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Abstract
Three studies investigated how politicized colletidentification affects individuals’
reactions towards others. We hypothesized thabagpoliticized identity tends to be
accompanied by a moral conviction about the pat#éid cause, which in turn determines how
the politicized respond to those less committeithédr cause. Consistent with this, Study 1
showed that politicized (feminist) identification associated with lower identification with
women to identify less with other women who placaderate (vs. high) moral value on
gender equality. Study 2 showed that politicizezhitfication was associated with negative
emotions towards people who disagree with thiseansl this was mediated by the extent to
which participants saw supporting the activist gamorally obligatory. Study 3 showed
that politicized identification, to the extent tdeh it implied holding a moral conviction
about the activist cause, is associated with aelési more social distance to an attitudinally

dissimilar other, but not from an attitudinally sian other.
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You're Either With Us or Against Us!: Moral Conviction Determines How the
Politicized Distinguish Friend from Foe.

Over the last decades, great strides have beenimade understanding of the
factors that cause members of disadvantaged g(eugps women, ethnic minorities) to work
together with others in an effort to improve theistal position of their group. This work
shows that the formation of a bond with likeminaelers (i.e., the formation of a politicized
collective identity) is a particularly importantagatictor of individuals’ willingness to engage
in activism—behavior aimed at achieving these shaodlective goals. At the same time,
however, politicized individuals’ relations withh@rswho are not (as) committed to the
collective causdave received far less attention (for notable pticas, see Simon &
Grabow, 2010; Simon & Ruhs, 2008). This is unfoat@because, under most
circumstances, the majority of people, both witlinm outside the disadvantaged group, are
not activists, yet the feasibility of social chargjeen depends on their support (e.g., Louis,
2009).

In the present paper we argue that the politi@nagirocess that binds like-minded
people together in their effort to achieve socrdge may also drive apart those who are
committed to social change from those who areMote specifically, we argue that to the
extent that the development of a politicized cdilecidentity implies the adoption of a moral
attitude about the collective cause, the relatienvben the politicized and the non-politicized
may not be unequivocally positive.

Politicization

The term politicized collective identification regeto the extent to which individuals
identify with a social movement and have interredizs norms and values. Feminists, for
example, identify with the feminist movement andéaternalized its values and its norm to

take collective action against gender inequalitycdrding to Simon and Klandermans
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(2001), individuals begin to develop a politicizemllective identity when they become aware
of grievances they share with the other membetisenf group. The process of politicization
continues when they make adversarial attributionsifese grievances, placing the blame on
an outgroup and engaging in a struggle for powén this outgroup in order to redress these
grievances. In the final stages of politicizatitre individuals are thought to become aware
of the influence of third parties in resolving thgrievances and triangulate their own
position in relation to that of the outgroup andttbf the relevant third parties in order to
mobilize these third parties to their cause. Resehas consistently shown that the extent to
which individuals are politicized (i.e., identifyithr a social movement) forms a particularly
strong predictor of collective action (e.g., Kely993; Kelly & Breinlinger, 1995; Simon et
al., 1998; Sturmer & Simon, 2004; Van Zomeren gt2408).

Whereas much research has addressed the consegjoépoéticized identification
for collective action participation, relativelytlg is known about the way the politicization
process shapes attitudes towards individuals whmair (as) committed to the cause. A
notable exception is the work by Simon and colleagiSimon & Grabow, 2010; Simon &
Ruhs, 2008). According to the authors, politicizetlective identity entails both
identification with the aggrieved group whose statidisadvantage must be addressed and
identification with society as a whole. This idéieation with society is thought to arise out
of the recognition that the aggrieved group is anltitled to support for its claims due to
broader societal norms. In line with these iddas authors showed that politicized collective
identification among Turkish and Russian immigrant&ermany was positively related to
identification with both the relevant disadvantagegroup and with German society (Simon
& Grabow, 2012; Simon & Ruhs, 2008).

Whereas we acknowledge that the relation betwebiicpred individuals and those

who are not (as) committed to the collective cgbsethey members of the same
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disadvantaged group or members of the same socetyde positive, we believe that this is
not unequivocally the case. Rather, we argue b®apoliticization process involves the
moralization of the collective cause, which haspgbtential to drive a wedge between the
politicized and those who are less committed tactiikective cause, be they members of the
same society, or even members of the same disayahgroup.

Morality and the Relation Between the Politicized ad the Non-politicized

We argue that the politicization process results moralized attitude (a moral
conviction) about the collective cause, which Heesgotential to affect the relation between
the politicized and those less committed to théectlve cause. The term moral conviction
refers to strong and stable beliefs about rightvarahg (Skitka, Bauman, & Sargis, 2005;
Skitka & Mullen, 2002; Skitka, 2002; Wright, Cully& Schwab, 2008). According to
Skitka and colleagues, moral convictions diffemnfrother strong, but non-moral attitudes in
several ways. First of all, moral convictions, ontrast to any other type of attitude, are
experienced as universal prescriptions (i.e., anaahat everyone should conform to).
Second, moral convictions, more than other strantghbn-moral attitudes, are connected to
intense emotional experiences. Those who holdtaode with moral conviction experience
intense negative emotions (such as anger) withrdegavhat they see as immoral (Haidt,
2003; Mullen & Skitka, 2006; Rozin, Lowery, ImadaHaidt, 1999). Finally, moral
convictions, more than other types of attitudesycaithin them the obligation to act (Skitka
et al., 2005).

The concepts of politicized collective identity amdral conviction show
considerable overlap. First of all, theoreticalhg politicization process involves
psychologically changing a conflict of interestweén two groups intgrievanceghat are
blamedon an outgroup. Blaming an outgroup for an outcanmstead of merely placing the

cause of this outcome with this other group, ingisahe outgroup has transgressed some
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moral boundary, and thus constitutes a moral judgn@oming to blame shared grievances
on an outgroup therefore represents the changedroomflict of interest between two groups
to a conflict with a moral component. The theorypofiticization can thus be seen to
describe the moralization of the collective cause.

