ0Id TT

usw 4oy

[ee*6T1 4,92 [61 70T TT" [vS ‘vl bt [ev ‘62498 [21="92—]..6T— [so‘oT'-]€0— [te 21T [e€ 611,92 [9T—0e—1..£2— 9€T iy uonde Ateuondesy 0T

Adeaiye

92T 46T (62607 .91 [87°°€0T . IT" [sT*00-] L0 [zz'807..5T" [ze'817..5C [se"zT]6T [cT'e0-1¥0° 00T €9 P3sn204-dnoising ‘6

[£1 20,01 [£1° 207 0T [ze'811 18T [e€ ‘617,92 [60" ‘90120 [zT‘'e0—]1v0" [£1201.60° SFT 99  Anunnosew 033sod°g

[r9°5514.09" [92—'68 ]88~ [ST—'6T—].TT~ [2e '] .08 [£e'vT)1e [LE="6V =]V — 19T  96'€  UOHESIWIDIASUIN L

[e1—'9T -] 6T~ [¥O—'8T'—]..TT— [£T*e1]..0T [e€ 611,92 [02—VE—l.wslc— ¥¥T 18T  9Msnlurdnoisino g

[ev0eTn9e [PT='6T—]wT— [CT—'9T—].6T— [zsopluor  €€1  88% 2opsnfurdnoasul g

[£0"'80—] 00— [¥T 0T ]l T [£5'9v1.2s  ¥E€T  STH

bs‘evlasy  [£1—=T€-lubZ- TTT 19%  yumuonesynusp|'e

uopesyup!

[to—‘91-]1.80— 20T /St dnoJ3ino 'z
uonesyuap!
oL1 zee dnousu T
€1 44 13 ot 6 8 L 9 S 12 € z T as W a|qelen

(Z APN3S) S|eAJa3U] 92USPIUOD U3IM SUOIIE[40D PUE ‘SUOIJRIASP pJepue)s ‘suesjn 37dV.L

2 | WILEY EP\SJ



SUPPORTING MEN OR MALE PRIVILEGE?

F_ASP WILEY- 1

TABLE 5 Associations between the content of outgroup injustice and women'’s action for men (Studies 2 and 3)

Reactionary action for men

Progressive action for men

B (SE) B 95% ClI B (SE) B 95% Cl
Study 2
Men’s 1555 (.049) 0.552 (0.441,0.673) 041 (.057) 0.030 (—0.052,0.112)
victimisation
Cost to masculinity 059 (.052) 0.064 (—0.045,0.173) 337 (.057) 0.266 (0.173,0.369)
Ingroup injustice —.062 (.050) —0.067 (—0.173,0.040) .098 (.053) 0.078 (—0.003,0.156)
Study 3
Men’s .556*** (.076) 0.596 (0.432,0.778) .003 (.094) 0.596 (0.432,0.778)
victimisation
Cost to masculinity 079 (.063) 0.365 (0.266,0.465) .184* (.071) 0.092 (—0.052,0.234)
Ingroup injustice .010 (.069) —0.155 (—0.263,-0.048) 157 (.084) 0.011 (=0.139,0.161)

Note: Model fit (Study 2): x?(141) = 334.315, p <.001; CFl = .975; RMSEA = .040 [.034, .046], p = .998; SRMR = .039. Model fit (Study 3): x? (155 = 466.558,
p <.001; CFl =.950; RMSEA = .060 [.053, .066], p = .965; SRMR = .060. All estimates were calculated controlling for political ideology, age, and education.
Effects significant at p <.001 are indicated in bold. In a model without outliers in Study 2, the effect of ingroup injustice on progressive action was positive and
significant at p <.01. In a model without outliers in Study 3, the effects of cost to masculinity and ingroup injustice on progressive action were both significant

atp <.01.*p <.05,**p <.001.

