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Abstract

Do allies in collective action have a positive impact on political efficacy? Theoretical
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Australia considerations and common sense might lead us to expect that advantaged group allies

will be beneficial to the success of social movements. However, across five experimen-
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tal studies, with samples from the United States and Germany (three pre-registered,
total N = 696, 48% women, M,,. = 38), we find that such involvement does not signif-
icantly affect authorities’ reactions to the demands of disadvantaged groups. Decision

makers were given information about proposals supported either by only disadvan-
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taged group members or by disadvantaged group members and advantaged group
allies. Their support, budget allocations, voting intentions and perceptions of move-
ments and proposals did not differ as a function of this information. However, collective
actions including allies did reduce perceptions of intergroup conflict. These results
were replicated across different contexts with student and local politicians and with

participants acting as parliamentarians in fictional scenarios.
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1 | INTRODUCTION remain rather unexplored (Gulliver et al., 2019; Louis, 2009). This is

an oversight given the importance of identifying the factors that make
Collective action is an important instrument of social change and its collective action more likely to succeed in changing decision makers’

predictors and motivations have received much attention in the social minds.

psychological literature (Becker, 2012). Collective action can have a
range of goals and outcomes such as raising awareness, movement
building, resource mobilization or influencing policymakers (McCarthy
& Zald, 1977; Thomas & McGarty, 2018). In this research, we are inter-
ested in the latter objective. Collective action often targets political
decision makers directly, asking them to implement specific policies
(Gulliver et al., 2021). Consistent with this, theoretical models concep-
tualize those in authority as an important and distinct group in the
collective action context (Simon & Klandermans, 2001; Subasi¢ et al.,

2008). However, the dynamics between activists and such authorities

One factor that is of interest here is the involvement of advan-
taged group allies—members of privileged social groups who engage in
collective action on behalf of disadvantaged groups, such as white peo-
ple joining Black Lives Matter protests (Kutlaca, Becker et al., 2020).
It is often assumed that, because of their status and shared group
membership with decision makers, advantaged group allies are cru-
cial in bringing about social change. However, this proposition has not
yet been empirically tested. Research has shown, however, that the
involvement of allies can raise controversy in other respects. For exam-

ple, while advantaged group supporters are effective in appealing to
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bystanders from their own group (Kutlaca et al., 2022), they might
evoke negative reactions from disadvantaged group members and even
alienate them from the movement if they take up too much space (lyer
& Achia, 2021; Kutlaca et al., 2022; Radke et al., 2022). The poten-
tially detrimental effects on disadvantaged group activists that can
result from the involvement of allies renders it even more important
to investigate whether advantaged group allies can make a sizeable
contribution to influencing decision makers positively (Subasic et al.,
2008). This research sets out to address this question. We investi-
gate whether decision makers are more likely to be responsive to the
demands of social movements when they include advantaged group
allies and examine four mechanisms that may contribute to this. First,
ally involvement may lead to less perceived conflict between advan-
taged and disadvantaged groups. Second, ally involvement may signal
a more serious challenge to the authorities and therefore a greater
threat to their image and electability if they reject the demands. Third,
allies may bolster the legitimacy of the demands and, fourth, increase
perceptions of the activists’ trustworthiness. We study these questions
in different intergroup contexts such as economic inequality and immi-

gration and with participants from the United States and Germany.

1.1 | Collective action achieving social change

The term collective action encompasses acts like protests, petitions or
online activism, which are undertaken with the goal of maintaining
or improving the status of a social group (Van Zomeren & lyer, 2009;
Wright et al., 1990). Especially for disadvantaged groups, which often
lack direct access to the policymaking process, collective actions con-
stitute an important way to make their concerns heard and sway the
opinions of their political representatives (Wouters & Walgrave, 2017).
While social psychologists have made substantial headway in identi-
fying factors that affect collective action engagement (Sttirmer et al.,
2003; van Zomeren et al., 2008), or bystander perceptions (Feinberg
et al., 2020), relatively little is known about what makes collective
action more likely to achieve social change and sway decision makers
(Louis, 2009).

Sociological research using historical, comparative and case-study
approaches has found that social movements can be anything from
effective to barely influential in affecting political decision making (for
a review see Amenta et al., 2010). These investigations also showed
that the factors that facilitate movement mobilization, such as orga-
nization, communication and framing, do not necessarily translate
into political success (Amenta et al., 2010; Biggs & Andrews, 2015).
Thus, identifying the factors that do increase the likelihood of collec-
tive action achieving its political aims and influencing decision makers
remains an important task for research in this field.