Consistent with this interpretation of the theassearch shows a strong connection
between politicized collective identification arietmoralization of the collective cause (Van
Zomeren, Postmes, & Spears, 2012). More precibkéypoliticized collective identification
(Sturmer & Simon, 2009; Sturmer, Simon, Loewy, &g#y, 2003;Van Zomeren et al.,
2008), moral conviction increases feelings of arajenjustice, and strengthens individuals’
belief in the efficacy of collective action in praging social change (Mullen & Skitka, 2006;
Rozin et al., 1999; Van Zomeren et al., 2012), @andexplain why politicized individuals
would experience a felt inner obligation to engageollective action (Skitka et al., 2005).
Furthermore, theory and research suggest thatgithenpoliticization process, the
moralization of the collective cause can resulirfiateractions with like-minded others
(Thomas & McGarty, 2009, Thomas, McGarty, & Mavad09), thereby further
strengthening individuals’ bonds with these otleerd increasing their motivation to pursue
social change (Van Zomeren et al., 2012). Thussistent with our reading of the theory,
research thus suggests there is a strong relagiovebn individuals’ level of politicized
collective identification and the extent to whittey moralize the collective cause.

If, as we argue, the politicization process invsltlege moralization of the collective
cause, this should have important consequencekdaelation between the politicized and
those who are less committed to the collective €aWork by Skitka and colleagues (2005;
see also Wright et al., 2008) shows that individwaho hold an attitude with moral
conviction tend to respond negatively to others whaot share this attitude or opinion.

More precisely, Skitka and colleagues show th@udg dissimilarity in moral domains
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causes individuals to distance themselves psyclualhg and even physically, from others
who do not share that attitude. Furthermore, hgl@in attitude with moral conviction has
been shown to cause individuals to experience negatoral emotions such as anger
(Mullen & Skitka, 2006), contempt, and disgust (#aR003; Rozin et al., 1999) towards
attitudinally dissimilar others.

If, as we argue, politicized identification is asisted with strong moral convictions,
then politicized individuals’ evaluations of othefsould in large part depend on the extent to
which these others are seen as supporting theciolecause. We investigate this prediction
in the current research. We hypothesize that iddafis’ level of politicization, because it
implies holding a moral conviction about the goiatallective action, affects their responses
to attitudinally similar and dissimilar others. $gieally, we propose that politicized
individuals (but not non-politicized individuals)iinl) identify less with, 2) experience more
negative emotions towards, and 3) prefer great@akdistance from others who do not agree
with their cause than from others who agree wigirtbause (Studies 1 - 3). Furthermore, we
expect the association between individuals’ le¥gladiticization and their responses to
attitudinally similar and dissimilar others to betained by the extent to which they hold a
moralized attitude about the collective cause (8818 and 3).

Overview of the studies

These predictions were investigated in three stuidi¢he context of feminism and
gender equality. In Study 1, we examined how mokéd (feminist) identification predicts
identification with the broader category (womenpeeding on how much other women are
perceived to attach moral importance to the cagiseder equality). In Study 2 we sought to
replicate and extend the results of Study 1 inctir@ext of actual feminist activism. Here, we
assessed politicized identification and the extemnthich support for the activist cause was

seen as a moral obligation as predictors of thetiemal responses of feminist activists



You're either with us 8

towards other women who do not agree with the feshoause. Finally, in Study 3 we
investigated how politicized (feminist) identifieah and moral conviction are associated
with participants’ preferred social distance fromadtitudinally similar (feminist) or
dissimilar (sexist) target.
Study 1

Study 1 examined how politicized (feminist) ideietition is associated with
identification with the broader category (womergpdnding on how much other women are
perceived to attach moral importance to the cageeder equality). We expected that women
who strongly identify with feminism would identifgss with other women when they believe
these women attach moderate, rather than strongl ingportance to gender equality.
Method

Participants and design
Eighty-five Dutch female students from Leiden Umsiy/ (Mage= 20.73,SD= 2.66) took
part in this experiment in exchange for €3 or ceum®dit.' They were randomly assigned to
the conditions of a one-factor (the moral imporeanther Dutch women attach to gender
equality: high vs. moderate) between participaetsgh. Identification with feminism was
assessed as an independent variable prior to thgpuation, and identification with Dutch
women served as the dependent variable.

Procedure

Participants were told that they would be taking paa study on attitudes towards
gender equality. To provide context for the measared manipulations employed in this
study, all participants were first asked to reathart text describing gender inequality in the
Netherlands that has been used before to the sain@aal, Van Laar, Stahl, Ellemers, &
Derks, 2011; 2012). Through this text it was expadi that women in the Netherlands earn

approximately 7.5 percent less than men for theesaork and that they receive fewer
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opportunities for promotion. We subsequently meagyarticipantsfeminist identification
using five items (with 9-point Likert scales, “ladtify with feminism”, “I feel a bond with
other feminists”, “I consider myself to be a fensitij “I have a lot in common with
feminists”, “I don’t feel connected to feminism yerse scored]’s. = .93,M = 4.69,SD =
1.74).

Participants were then asked to read a short i@segport that ostensibly
summarized the results of a survey of Dutch womattitudes towards gender equality. In
reality, this report was constructed to serve aswhnipulation of the moral importance other
women attach to gender equality. In the high mionglortance condition participants read
that, on average, other Dutch women strongly mogahe goal of gender equality, whereas
in the moderate moral importance condition, pgtiats read that on average, other Dutch
women only moderately moralized the goal gendeaktyu(see Appendix A).

Group efficacywas measured with four items (with 9-point Likgeales, “I think that
we as women are capable of countering gender diswation”, “I believe that actions against
gender discrimination will be successful”, “I beleethat it is possible to counter gender
discrimination”, “I believe that actions againshger discrimination will have the desired
effect”, a = .87,M = 6.50,SD= 1.19). Group efficacy was included to serve asrdrol
variable. This allowed us to rule out the posdiptihat feminist participants would identify
less with women who placed only moderate moral ingmze on gender equality because of
seeing these women as a barrier to social changfead of as less moral.