Outgroup
identification

Outgroup
injustice

R2=.210%**

R2=.302%**
Reactionary
action for

i 0.215%*s

1 (0.113, 0.315)
Progressive !
action for
men
R2 = 422%**

Outgroup-
focused
efficacy

R2=.171%**

FIGURE 1 Predictingwomen'’s reactionary and progressive action for men (Study 2). Note: Model fit:)(zmo) =944.607,p <.001; CFl =.959;
RMSEA =.046[.042,.050], p = .967; SRMR = .043. All estimates are calculated controlling for ingroup identification, ingroup injustice, political
ideology, age, and education. Estimates are unstandardised regression coefficients (with bias-corrected 95% confidence intervals [Cl]). Paths with

95% Cls that do not contain zero are depicted by solid black lines and paths with 95% Cls that contain zero are depicted by grey dotted lines.
Latent variable factor loadings were estimated but excluded from the figure due to space constraints. *p < .05, ***p <.001.

outgroup identification and outgroup injustice with the more specific
content of those variables explored in the study (identification with
traditional vs. non-traditional men and men’s victimisation vs. cost to
masculinity, respectively). To show the unique impact of each of these
variables, we replaced only one variable at a time. Results of all four
SIMCA models using different content of outgroup identification and
injustice can be found in Figures S1-S4 and Tables S4-S7. Here we
report on the key differences found between the models. Results of the

models with men’s victimisation and perceived closeness to traditional

men were fully consistent with the results of a model with generic
outgroup injustice and outgroup identification, respectively (confirm-
ing H3 and H7). In a model with perceived cost to masculinity, the
indirect effect via outgroup injustice was positive and significant for
progressive action (confirming H4), but not for reactionary action. In a
model with perceived closeness to non-traditional men, outgroup iden-
tification was positively associated with support for progressive action
(confirming H8), but none of the indirect effects via outgroup injustice

was significant.
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TABLE 6 Directand indirect effects of outgroup-focused variables on women'’s action for men (Studies 2 & 3)

Reactionary action for men

Progressive action for men

B (SE) B 95% Cl B (SE) B 95% Cl
Study 2
Indirect effect via .078*** (.022) 0.188 (0.092,0.323) —.002 (.020) —0.003 (—=0.079,0.065)
outgroup injustice
Indirect effect via .094*** (.025) 0.226 (0.112,0.392) .181%** (.034) 0.309 (0.192,0.479)
outgroup-focused
efficacy
Direct effect of .181* (.077) 0.436 (0.097,0.858) .156* (.072) 0.266 (0.040,0.538)
outgroup identification
Total effect .353*** (.064) 0.850 (0.550, 1.288) .335%** (.058) 0.572 (0.375,0.850)
Study 3
Indirect effect via .083*** (.024) 0.130 (0.064,0.221) -.028 (.021) -0.022 (-0.060,0.011)
outgroup injustice
Indirect effect via -.012 (.040) -0.018 (-0.158,0.107) 167 (.056) 0.135 (0.051,0.267)
outgroup-focused
efficacy
Direct effect of .408*** (.109) 0.639 (0.313,0.973) 266" (.119) 0.216 (0.022,0.395)
outgroup identification
Total effect 480*** (.083) 0.751 (0.503,0.999) 405%** (.081) 0.328 (0.201, 0.481)

Note: Model fit (Study 2): ¥?(390) = 944.607, p < .001; CFl = .959; RMSEA = .046 [.042, .050], p = .967; SRMR = .043. Model fit (Study 3): x? (413 = 937.055,
p <.001; CFl =.955; RMSEA = .054 [.050, .059], p = .059; SRMR = .059. All estimates were calculated controlling for political ideology, age, and education.
Effects significant at p <.001 are indicated in bold. In a model without outliers in Study 2, both the indirect effect via outgroup injustice and the total effect
were significant only at p < .01 for reactionary action. The direct effect of outgroup identification was only significant for progressive action (at p <.01).Ina
model without outliers in Study 3, both the direct effect of outgroup identification and the indirect effect via outgroup injustice were significant only at p <.
01 for progressive action. The direct effect of outgroup identification on reactionary action was not significant at p <.05.* p <.05, ***p <.001.