1.2 | Why allies might enhance the success of
collective action

Theories of political change have long proposed that building alliances

should be considered a key part of a social movement’s success (e.g.,

Gramsci et al., 1972). In social psychology, both the triangulated (Simon
& Klandermans, 2001) and the political solidarity models of collec-
tive action (Subasi¢ et al., 2008) propose that three main parties are
involved in the struggle for change: those in the minority or disadvan-
taged group demanding social change, those in positions of power or
authority, referred to here as decision makers, who can grant or refuse
their demands, and the majority—that is, members of the advantaged
group and possibly other disadvantaged groups—who may become
allies and support the minority’s demands. While the initial conflict
exists between a minority or disadvantaged group engaged in collec-
tive action and an authority, both sides are actually competing for the
support of the majority, which has the power to tip the scales. Social
change becomes possible when the challenge to the status quo spreads
beyond those who are negatively affected by it because this will force
the authority to change its position in order to remain in power (Subasic¢
et al., 2008). Based on these two theoretical models, the involvement
of allies should be a factor that makes collective action more likely to
succeed. Both models further suggest two mechanisms by which it may
do so. First, the involvement of allies indicates that the majority has
taken the side of the minority in its struggle with the authority, which
should be reflected in perceptions of alignment, rather than conflict,
between the two groups. Second, it signals a more serious challenge to
the authority and should raise decision makers’ concerns about their
publicimage and electoral prospects were they to refuse the minority’s
demands.

There are reasons to believe that advantaged group allies, in par-
ticular will have a positive impact on collective action success. One
is that research in political science has shown that politicians’ per-
ception of the will of the people is shaped by the views of their
privileged constituents (Belchior, 2014; Miler, 2007). This suggests that
decision makers are not only more susceptible to influence from advan-
taged group members (Butler & Broockman, 2011; Ellis, 2012) but
actually perceive their positions as representative of the general pop-
ulation. Thus, a third mechanism for success may be that advantaged
group allies convey that the disadvantaged group’s demands reflect
the broader interest of the populace, thereby increasing the perceived
legitimacy of these demands.

Decision makers are not only receptive to influence from advan-
taged group members; they tend to be members of advantaged groups
themselves (Carnes, 2012; Hawkesworth, 2003; Tate, 2003), and, as
such, they share a common identity with advantaged group allies.
Based on self-categorization theory, research has found that ingroup
sources are more effective than outgroup sources (David & Turner,
1996; Louis et al., 2020); this should give those allies an advantage
over other supporters when it comes to swaying decision makers.
Indeed, advantaged group allies have already been shown to be
effective in increasing other advantaged group members’ support for a
disadvantaged group’s cause (Kutlaca et al., 2022; Subasi¢ et al., 2018).
An explanation for this difference in effectiveness comes from the
social influence literature. Advantaged group allies constitute single,
or ingroup, minorities because, while they share an opinion-based
identity with the disadvantaged group that they support, at the same

time they retain their shared group identity with the majority, including
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most political decision makers. This distinguishes them from disad-
vantaged group activists who are in a double minority, or outgroup
minority, position. Research has shown that single minority members
evoke fewer perceptions of self-interest (Maass & Clark, 1984; Mugny
et al., 1984), which makes them more convincing, whereas the double
minority’s arguments are more often disregarded due to attributions
of self-interest (Kelley, 1971). In interpersonal confrontations, allies
are often taken more seriously and seen as more persuasive as a result
of their presumed objectivity and lack of self-interested motivation
(Czopp & Monteith, 2003; Czopp et al., 2006; Drury & Kaiser, 2014;
Rasinski & Czopp, 2010). As a fourth mechanism, advantaged group
allies may therefore benefit from their apparent objectivity, which

should make them seem more trustworthy to decision makers.

1.3 | Why allies might not affect the success of
collective action

There are important reasons to expect that allies may be effective
in convincing political decision makers by way of their shared iden-
tity but there are also reasons to doubt how powerful their role may
be. Research on minority influence paints a complex picture. Ingroup
minorities are particularly effective when they advocate their own
group’s vested interest (Abrams & Hogg, 1990; David & Turner, 1999);
however, when they argue in favour of outgroup interests, conflict elab-
oration theory suggests that they may actually elicit greater resistance
(Mugny & Perez, 1991). Indeed, it has been found that, depending on
factors such as their communication strategies and the exact num-
ber of shared versus non-shared characteristics, the effectiveness of
ingroup minorities advocating for the outgroup varies greatly (Politi
et al,, 2017; Quiamzade et al., 2003). Research so far has focused on
ingroup minority influence on group members who did not occupy
positions of authority, such as political decision makers; it is entirely
possible that different mechanisms apply when the targets of influence
do hold these positions.