Identification with other Dutch womewmas measured with five items (with 9-point
Likert scales, e.g., “I identify with other Dutcltomen”, “I feel a bond with other Dutch
women”, “Being a Dutch woman is an important pdtaow | see myself”, “Being a Dutch

woman is an important part of my identity”, “In maways, | am like other Dutch women”,
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a=.89,M =6.18,SD= 1.42). Finally, all participants were debriefdthnked and paid.
Means, standard deviations and correlations ofrteéasures are included in Table 1.
Results

Hierarchical linear regression analysis was usedvestigate the prediction that
individuals’ level of politicization is positivelgssociated with disidentification with others
who are not believed (vs. are believed) to shagg tommitment to the political goal. In
Step 1 the standardized feminist identification suea and the effect-coded manipulation
were entered as independent variables into thgsieaand their interaction was entered in
Step 2. The results revealed a non-significant ra#iect of feminist identificationy = 0.09,
t(81) = 0.58p = .57, and a significant main effect of the matagion,b = -0.23,t(81) = -
2.01,p = .05, which indicates that participants identlfless with other women who were
believed to attach moderate (vs. high) moral vé&dugender equality. More importantly, the
results revealed the predicted interaction betwikeemeasure of feminist identification and
the manipulationb = -0.41,4(81) = -2.77p = .007,AR? = .08, Figure 1. Simple slope
analysis (Aiken & West, 1991) showed that believatiger women to attach moderate
(compared to high) moral importance to gender etyunahs associated with a reduced
identification with women among participants highfeminist identificationb = -0.71,t(81)
= -3.40,p = .001, but not among participants low in femimgntification, -1 SDp = 0.09,
t(81) = 0.55p = .59.

Viewed differently, the results showed that fentinentification was only positively
associated with identification with women when mapaints believed these other women to
attach high moral importance to gender equdity,0.50,t(81) = 2.46p = .02.When
participants believed other women only to attacldenate moral importance to gender

equality, feminist identification was not positiyeklated to identification with women. In
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fact, there was even a non-significant trend ingpposite direction) = -0.33,t(81) = -1.49,
p=.14.

Including group efficacy and its interaction wigmifinist identification in these
analyses does not alter the results, the femuesitification x manipulation interaction
remains significanty = -.42,t(79) = 2.78p = .007. This finding allows us to rule out an
alternative explanation for the results, namely faminists identified less with Dutch
women in the moderate moral importance conditi@mtim the high moral importance
condition because they saw Dutch women in the nadeenoral importance condition as a
barrier to social change, instead of as less mhgther group efficacyh = .10,t(79) < 1,p
= .71, nor its interaction with feminist identiftoan, b = .10,t(79) < 1,p = .41, significantly
predicted identification with Dutch women.

Discussion and Introduction to Study 2

Study 1 provided initial evidence for the hypotisesiat individuals’ level of
politicized identification would be associated witie experience of a psychological distance
between themselves and others who do not attathniagalimportance to the political
cause. As predicted, the results showed that wanmenstrongly identify with feminism
identify less with other women when they believesthwomen attach moderate, rather than
strong, moral importance to gender equality. Alspiedicted, among individuals who did
not identify strongly with feminism no associatioetween the moral importance other
women attach to gender equality and identificatiaih these women was found. Thus, this
study demonstrates experimentally that differerofexpinion with other women about the
moral importance of gender equality are associtttdan increased social distance towards
these women among individuals high in feminist ideration.

Even though these results are clear and in linke priédictions, Study 1 does have

some limitations. First, the individuals particippatin this study were all young,
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undergraduate social science students, most of whema not involved in any organized
form of activism (in fact, only 1 reported beingn@mber of a feminist organization). This
makes it uncertain whether we can generalize tigbrigs of Study 1 to actual political
activists. To address this limitation, we survef@ainist activists’ opinions of women who
disagree with the feminist cause in Study 2.

Second, even though dissimilarities in non-mortiuates should not have led to the
observed effects (Skitka, et al., 2005), StudydlLrdit directly measure participants’ moral
considerations about the activist cause as an exigey variable. This means that, even
though the results of Study 1 are in line with peedns and difficult to explain in other ways
(Skitka et al., 2005), we have yet to directly destoate the role of moral considerations in
politicized individuals’ evaluation of less comreitt others. To address this limitation, in
Study 2 we directly assessed the extent to whidicgaants saw supporting the gender
equality as a moral obligation.

Study 2

Study 2 examined how politicized (feminist) ideeition is associated with the
evaluation of women who do not agree with the festicause among members of a feminist
activist group. We expected that feminist idenéfion, to the extent that it implies seeing
support for gender equality as a moral obligatwwould be associated with more negative
evaluations of women who do not agree with the feshicause.

Method

Participants

Fifty-eight members of a British feminist organipat (Mage= 34.62,SD= 13.59)
participated in this survey in exchange for a cleailocwin one of thre€50 vouchers in a
prize draw/ Participants were recruited through an advertis¢mer feminist organization’s

website.
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Measures

Feminist identificatiorwas measured with five items (“Being a feminisi\ast is an
important part of how | see myself’, “I feel solritg with other feminist activists”, “I have a
lot in common with the average feminist activist$’am glad to be a feminist activist”,
“Feminist activists have a lot in common with eather”,a = .76).

The extent to which participants perceived thatpsupng gender equality is a moral
obligationwas measured with seven items (e.qg., “Supportiegeminist cause is a moral
obligation”, “Not supporting the feminist causanamoral”, “Supporting the feminist cause
is the only moral position”, “Women who do not soppthe feminist cause are just as moral
as feminist activists” [reverse scored], “Whethenot someone supports the feminist cause
says nothing about their morality” [reverse scorédgminist activists are morally superior
to women who do not support the feminist causefind it morally indefensible not to
support the feminist causet,= .80).