3.25 | Testing SIMCA using ingroup-focused
predictors

Additionally, we provided a more comprehensive test of H2 by testing
the SIMCA model using ingroup predictors (ingroup identification and
injustice), while controlling for outgroup predictors and demographic
variables. We found a positive indirect effect via ingroup injustice for
progressive action. (We also tested a SIMCA model including perceived
closeness to non-traditional men and perceived cost to masculinity, for
which we found a positive indirect effect via outgroup injustice for
progressive action, but not for reactionary action. The indirect effect
via ingroup injustice was also significant in a model using perceived
cost to masculinity as a measure of outgroup injustice). We also found
that ingroup identification was negatively associated with reactionary
action (but there was no indirect association via ingroup injustice for

reactionary action; see Figure S5 and Table S8).

3.3 | Discussion

Study 2 confirmed the results of Study 1 using more robust measures.
As in Study 1, support for reactionary action for men was positively
associated with outgroup injustice and progressive action with ingroup
injustice. We also found a positive (although weak) positive association

between outgroup injustice and progressive action for men. By exam-

ining the content of perceived injustice to men, we were able to show
that reactionary action is associated with perceived victimisation of
men while progressive action is associated with the perceived cost to
traditional masculinity.

Results of the SIMCA models further indicated that support for
reactionary action for men is associated with perceived closeness to
men who endorse traditional gender roles (but not men who contest
them). Conversely, support for progressive action for men is associ-
ated with perceived closeness to men who espouse non-traditional
gender roles. Interestingly, perceived closeness to both non-traditional
and traditional men had an indirect positive association with progres-
sive action via outgroup-focused efficacy, suggesting that women see
progressive action for men as beneficial to all men (and women, as indi-
cated by a positive indirect association between ingroup identity and

progressive action via ingroup injustice).

4 | STUDY 2b

To test empirically whether women indeed see progressive action as
equally beneficial to women and men, we used Prolific to recruit 100
respondents self-identifying as women and living in the US. We then
removed participants who failed an attention check, which resulted in
a final sample of 95 participants (Mgg, = 38.6, SD = 16.5). The sample
was balanced on feminist identity (M = 3.4, SD = 1.9; measured using
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items from Study 2 with 1—not at all; 7—a great deal response scale),
and political ideology (M = 4.3, SD = 2.2; measured using an item from
Study 1 with a 1—liberal; 7—conservative response scale). Respondents
were asked how much each of the progressive actions from the final
measures in Study 2 could benefit the following groups: ‘men’,‘'men who
endorse traditional gender roles’,‘'men who question traditional gender
roles’, ‘women’ and ‘society as a whole’ (using 1—not at all; 7—very much
so response scale).

Results indicated that women saw progressive action as beneficial
to all concerned groups as indicated by the mean responses: slightly
more beneficial to men (M = 5.8, SD = 1.2) than to women (M = 5.5, SD
=1.3;t = 1.98, p =.049), and comparably beneficial to non-traditional
men (M = 5.8, SD = 1.3) and to traditional men (M =5.4,5D = 1.5;t =
1.68, p = .095), with the highest scores assigned to perceived benefits
to the society as awhole (M = 6.1,5D = 1.0).

5 | STUDY 3

The aim of Study 3 was to replicate the results of Study 2 in a differ-
ent cultural context (US). To test the full SIMCA using ingroup-focused
predictors, we additionally included a measure of ingroup-focused

efficacy.

5.1 | Method
5.1.1 | Participants

The sample size for the study was estimated using pwrSEM R Shiny
app (Wang & Rhemtulla, 2021). When estimating the required sam-
ple size, we used the estimates from the main SIMCA model in Study
2, with min. power of .80 for all indirect effects, at & = .05. The esti-
mated sample size was then multiplied by 1.15, to allow for exclusions
based on the pre-defined screening criteria. We used Prolific to recruit
454 respondents self-identifying as women and living in the US. After
applying the same screening criteria as in Study 2, we obtained a final
sample of 429 participants (M,g. = 38.1, SD = 14.8). The majority of
the sample identified as heterosexual (81%; 6% homosexual/lesbian,
11% bisexual, 2% other/prefer not to say), had a degree (14% graduate
degree, 40% undergraduate degree, 15% technical/community college,
30% high school diploma or lower) and lived in suburban areas (57%;
24% urban, 19% rural).