In line with political cognition research on the mechanisms of alle-
giance detection, studies have also shown that political orientation,
particularly party membership, can trump categories such as race,
which are otherwise used to spontaneously identify others as cooper-
ative or competitive (Pietraszewski et al., 2015). Thus, if a particular
cause is associated with a specific political party or identity, support-
ers are seen primarily in terms of their politics and their membership
of the advantaged group becomes less salient and thus less impactful.
Given that social movements advocating for the interests of disad-
vantaged groups are most often politically progressive or liberal, this
may be an important factor shaping the perceptions of conservative
or right-wing politicians. For example, to white conservative politi-
cians, both Black and white Black Lives Matter activists may primarily
register as liberals rather than members of the racial ingroup or out-
group. This is a major constraint on the reasoning outlined above,
potentially reducing the hypothesized effectiveness of advantaged
group allies in increasing the likelihood of a movement’s political

success.

To sum up, based on the theories and literature reviewed here, the
involvement of advantaged group allies might make collective action
more politically successful via several mechanisms: It should signal to
the authority that the majority is in agreement rather than conflict
with the minority and that refusing their demands would damage
decision makers’ public image. Their involvement should increase
the legitimacy of the disadvantaged group’s demands and, because
of their status as ingroup messengers, they should also receive the
benefit of increased trustworthiness. As a result, their support should
make authorities more likely to make concessions to the movement.
However, we have already identified one condition under which this
would likely not be the case, namely, if allies are perceived first and
foremost as political opponents. It therefore stands to reason that if
allies do indeed have a positive effect on collective action outcomes,
this effect might be neutralized or even reversed depending on the

context and the specific actors involved.

1.4 | The present research

In the five studies presented here, we examine whether the polit-
ical goals of collective action are more likely to be achieved when
advantaged group allies are involved. Our search uncovered only one
sociological study that included a manipulation of a protest’s composi-
tion by way of either mentioning or not mentioning that sympathetic
Belgians participated in a protest for the rights of asylum seekers in
Belgium. However, this manipulation was not central to the research
question and did not yield any effect on decision makers’ attitudes
or willingness to publicly support the issue (Wouters & Walgrave,
2017).

Given these preliminary results, we aim to include a more compre-
hensive range of outcome measures in order to be able to detect the
potential effects of ally involvement. These encompass not only sup-
port but also voting intentions and willingness to allocate funding for
the disadvantaged group’s demands as well as prioritization relative to
another issue. The latter isincluded as a way to capture subtler changes
in support, especially if it should turn out that ceiling effects occur
because participants are extremely supportive of the disadvantaged
group’s demands regardless of ally involvement. Based on the theories
and research reviewed above, we also investigate possible underlying
mechanisms. Specifically, we expect that allies will reduce perceptions
of intergroup conflict (H1), raise decision makers’ concerns about dam-
aging their public image by refusing to make concessions (H2), increase
perceptions of the demands’ legitimacy (H3), make the movement
seem more trustworthy (H4) and increase decision makers’ willing-
ness to support, vote for and allocate funds to the issues in question
(H5).

In sum, our studies address the question of if and under what
circumstances advantaged group allies affect the political success
of social movements by impacting decision makers’ perceptions and
responses to their demands. In Studies 1-3, we experimentally manip-
ulate whether or not advantaged group allies are involved in collective

action and investigate the effects on the outcomes listed above. In
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order to increase the generalizability of the findings, we employ a
range of issues and intergroup contexts and recruit both regular
participants and actual politicians for the role of decision makers.
Given that we assume shared group membership between deci-
sion makers and advantaged group allies to be one of the factors
working in these allies’ favour, we test identification with the advan-
taged group as a moderator to empirically examine the possibility
that positive effects of allies are limited to highly identified deci-
sion makers. In Studies 4 and 5, we examine whether the impact
of allies is affected by their shared political identity with decision
makers as well as advantaged group status. For this purpose, we
also manipulate the political orientation of the advantaged group

allies.

2 | STUDY 1

In Study 1, we used the context of economic inequality in a fictional
society whereby participants were asked to take on the role of parlia-
mentarians. A proposal to reduce inequality was said to be supported
either only by those from poorer social groups, in the control condition
(i.e., only by disadvantaged people without allies) or, in the experi-
mental condition, by an alliance of poor and wealthy citizens. Political
orientation and participants’ identification with their assigned social
class were tested as moderators in additional exploratory analyses to
examine whether reactions to the allies vary between political sub-
groups or for those with higher or lower identification with the shared

group.