Six items were used to measuegative emotions towards women who do not agree
with the feminist caus@nger, outrage, contempt, disgust, disdain, legst .89). These
specific emotions were selected because reseadctldatified them as important in both the
collective action literature (e.g., Van Zomerene&p, Fischer, & Leach, 2004; Tausch et al.
2011) and the morality literature (e.g., Mullen &itka, 2006; Haidt, 2003; Rozin et al.,
1999). Means, standard deviations and correlabbtise measures are included in Table 2.
Results

Mediation analysis (Baron & Kenny, 1986) was usedhvestigate the prediction that
feminist identification, because it involves themalzation of gender equality, would be
associated with the experience of negative emotmnards women who do not agree with
the feminist causAnalyses showed that identification with feminipnedicted the extent to

which participants saw supporting gender equastg anoral obligatior) = 0.52,t(53) =
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2.45,p = .02,AR? = .10. Furthermore, identification with feminismegicted the extent to
which participants experienced negative emotionsgtd women who do not agree with the
feminist causeh = 0.54,t(53) = 2.06p = .04,AR? = .06. Finally, when the extent to which
participants saw supporting gender equality as ehobligation was entered into this
analysis, the effect of identification with femimson the experience of negative emotions
towards women who do not agree with the feminisseavas no longer significatt= 0.28,
t(52) = 1.10p = .27, whereas moral obligation emerged as afsigni predictorp = 0.49,
t(52) = 3.11p = .003,AR? = .15. Bootstrap analysis using 5000 resample=a(Per &
Hayes, 2004) showed that the indirect effect ofifeshidentification on negative emotions
through moral obligation was significant (indireftect = 0.26, bias corrected 95% CI [0.04,
0.71]). The mediation model is depicted in FigurdRus, the results of Study 2 demonstrate
that politicized identification is positively assated with the experience of negative
emotions towards others who do not agree withgba, to the extent that it involves holding
a moralized view of the collective cause.

Discussion and Introduction to Study 3

As predicted, the results of Study 2 showed timad, sample of feminist activists,
feminist identification was associated with the éx@nce negative emotions towards others
who disagree with this cause to the extent thatvilves holding a moralized view about
gender equality. Importantly, the finding that femst identification did not predict negative
emotions towards women who disagreed with the cille cause when we controlled for
moral obligation allows us to rule out the pos#ipithat feminist identification mediated the
effects of moral obligation on negative emotionsk@n together, Studies 1 and 2 offer
converging evidence for the prediction that paltecl identification - to the extent that it
implies holding a moral attitude about the colleetcause - differentially affects responses

towards attitudinally similar and dissimilar others



You're either with us15

A question that remains unanswered is whether taepoliticized individuals
respond to others is pulled primarily by positiesponses to attitudinal similarity, or by
negative responses to attitudinal dissimilarityc&ese no control condition was included in
Study 1, it was not possible to determine whetloditipized (feminist) participants’
identification with women was increased (comparedseline) by the “high” moral
importance condition or lowered (compared to basglin the “moderate” moral importance
condition in this study. Similarly, because Studyriy focused on targets who were
attitudinally dissimilar (i.e., women who disagreih the feminist cause), this study does
not yet shed light on the relative influence oitattinal similarity and dissimilarity on
politicized individuals’ evaluations of others.

Importantly, research shows that, while moral coten is associated with both
positive reactions to attitudinally similar othersd negative reactions to attitudinally
dissimilar others (Janoff-Bulman, Sheikh, & Hepp09; Skitka et al., 2005; Wright et al.,
2008), its negativity effects are generally fouadbé stronger than its positivity effects (e.qg.,
Parker & Janoff-Bulman, 2013; Skowronski & Carlst@@89). We therefore expected that
politicized collective identification (to the extethat it implied holding a moral conviction
about the collective cause), would be associat#lal pasitive reactions to attitudinally
similar others, and with negative reactions tdwdinally dissimilar others. In line with work
on moral conviction, we further expected that poked collective identification would be
more strongly associated with negative reactioratitudinally dissimilar others than with
positive reactions to attitudinally similar others.

These predictions were investigated in Study 3.e&fgerimentally manipulated a
target’s attitude to be either clearly in favomeider equality or clearly opposed to gender
equality. Participants’ preferred social distarwehis target (Skitka et al., 2005) was

measured before and after the target’s attitudgetaler equality was manipulated. This pre-
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and post-test design allowed a clear differentrabietween positive responses to the target (a
smaller preferred social distance on the postttest on the pretest) and negative responses
to the target (a larger preferred social distancéhe post-test than on the pretest). We
expected that participants’ level of politicizedleoctive identification, to the extent that it
implied holding a moral conviction about the coliee cause (gender equality), would be
associated with a preference for more social digtdoompared to the pre-measure) to an
attitudinally dissimilar target and with a prefecerfor less social distance (compared to the
pre-measure) to an attitudinally similar target. ivMehermore expected politicized collective
identification to be associated with more distagdnom the attitudinally dissimilar target
than with approach of the attitudinally similargat.

In Study 3 we wished to investigate whether thea# of politicized identification
that we observed in Studies 1 and 2 extend beyardbars of the broader disadvantaged
group (women) and apply to men as well. We theesfbiose to use a male target in Study 3.
Method

Participants and design

One hundred and fifty four women from the Unitedt&$ W,4.= 34.8.,.SD= 11.82)
were recruited through Amazon’s Mturk (www.mturkagpto take part in this 10 minute
study about gender equality in exchange for $1 S0participants indicated being in favor
of gender equality. Moral conviction about gendguiadity and politicized (feminist)
identification were assessed as independent vagattlthe start of the experiment.
Participants’ preferred social distance to a sexiséminist target served as the dependent
variable.

Procedure

All variables were measured on 7-point Likert esallThe items used in this study are

included in Appendix B. At the start of the studg assessed the strength of participants’
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moral conviction about gender equality with 7 itef@g., “My position on gender equality is
a reflection of my core moral beliefs and conviogt o = .94) and their feminist
identification with 10 items taken from Leach amdleagues (e.qg., “I feel a bond with
feminists”, Leach et al., 2008,= .93).

Participants then read a short description ofgetgoerson, John. This description
identified John as a university student who enjagspart time job, hanging out with his
friends, and watching sports. At this point, wenpeasured participants’ preferred social
distance to the target with 6 items taken fromkskéand colleagues (Skitka, Bauman, &
Sargis, 2005). Participants indicated on a 7-psgate the extent to which they would be
unhappy (1) or happy (7) to have John play sevetas in their lives (e.g., as a close friend
or as a colleague, = .90).

We then manipulatetthe target’'s stance on gender equal®articipants in theexist
targetcondition learned that John opposes gender equaditgreas participants in the
feminist targetondition learned that John supports gender equakie Appendix C).

We then again measured participants’ preferreabkdistance to John, using the
same six items as before the manipulation of thgets stancey = .98. Finally, participants
answered some background questions, were thankdueio participation, and paid.