5.2 | Measures

Unless stated otherwise, all variables were measured using 1-7 Likert-
type scales with higher numbers indicating greater agreement with a
given statement. The same items as in Study 2 were used to measure:
progressive action for men (w = .89), reactionary action for men (w
= .88), ingroup identity (w = .98), outgroup identification (w = .94),
identification with traditional men (w = .91), identification with non-
traditional men (w =.89), ingroup injustice (w = .97), outgroup injustice

(w = .93), men’s victimisation (w = .86), political ideology (1—liberal;
7—conservative), age, and education. Cost to masculinity was measured
with one additional item, ‘societal pressure to be the main breadwinner
in the family’ (4 items in total; w = .87). Outgroup-focused efficacy was
shortened to three items (w = .91). Ingroup-focused efficacy was mea-
sured with three items: ‘I think women can successfully support each
other’, ‘When women act together, they can improve their situation’,
‘When women act together, they can help each other’ (w =.91).

5.3 | Analytical strategy

We used the same analytical approach as in Study 2. In the SIMCA mod-
els using outgroup-focused predictors, we additionally controlled for
the ingroup-focused efficacy and included ingroup-focused efficacy in
the model using ingroup-focused predictors (to comprehensively test
H2 about the association between ingroup injustice and support for
progressive action for men in a SIMCA model accounting for all three

key predictors of protest).

5.4 | Results and discussion
54.1 | Correlations

Table 7 includes descriptive statistics and bivariate correlations
between the main variables in Study 3. As in Study 2, support for
reactionary action for men was positively but weakly associated with
support for progressive action, with the higher overall support indi-
cated for the progressive action (M = 6.06, SD = 0.97) than for the
reactionary action (M = 3.78, SD = 1.55). Support for reactionary
action was positively associated with generic outgroup identification
and identification with traditional men (but not identification with
non-traditional men) and negatively associated with feminist identity.
Support for progressive action was positively associated with femi-
nist identity and identification with non-traditional men (but unrelated
to generic outgroup identification and identification with traditional
men). Reactionary action was negatively associated with ingroup injus-
tice and positively and moderately associated with outgroup injustice,
men'’s victimisation, and perceived injustice to traditional men. Pro-
gressive action was positively associated with ingroup injustice, cost to
masculinity, and injustice to non-traditional men, and negatively asso-
ciated with outgroup injustice, men’s victimisation, and injustice to
traditional men. Asin Study 2, outgroup-focused efficacy was positively
associated with both types of action for men. Ingroup-focused efficacy

was positively associated only with progressive action.
5.4.2 | Associations with outgroup and ingroup
injustice

Outgroup injustice had a positive association with reactionary action,

but no association with progressive action (thus H1 was confirmed
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FIGURE 2 Predicting women'’s reactionary and progressive action for men (Study 3). Note: Model fit:x2(413) =937.055,p <.001; CFl =.955;
RMSEA =.054[.050,.059], p =.059; SRMR = .059. All estimates are calculated controlling for ingroup identification, ingroup injustice,
ingroup-focused efficacy, political ideology, age, and education. Estimates are unstandardised regression coefficients (with bias-corrected 95%
confidence intervals [Cl]). Paths with 95% Cls that do not contain zero are depicted by solid black lines and paths with 95% Cls that contain zero
are depicted by grey dotted lines. Latent variable factor loadings were estimated but excluded from the figure due to space constraints. *p < .05,

**p<.01,***p <.001.

partially). Ingroup injustice had a positive association with progres-
sive action (supporting H2), but was unrelated to reactionary action
(see Table). As expected, support for reactionary action was positively
associated with men’s victimisation (confirming H5), while support for
progressive action was positively associated with the perceived cost to

traditional masculinity (confirming Hé; see Table 5).