Results

The means, standard deviations and correlationgelegt the measures are included in
Table 2. The items of the pre- and post-measuresmél distance were reverse-scored so
that higher values indicate a greater desire forasdistance. We calculated a difference
score between the pre- and post-measures of shsiahce to function as the dependent
variable. Positive scores on this variable indigetdicipants’ desire for more distance to the

target upon learning his stance on gender equakgative scores indicate a desire for more
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closeness. Differences in numbers of degrees efltne between similar analyses are caused
by the listwise deletion of missing values.

Social distancing

Social distancing to the target was analyzed wighanchical multiple regression. In
the first step, the effect-coded manipulation &f thrget’'s stance on gender equality (1 for
the feminist target condition, -1 for the sexisg&t condition) and the standardized feminist
identification scale were entered. Their interatticas entered in step 2. The results showed
a marginally significant main effect of feminiseiatification,b = 0.17,t(131) = 1.65p = .09,
and a significant main effect of the manipulatidnh@ target’'s stance on the social
distancing measure,= 1.75,t(131) = 17.66p < .001. Importantly though, these effects were
gualified by the predicted interaction betweenrtranipulation of the target’s stance and
feminist identificationp = 0.40,t(131) = 3.96p < .001,AR? = .03, Figure 3. Simple slope
analyses (Aiken & West, 1991) revealed that paréicts’ feminist identification was
associated with a desire for more social distao¢hé sexist targebh = 0.56,t(131) = 3.72p
<.001, and was marginally significantly associateith a preference for more social
closeness to the feminist target; -0.23,t(131) = -1.79p = .08. As predicted, these results
thus showed that feminist identification is asstedavith a desire for more social distance
from a sexist target, and a desire for somewhaersocial closeness to a feminist target.

A similar analysis, now using the measure of moaaviction as the independent
variable instead of the measure of feminist ides@tfon, revealed a main effect of moral
conviction,b = 0.21,t(138) = 2.31p = .02, a main effect of the manipulation of taiget
stancep = 1.76,t(138) = 18.99p < .001, as well as the predicted interaction betwaoral
conviction and the target’s stanbes 0.43,t(138) = 4.65p < .001,AR? = .04, Figure 4. As
predicted, simple slope analyses revealed thatttkagth of participants’ moral conviction

about gender equality was associated with a désimaore social distance to the sexist
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target,b = 0.65,1(138) = 4.80p < .001, and was marginally significantly assoalatath a
desire for more social closeness to the feminigetab = -0.22,t(138) = -1.70p = .09. Thus,
as predicted, the results thus showed that paatitg) moral conviction in support of gender
equality was associated with a desire for moreadaltstance from a sexist target, and a
desire for somewhat less social distance from aniistrtarget.

Mediated moderation analyses

We used moderated mediation analysis (Muller, J&dzerbyt, 2005) to investigate
whether moral conviction explained why feministntiécation led participants to distance
themselves from the sexist target, but not fromféimenist target. The proposed model is
included in Figure 5. In statistical terms, we entpd the observed interaction between
feminist identification and target’s stance (whicHicates that feminist identification is
associated with an increased desire for sociahuitst from the sexist [vs. feminist] target)
would be explained by 1) a strong correlation betwiminist identification and moral
conviction (reflecting the proposed overlap betwterse concepts), 2) and by an interaction
between moral conviction and target’s stance (céfig the finding that moral conviction in
support of gender equality is associated with areiased desire for social distance from the
sexist [vs. feminist] target).

Consequently, and following recommendations of ktudind colleagues (2005), we
consider the data to support the proposed medmtekkration model when each of the
following criteria are met. First of all, as in 8u2, individuals’ level of feminist
identification must be significantly (positivelypelated with the extent to which they see
gender equality as a moral good. Second, the ggnifinteraction between feminist
identification and the target’s stance must becaooresignificant when moral conviction and
its interaction with the target’s stance are inelich the analyses. Third, the interaction

between moral conviction and the target’s stancstmamain significant when feminist
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identification and its interaction with the targestance are included in the analysis. Finally,
feminist identification must have a significant irett effect, through moral conviction, on
preferred social distance to the sexist target.

In line with these predictions, the results firsath showed a strong correlation
between feminist identification and moral conviatio(137) = .66p < .001, which reflects
the predicted overlap between these concepts. éruntire, a regression analysis showed that
the significant interaction between feminist idéaéition and the target's stance on social
distancing to the targds,= 0.40,t(131) = 3.96p < .001, became non-significant when moral
conviction and its interaction with the target’arste were entered into the analybis, 0.20,
t(129) = 1.51p = .13. Thus, feminist identification was no longssociated with different
reactions to the sexist and feminist target whercoverolled for moral conviction and its
interaction with the target’s stance.

Also as expected, the interaction between moralicbaon and the target’s stance
remained a significant predictor of social distagan this analysid) = 0.31,t(129) = 2.43p
=.02. Moral conviction in support of gender eqtyalvas still associated with a desire for
greater social distance towards the sexist tarf@gh](= .32,p < .01), and not associated with
a desire for more social closeness to a feminigetgf[64] = -.09,p = .50) when we
controlled for feminist identification and its imgetion with the target’s stance. Together,
these results indicate that participants who styoiuigntified with feminism distanced
themselves from the sexist target, but not fromféineinist target, because identifying with
feminism implied holding a strong moral convictionsupport of gender equality.

A moderated mediation bootstrap analysis (5000mptes, Preacher, Rucker, &
Hayes, 2007) corroborated these findings. The t&shbwed that moral conviction mediated
the effect of feminist identification on social @iscing from the sexist target, indirect effect

= 0.41, bias corrected and accelerated 95% CI (0.88). Moral conviction did not mediate
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the (already marginal) effect of feminist ident#imn on the approach of the feminist target,
indirect effect = -0.17, bias corrected and acegézt 95% CI (-0.36, 0.01). Thus,
participants’ level of feminist identification wassociated with a desire to distance
themselves from a sexist person to the extentttivaplied holding a moral conviction about
gender equality.

Simple mediation analysis (Baron & Kenny, 1986jra effect of feminist
identification, through moral conviction, on soat$tancing (within the sexist target
condition) corroborated the results of the boopstraalysis. First of all, feminist
identification was strongly predictive of moral saction in the sexist target conditiob =
.63,1(67) = 5.79p < .001. Furthermore, feminist identification hagignificant effect on
social distancing from the sexist tardet; .52,t(66) = 3.33p = .001, which became non-
significant when we controlled for moral convictjdn= .25,t(65) = 1.23p = .22. Moral
conviction emerged as a significant predictor afialodistancing from this analysis,= .52,
t(65) = 2.71p = .009. A Sobel test showed the that indirectatftd feminist identification,
through moral conviction, on social distancing frtme sexist target was significant, SoBel
=2.47,p=.01.

Finally, additional analyses, using absolute valueshe social distancing measure as
the dependent variable, showed that both femidesttification p = 0.21,SE= 0.10,t(131) =
2.21,p = .03) and moral convictioBB(= 0.26,SE= 0.09,t(138) = 2.89p = .004) were more
strongly associated with distancing from the setaigget than with approach of the feminist
target. Further analyses showed that the negagffiégt of politicized collective
identification was explained by moral convictionh&h moral conviction and its interaction
with target’s stance were controlled for, the iat#ion between politicized collective
identification and target’s stance became non-Bggmt (p = .56), whereas the interaction

between moral conviction and target’s stance reethgignificant p = .03). Thus, to the
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extent that politicized (feminist) identificatiomplied holding a moral conviction about
gender inequality, it was associated with more hegaeactions to sexism than with positive
reactions to feminisn.
Discussion

The results of Study 3 replicate and extend theltesf Studies 1 and 2. As in
Studies 1 and 2, individuals’ level of politicizedllective identification was shown to be an
important predictor of their responses to attitatlinsimilar and dissimilar others.
Furthermore, as in Study 2, moral considerationgv@und to be responsible for this effect.
To the extent that politicized identification me&woiding a moral conviction about the
collective cause, politicized individuals distan¢kedmselves from the attitudinally dissimilar
target. Importantly, feminist identification did tnaredict social distancing to the sexist target
when we controlled for moral conviction, whereagahgonviction did emerge as a
significant predictor of social distancing in tlisalysis’ This finding allows us to rule out
the possibility that feminist identification exphaiwhy moral conviction was associated with
a desire for more social distance from the seaigfet. In addition, Study 3 extends the
results of Studies 1 and 2 by demonstrating thitigped identification, to the extent that it
implies holding a moral conviction about the caus@ssociated with a tendency to place
more weight on attitudinal dissimilarity (but nobne weight on attitudinal similarity) in their
evaluation of others. Together then, the resultStaflies 1, 2 and 3 demonstrate the
importance of considering moral considerationsufwalerstanding the way politicized
individuals respond to attitudinally similar andsimilar others.

General discussion

The current studies were designed to investigategualiticized collective

identification (i.e., identification with a socialovement) affects individuals’ responses to

others who either support or oppose the colledawese. We argued that the process of
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politicization strengthens the formation of a matitude about the collective cause. We
expected that this moralized attitude affects holitipized individuals respond to
attitudinally similar and dissimilar others. Spezally, we predicted that politicized
collective identification, to the extent that ivolves holding a moral attitude about the
collective cause, would be associated with moreatneg reactions to others who hold a
different attitude about the collective cause tttamards like-minded others.

Three studies, using different procedures and messimvestigated this prediction in
the context of feminism and attitudes towards genjuality. The results of these studies
offer convincing evidence for the role of moral smlerations in politicized individuals’
attitudes towards attitudinally similar and disdanthers. Study 1 showed, as predicted
based on our morality argument, that feminist pgréints, but not non-feminist participants,
identified less with other women when they beliettegse women to attach only a moderate
(compared to high) moral value to gender equalitudy 2 showed that politicized
identification among feminist activists, to theaxt that it implied seeing support for gender
equality as a moral obligation, was associated witheased levels of negative emotions
towards other women who disagree with the femigasise. Finally, Study 3 showed that
feminist identification, to the extent that it ingd holding a moral conviction about gender
equality, was associated with a desire for incréaseial distance from attitudinally
dissimilar others. Together, the results of thesdies convincingly demonstrate the
importance of considering moral conviction in thaypoliticized individuals regard and
respond to non-politicized individuals.

These findings have important implications for bttté theory and the practice of
collective action. First of all, the present res@ktend our understanding of the relation
between politicized and non-politicized individuadsid specifically demonstrate that

politicized individuals’ view of other depends drese others’ level of support for the
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collective cause. In line with predictions from Wwamn politicization (e.g., Simon &
Klandermans, 2001; Simon & Ruhs, 2008), the resiltudy 1 showed a strong positive
relation between feminist identification and idénétion with women. Importantly though,
the current research extends the results of thieeaork by showing that the relation
between politicized collective identification artkntification with the relevant
disadvantaged group depends on the extent to vhigllisadvantaged group is seen to
support the collective cause. The positive relabietween feminist identification and
identification with women disappeared when thesenem were seen to offer only moderate
moral support for the cause. The results of Studliasd 3 suggest that moral considerations
may have been responsible for this finding. Asetstadies demonstrated, politicized
individuals tended to respond negatively to attitatly dissimilar others, to the extent that
politicized collective identification implied holay a moralized view of the collective cause.
By connecting politicization to moral convictiohet present work extends current
understanding of the relation between the poli@édiand both members of their broader in-
group and society at large.

With an eye on the practice of collective actidrg turrent results suggest that the
relation of (highly politicized) activists with tiveoroader disadvantaged in-group, as well as
with the general public, may not be as positivevaald ideally be the case. According to
Simon and colleagues (e.g., Simon & Ruhs, 2008iti@nation can be seen as a dual
identification in that it implies identifying witboth the broader disadvantaged group and
with society as a whole. The results of the pres@rk suggest that the link between
individuals’ level of politicization and their levef identification with the broader
disadvantaged group and with society may not bguixecally positive, instead depending
on the extent to which society and the broaderddisataged group are perceived to support

the collective cause. Specifically, assuming thastnothers (be they un-politicized members
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of the broader disadvantaged in-group or membetiseofieneral public) are less committed
to the collective cause than most activists, onghtrexpect activists, because of their
moralized view of the cause, to experience a degfreecial distance between themselves
and these others. In line with this reasoning, Beekd colleagues (Becker, Tausch, Spears,
& Christ, 2011) show that individuals engagingadlical collective action that has little
support among the broader ingroup can come toahsig with members of their broader in-
group because they see these members as insuffifaaemmitted to the collective cause.
Such disidentification could potentially backfiredause the feasibility of social change often
depends on the support of the broader in-groupoésdciety as a whole (e.g., Burstein,
2006; Louis, 2009; Subasic, Reynolds, & Turner,800