54.3 | Testing the SIMCA model using
outgroup-focused predictors

Figure 2 depicts the results of a SEM model testing SIMCA predic-
tions for both types of action for men (direct and indirect effects
are summarised in Table 6). Outgroup-focused efficacy was positively
associated with progressive action but not reactionary action (thus
confirming H5 only partially). Outgroup identification had positive
associations with outgroup injustice, outgroup-focused efficacy, and
support for both types of action (confirming H6), and a positive indirect
association via efficacy with progressive action. As in Study 2, the indi-
rect association between outgroup identification and collective action

via outgroup injustice was only positive for reactionary action.

5.4.4 | Testing SIMCA using different content of
outgroup identification and injustice

As in Study 2, we additionally ran a series of SEM models replac-
ing generic outgroup identification and injustice with specific content

explored in the study (identification with traditional vs non-traditional

men and men'’s victimisation vs cost to masculinity, respectively).
Results of these additional SIMCA models can be found in Figures
S6-S9 and Tables S4-S7. Here we report on the key differences
between the models. Results of a model with men’s victimisation
and perceived closeness to traditional men were fully consistent with
the results of a model with generic outgroup injustice and outgroup
identification, respectively (confirming H3 and H7). In a model with
perceived cost to masculinity none of the indirect effects via outgroup
injustice was significant (thus H4 was not supported). In a model with
perceived closeness to non-traditional men, outgroup identification
was positively associated with support for progressive action for men
(confirming H8), but none of the indirect effects via outgroup injustice
was significant.

5.4.5 | Testing SIMCA using ingroup-focused
predictors

In a SIMCA model using ingroup-focused predictors (ingroup identi-
fication, injustice, and ingroup-focused efficacy), while controlling for
outgroup predictors and demographic variables, we found a positive
(although small) indirect effect via ingroup injustice for progressive
action (confirming H2; Note however that the indirect effect via
ingroup injustice was not significant in a model controlling for the cost
to masculinity as a measure of outgroup injustice). None of the direct
effects of ingroup identification and none of the remaining indirect
effects were significant (see Figure S10 and Table S8).

Study 3 replicated most of the results related to the role of out-

group injustice in support of reactionary action for men and the role
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of outgroup-focused efficacy (and ingroup injustice) in support of pro-
gressive action for men in a different national sample. Contrary to
Study 2, we did not find significant associations between outgroup-
focused efficacy and reactionary action, and between the cost to
masculinity and progressive action, suggesting that these two indirect
effects are less robust.

6 | GENERAL DISCUSSION

In three studies conducted on large online samples, we examined
women'’s willingness to engage in collective action for men. Impor-
tantly, we showed that women’s action for men can be both reactionary
(i.e., reinforcing men’s privilege) and progressive (i.e., helping men
adopt more egalitarian gender roles). Overall, our studies confirm that
the SIMCA model and the psychological processes related to group
identity, injustice, and efficacy can be applied to study the collective
action intentions of disadvantaged groups for the advantaged. How-
ever, it is crucial to consider outgroup- versus ingroup-focused aspects
and the content of some of these predictors. Specifically, our studies
revealed that reactionary action for men is associated with percep-
tions of outgroup injustice, confirming our prediction that at least
some women see men as the disadvantaged group. This novel find-
ing implies that women could reinforce men’s privileged status because
they see men as a disadvantaged group. As indicated by the results
of Studies 2 and 3, this disadvantage is likely to be understood as
men’s victimisation by the feminist movement and reverse discrim-
ination by gender equality policies. Conversely, in all three studies,
support for progressive action for men was associated with percep-
tions of ingroup injustice, indicating that women could see progressive
action for men as a means of improving women'’s disadvantaged sta-
tus. The link between perceptions of outgroup injustice and support
for progressive action was somewhat less consistent: we found a weak
positive association between a generic measure of outgroup injus-
tice and support for progressive action only in Study 2, and a positive
association between men'’s injustice measured as cost to masculinity
and support for progressive action for men in both Studies 2 and 3.
However, the indirect association between outgroup identification and
collective action via perceived cost to masculinity was only significant
in Study 2. Taken together, these results imply that outgroup injustice
considerations play a limited role in support for progressive action for
men.