The current findings may also have implicationsdor understanding of the
processes leading individuals to radicalize in piirsf the collective goal, and to justify
more hostile forms of collective action. AccorditagSimon and colleagues (e.g., Simon &
Grabow, 2010), politicized collective identificatimormally is not related to support for
political violence because its connection to satietentification implies following societal
norms in pursuit of the collective cause. They arthat only under conditions of escalating
conflict may politicization lead to the adoptionmbre disruptive forms of action (Simon,
Reicher, & Grabow, 2013). The results of the curreork could help specify the conditions
under which this might be the case. To be moreiggethe present results suggest that the
radicalization of politicized individuals shouldmind on the extent to which these
individuals perceive society to share their stal¢ben they perceive society to disagree with
their cause, politicized individuals could be expédo disidentify with society, lowering
their willingness to adhere to societal norms firahibit the use of collective violence (e.qg.,
Wright, Taylor, & Moghaddam, 1990). Importantlysearch shows that morally convicted

individuals infer the legitimacy of societal instions (e.g., the supreme court) from the
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extent to which these are seen to support theiahjwdgments, instead of vice versa (Skitka,
Bauman, & Lytle, 2009). In a similar vein, moradlgnvicted individuals may infer the
legitimacy of societal norms prohibiting collectivilence from the support for social
change society is perceived to provide. When supbat is perceived to be low, politicized
individuals may start to doubt the legitimacy otigtal rules that prohibit more
confrontational forms of collective action and starradicalize (e.g., Doosje, Loseman, &
Van den Bos, 2013). We are currently in the prooéssvestigating this possibility.

The current findings are broadly consistent witld anportantly extend, a
perspective on politicization as identification lvén opinion-based group (Bliuc et al., 2007;
McGarty, Bliuc, & Thomas, & Bongiorno, 2009; Musgm& McGarty, 2008). According to
this work, the relevant identity for predicting imdluals’ willingness to engage in collective
action revolves around shared opinions about Spestitietal issues. In line with this prior
work, the current research shows that politicizetividuals’ responses to others depend on
these others’ attitudes about the collective calise.current research also extends this work
by showing that it is the moral component of poi#ed individuals’ opinions about the
collective cause that explains their relationsttiualinally dissimilar others. Indeed, from the
perspective of work on moral conviction (e.qg., B&iet al., 2005), disagreement about
opinions that individuals do not perceive as mgradlevant should not have led to the
observed results (see also Parker & Janoff-BulrB@b3). The current work thus extends the
opinion-based group perspective on politicizatigrdemonstrating that it is the moral aspect
of people’s opinions that determines how they rado proponents and opponents of the
cause.

Limitations
One possible limitation of the present work consdhe use of a male target in Study

3. Specifically, it is unclear whether the negagiaffect observed in Study 3 (i.e., the finding
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that politicized identification is primarily assated with negative responses to those who
oppose the collective cause) can be generalizhtale targets. We chose to use a male
target in Study 3 because we were interested iestigating whether the effects of feminist
identification that were observed in Studies 1 2ndould extend beyond perceptions of
members of the broader disadvantaged group. Howasex result of this choice, it is not
clear whether the results of Study 3 would havenlibe same if we had used a female target
instead. In gender political terms, women shoutdhfan ingroup for politicized feminists
(e.g., Simon & Klandermans, 2001). This means tied, we used a female target in Study 3,
our politicized (vs. un-politicized) participantsaagnhave responded more positively to the
feminist target and less negatively to the sexrigjdt. This means that the negativity effect of
politicized identification that was observed in 818 (i.e., more negative reactions to sexism
than positive reactions to feminism) might haverbless pronounced (or absent) had we
chosen to use a female target. We acknowledgedsisibility, and advise caution when
generalizing the results of Study 3 beyond themadiate context. More research is needed
to determine whether the negativity effect obselinestudy 3 generalizes to female targets.
Another possible limitation of the current workile exclusive focus on feminism
and gender equality as the context for our invasittgs. Because of this, it is uncertain
whether the present results generalize to otheegtsand forms of politicized collective
identification. However, the politicization procatself has been studied in a variety of
contexts, and the results of this work generatlywith a view of politicized collective
identification as involving a moral component. Viderefore believe that the results of the
current work generalize to contexts other tharotie under investigation here. Nevertheless,
future research could investigate the generalizglaf the present findings in contexts other
than the one under investigation here.

Conclusion
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The present work examined the role of moral comattens in politicized
individuals’ attitudes towards non-politicized otbeThe results of three studies showed that
politicized individuals’ responses to others deeod the extent to which these others are
seen to support the cause. In addition, StudieslZBaevealed that moral considerations
explained this effect; individuals’ level of potitzation was primarily associated with
negative responses to attitudinally dissimilar c§Heecause politicization implied holding a

moral conviction about the collective cause.
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Footnotes
! Post hoc power analysis showed that, in the maaiyais of the results of Study 1 a sample
size ofN = 85 (ato, = .05) yielded considerable power (.80) for detereffect sizesR)
of .086 or above. The observed power of the intemaeffect between politicized (feminist)
identification and the manipulation of the morapontance other women attached to gender
equality was .78.
2 According to Fritz and McKinnon (2007), when tegtior simple mediation effects, the
sample size needed to achieve a power of .80 dementhe method used for testing
mediation effects and on the strength of the IWiediator and Mediator to DV paths. When
the IV to M and M to DV paths are moderately strdag is the case in the present study), a
sample size of approximatdl/= 70 is needed for a bias corrected bootstrapgiadysis to
reach a power of .80 (at=.05). The mediation analysis reported in theltesection of
Study 2 is thus somewhat underpowered.
3The reduced number of degrees of freedom in themslgses is caused by the listwise
deletion of two cases with missing values on tmeifiést identification scale.
4 Due to the listwise deletion of missing valuée, ¢ffective sample size of the analyses of
Study 3 is somewhat lower (betwed 141, andN = 134, depending on which variables are
included in the analysis). In the analyses repane@, these sample sizes yielded
considerable power (.80 at= .05) for detecting effects with effect siz&8)(of
approximately 4%.
®>Some of the items we used to measure moral coomiai Study 3 did not explicitly refer to
themoral value participants attached to gender equalityaddaitional (bias corrected)
bootstrap analysis, using only the subset of mayaviction items that refer directly to the
moralization of individuals’ attitudes towards gen@quality corroborated our finding that

moral conviction explains the effects of feminggmtification on social distancing from the
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sexist target (indirect effect = 0.27, 95% CI =3).Q.45), but not from the feminist target,
(indirect effect = -0.10, 95% CI = -0.23, 0.02, exdof mediated moderation = 0.37, 95% ClI

= 0.18, 0.58).
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Table 1.