A more consistent pattern emerged for the role of outgroup-
focused efficacy in support for progressive action (in both Study 2 and
Study 3), pointing to the importance of the problem-focused route in
progressive action. Interestingly, we did not find a significant indirect
effect via ingroup-focused efficacy, which implies that women might
see progressive action for men predominantly as a form of intergroup
rather than ingroup help. We acknowledge however that, given that
ingroup-focused efficacy was only measured in Study 3, we were not
able to test whether this effect replicates across different samples.

In contrast, efficacy played a relatively small role in support for reac-

tionary action overall (the indirect effect of outgroup-focused efficacy
was significant only in Study 2).

In relation to outgroup identification, we found that support for
reactionary action for men is limited to perceived injustice to men
who conform to traditional gender roles. Conversely, for progressive
action, we found a direct association only with perceived closeness
to men who contest traditional norms, such as feminist, feminine,
or queer men. However, we also found an indirect positive associ-
ation via outgroup-focused efficacy for perceived closeness to both
non-traditional and traditional men. This indirect effect suggests that
women might engage in progressive action for men hoping that they
would benefit both non-traditional and traditional men. Indeed, this
assumption was corroborated by the results of Study 2b, in which
women perceived progressive action for men as comparably beneficial

for both types of men.

6.1 | Implications for collective action models and
research on gender inequality

Our research makes three major contributions to broadening our
understanding of antecedents of social protest. We extend the col-
lective action literature by (1) providing an example of action of a
disadvantaged group willing to act for the advantaged group, (2) show-
ing that this type of action for another group is not always reactionary
but can sometimes aim at reducing group inequalities, (3) confirming
the importance of outgroup-focused variables in collective action for
other groups.

To our knowledge, action for the advantaged is an unexplored area
of collective action research, which has almost solely focused on action
for disadvantaged groups. We also extend the recent literature on,
mostly ingroup-focused, conservative and reactionary collective action
(e.g., Jost et al., 2017; Osborne et al., 2019; Thomas et al., 2020), by
examining reactionary motives in collective action for other groups
(see e.g., Estevan-Reina et al, 2021; Radke et al., 2018 for similar
approaches). Our findings so far point to some similarities in predic-
tors of action for the advantaged and for the disadvantaged. In our
studies, perceptions of outgroup injustice, outgroup identification, and
outgroup-focused efficacy were all positively associated with willing-
ness to support men. However, the content of some of these variables
had a key impact on the willingness to either support reactionary action
reinforcing men'’s privileged status or progressive action supporting
men in non-stereotypical gender roles.

Recently, Radke and colleagues (2020) proposed that collective
action for the disadvantaged could be motivated by different consider-
ations, which could be either outgroup- or ingroup-focused, personal,
or moral. Our results indicate that support for both reactionary and
progressive action for the advantaged could be driven by outgroup-
focused motivations: identification with the outgroup and the will-
ingness to address perceived outgroup injustice and to improve the
outgroup’s situation (as assessed by outgroup-focused efficacy). While

several previous studies have assessed the role of outgroup-focused
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variables in action for other groups (e.g., Klavina & van Zomeren,
2020; van Zomeren et al., 2011), this is a relatively unexplored area in
collective action research.

Additionally, our findings suggest that support for progressive
action for the advantaged could be driven by the ingroup-focused moti-
vation to improve the status of the ingroup. However, the implications
of this ingroup-focused motivation are markedly different than in the
case of (advantaged allies’) action for the disadvantaged. For advan-
taged groups, ingroup motives typically lead to paternalistic forms of
action or action restoring the ingroup’s moral image (but not necessar-
ily addressing outgroup’s disadvantage). In contrast, for disadvantaged
groups, ingroup motives are likely to lead to action advancing social
equality. Future studies could examine to what extent ingroup motives
could play arole in reactionary action for the advantaged. For example,
recent studies point to the role of the traditional content of ingroup
identity and the perceived threat to traditional values in support for
reactionary action (e.g., Mikotajczak et al., 2022).

Future studies could also explore the role of personal motives in
both types of action for the advantaged. In the context of gender, these
could be related to women’s financial and psychological interdepen-
dence with important men in their lives (such as romantic partners,
sons, close relatives, or friends). For example, women might be more
likely to support (or at least less likely to oppose) reactionary action
for men if they are concerned that their son or romantic partner could
be falsely accused of sexual harassment. Conversely, women might
support progressive action for men out of concern for the future psy-
chological well-being of their sons, or as a strategic decision to be able
to share the domestic and childcare workload more equally with their
romantic partner.

Previous studies on the outgroup-focused action in the context of
gender have examined men’s action for women. Our research advances
this area of research by exploring women'’s action for men and showing
that they can be both progressive (advancing progressive gender roles
for men) and reactionary (reinforcing the privileged status of men). The
consistent high support for the progressive action found across our
samples implies that the majority of women feel that gender equality
has not progressed ‘far enough’, particularly when it comes to a limited
set of social roles prescribed for men. However, a considerable pro-
portion of women in our samples expressed some level of support for
reactionary action: more than one in three respondents in Studies 1
and 2, and almost one in four respondents in Study 3 scored on aver-
age ‘5’ or higher on our measure, which used a 1 (definitely unwilling)-7
(definitely willing) response scale. (Note that we did not detect any uni-
variate outliers that could have ‘inflated’ the observed scores). This
finding suggests that women'’s support for reactionary action for men
might not be a fringe phenomenon and that a certain proportion of
women might feel that the social progress in the realm of gender has
gone ‘too far, coming at the expense of men rather than benefitting
women and men alike (see Lisnek et al., 2022 for a similar argument
in relation to the conservative women’s backlash against the #MeToo
movement).

While we found no association between support for progressive and

reactionary action for menin Study 1, in Studies 2 and 3 this association

F_ASP WILEY- 7

was weak but positive, indicating that the progressive and reactionary
motives in collective action for men are not fully exclusive. This pattern
of results suggests that some women might agree that the traditional
male role needs to be redefined, but at the same time remain critical of
particular postulates or actions of the feminist movement.

Taken together, our findings carry a couple of practical implications
for gender equality advocates: (1) Similar to men, some women might
see gender equality initiatives through the lens of a zero-sum game
unfairly benefitting women at the cost of men. It is therefore important
to communicate to women how the proposed gender equality pro-
grams or policies could benefit both women and men. (2) Women might
oppose some feminist initiatives not necessarily because these initia-
tives contradict their broader traditional worldview, but because they
see them as having negative consequences for men. In this case, advo-
cacy should focus on the minimisation of those (anticipated or real)
negative impacts rather than on convincing women of the benefits of

gender equality itself.

6.2 | Limitations and future directions

We acknowledge several limitations of our studies. While we replicated
most of our predictions using large online samples and robust esti-
mation methods (structural equation models), future studies should
confirm whether the observed patterns can be observed in other
samples and using different collective action items. Similarly, we only
explored the role of content of some SIMCA predictors (outgroup injus-
tice and outgroup identification), but not the others (outgroup-focused
efficacy). We also did not consider the role and content of moral con-
cernsincluded in the extended SIMCA model (van Zomerenetal., 2011,
2018). Another limitation concerns the cross-sectional design of our
studies. Although SIMCA predictions have been confirmed longitudi-
nally for ingroup-focused action among both the disadvantaged and
advantaged groups (Thomas et al., 2020), future studies should assess
these relationships in the context of collective action for other groups.
Finally, our initial exploration of the concept of collective action for the
advantaged has been limited to the context of gender (and to two iden-
tities within the gender binary). Future studies could investigate other
intergroup contexts in which this phenomenon is likely to occur, such
as Latinx voters supporting (mainly) white Republican candidates in the
US (e.g., Hickel et al., 2020).

7 | CONCLUSIONS

The present research is the first to establish that disadvantaged group
members might be willing to protest for the rights of the advantaged
groups and that this protest could have both reactionary and progres-
sive goals and be motivated by outgroup-focused considerations. Using
the context of gender, we show that women can protest for men’s
rights either to protect men’s privileged status or to support men in
adopting egalitarian gender roles and advancing gender equality. Our

studies contribute to the broader understanding of the psychological
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motivations behind collective efforts to either reinforce or subvert
social inequalities.
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