Means, standard deviations and correlations ofrtteasures used in Study 1

M SD 1. 2. 3.
1. Feminist identification 469 1.74 - 06  .22*
2. Identification with women 6.18 1.42 - .06
3. Group efficacy 6.50 1.19 -

*p<.05
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Table 2.

Means, standard deviations and correlations ofrtteasures used in Study 2

M SD 1. 2. 3.
1. Feminist identification 6.16 0.65 - 32% 27
2. Moral obligation 3.54 142 - .38*
3. Negative emotions 257 1.27 -

*p<.05
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Table 3.

Study 3: Means, standard deviations and correlaion

M  SD 1. 2. 3. 4.
1. Moral conviction 545 1.36 - 66 -14 .01
2. Feminist identification 426 1.36 - 21 -.04
3. Pre-measure of social distance 2.95 1.04 : 27

4. Post-measure of social distance8.94 2.09 -

*p<.05, *p< .01, ** p<.001
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Figure 1.ldentification with other women as a function oémdification with feminism and

the manipulation of the moral importance other woragtach to gender equality.
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Figure 2 Among feminist activists, identification with femsm increases negative moral
emotions towards women who disagree with the feshoause through moral conviction

about gender equality (all regression coefficiemtsunstandardizdals).

Moral obligation

0.52* 0.49%*

Identification with feminism » Negative emotions
0.28 (0.54%)
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Figure 3 Social distancing to the target (post-measuree-neasure) as a function of
feminist identification and the manipulation of tiaeget’s stance towards gender equality in

Study 3.
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Figure 4 Social distancing to the target (post-measuree-neasure) as a function of moral

conviction and the manipulation of the target’sxse@atowards gender equality in Study 3.
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Figure 5 Moral conviction explains why feminist identifitoc@an leads to social distancing
towards attitudinally dissimilar, but not attitudity similar others. All regression coefficients
were taken from a moderated mediation bootstralyses using the standardized measures
of feminist identification and moral conviction,dthe effect-coded manipulation of the

target’'s stance.

Target's
stance
0.44x+*
Identification e | Social
f W.'th Moral conviction distancing
eminism

0.67*+* 0.18
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Appendix A
High moral importance condition
The survey clearly demonstrated the consensus aDotap women about the
moral importance of gender equality. More than 65%he women who were asked
indicated that for them gender equality is eithsetrang moral issue (answer category 6) or a

very strong moral issue (answer category 7). Sger&il.
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Figure 1. The moral loading of Dutch women'’s attéa about gender equality among Dutch

women.

Moderate moral importance condition

The survey clearly demonstrated that Dutch womed te place only moderate
moral value on gender equality. More than 65% efitlomen who were asked indicated that
for them gender equality forms either a somewhataivissue (answer category 3) or

moderately moral issue (answer category 4). Segr&if.
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Figure 1. The moral loading of Dutch women'’s attéa about gender equality among Dutch

women.
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Appendix B
Measures used in Study 3
Moral Conviction
Please indicate to what extent you agree or disagith each of the following statements. (1
= Completely disagree, 7 = Completely agree)
1) My position on gender equality is a reflectidmoy core moral beliefs and
convictions.
2) Gender equality is something | care a lot about.
3) | see my position on gender equality as non-tiggie.
4) Gender equality is personally important to me.
5) | see my view on gender equality as a moral labso
6) My stance on gender equality reflects a morhlesghat | believe should apply
everywhere in the world.
7) My stance on gender equality reflects a morhles¢ghat | believe should apply at all

times.

Feminist identification
Please indicate to what extent you agree or disagith each of the following statements. (1

= Completely disagree, 7 = Completely agree)

1) | feel a bond with feminists.

2) | feel solidarity with feminists.

3) | think feminists have a lot to be proud of.

4) It is pleasant to be a feminist.

5) Feminism forms an important part of my identity.

6) Being a feminist is an important part of hoveésnyself.



7
8)

9)

10)
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| have a lot in common with the average feminist
| am similar to the average feminist.
Feminists have a lot in common with each other.

Feminists are very similar to each other.

Social distance

(1 = Very unhappy, 7 = Very happy)

1)

2)

3)

4)

5)

6)

To which extent would you be happy or unhappy teeh#ohn as your neighbour?
To which extent would you be happy or unhappy teeh#ohn as a colleague?

To which extent would you be happy or unhappy teehdohn marry into your
family?

To which extent would you be happy or unhappy teeh#ohn as your personal
physician?

To which extent would you be happy or unhappy teeh#ohn as your close personal
friend?

To which extent would you be happy or unhappy teeh#ohn as the teacher of your

children?
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Appendix C

The manipulation of thetarget’s stance towards gender equality:

Sexist target condition

John considers himself to be traditional in hismgen gender equality. According to John,
men are better suited for most types of work thamen. If he were to marry, John indicates,
he would not allow his wife to have a full-time jofit’'s a woman’s job to take care of the
kids, to keep the house clean, and to prepare gadsinJohn claims. “| oppose feminism

because it upsets the natural relation betweenanénvomen”.

Feminist target condition

John considers himself to be progressive in hiwsien gender equality. According to John,
men and women are equally equipped for most, ialiptypes of work. If he were to marry,
John indicates, he would be happy for his wiféhé svould have a full-time job. “Equality
between men and women is important to me” Johrcatds, “Taking care of children,
keeping the house clean, and preparing the meaiegponsibilities men and women should

share”. “Thus, | fully support feminism”.