21 | Method

We report all manipulations, measures and exclusions in these studies.
All materials, questionnaires, data and code for the analyses reported
here as well as any supplementary materials and additional analyses
mentioned are available at the Open Science Framework depository:
https://osf.io/9aeq8/?view_only=.

2.1.1 | Participants

Power analysis for one-way ANOVA with two groups set to detect a
medium effect (f = 0.25, 3—1 = .80, a = .05) suggested a minimum sam-
ple size of 128. We recruited 195 US nationals on the online platform
Prolific Academic who were paid $2.30 for their participation. There
were 62 exclusions: 38 failed attention checks, nine failed manipulation
checks, seven incomplete submissions, six duplicate submissions and
two multivariate outliers, identified by using Mahalanobi’s distance
with a cut off of p = .001. This left a final sample of 133 participants
(69% women, Myg, = 31, SD = 12.14). Most of the sample were college
educated (79%), 29% identified as lower or lower middle class, 50%
as middle class and 21% as upper middle or upper class. The majority
(73%) identified their political affiliation as Democrat, 16% as Repub-
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lican and 11% as neither. Seventy-seven participants were randomly
allocated to the control condition and 56 to the experimental condition.

2.1.2 | Procedure

We used the Bimboola paradigm (Jetten et al., 2015), which asks par-
ticipants to imagine starting a new life in a fictional country named
Bimboola. Participants were shown a graphic depicting the social strat-
ification of Bimboolean society and informed that they would be
allocated randomly to one of its socioeconomic status groups. In real-
ity, all participants were assigned to the upper middle class, the second
highest of five groups, and were asked to take on the role of politicians.
To immerse themselves in the scenario and increase identification
with their assigned status, participants were then shown a selection
of houses and cars corresponding to each socioeconomic group and
allowed to choose from those accessible to their own group or lower.
To enhance the richness of the context, they were also given informa-
tion about the wealth distribution and percentage of the population in
each income group and about key industries and pollution levels in the
country.

Subsequently, participants were assigned randomly to either the
control or the experimental condition. In their roles as politicians, they
were asked to vote on and allocate money to two proposals brought
before the parliament and supported by mass protests. One was afiller
proposal about reducing pollution put forward by the Green Move-
ment of Bimboola and supported by about 40% of the population. The
proposal that was key to the current study (i.e., the experimental pro-
posal) concerned the fight against inequality and the initiative aimed
to provide poor families with better housing and job opportunities—an
idea that participants were told had the support of 40-50% of the pop-
ulation. In the control condition, these supporters were said to be from
the poorer social groups whereas in the experimental condition they
were said to be from both poorer and wealthier groups. We included
several attention and manipulation checks throughout the study to
assess the quality of the data, such as asking participants to recall which
groups had supported the proposals.

2.1.3 | Measures

Unless otherwise indicated, responses were measured on scales from 1
(strongly disagree) to 7 (strongly agree). In all studies, dependent variables
were assessed for both the experimental and filler proposals. As only
the responses to the items concerning the experimental proposal are
relevant to the research question, those concerning the filler proposal

are not reported here.!

111 all of the studies, we also measured realistic threat as a dependent variable. In Studies 1,
4 and 5, we included measures of solidarity with the poor, emotional reactions to the situation
of the poor and perceived fairness of the wealth distribution. In Studies 1 and 4 we measured
perceived norms within one’s political party and the perceived responsibility of the different
social classes for the situation of the poor. The experimental manipulation had no effect on any
of these measures.
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Group identification

Before the manipulation, participants’ identification with their
assigned group was measured with two items (‘| identify with people
in this group’, r = .82) based on the established measure by Leach et al.
(2008).

Political orientation

Political orientation was assessed with three items (« =.93) asking par-
ticipants to indicate their general, social and economic preferences on
scales from —3 (strongly liberal) to +3 (strongly conservative).

Conflict
The perception of intergroup conflict was assessed with two items (‘|

believe that poorer and richer Bimbooleans are in conflict’; r = .81).

Image
Based on previous research (Teixeira et al., 2020), participants’ concern
for their public image was measured with four items ('If | support this

project, my chances of getting re-elected would increase’; a = .79).

Legitimacy

Legitimacy of the proposals was measured with four items (‘In your
view, the goal of this project is: very illegitimate (—3) - very legitimate (3)’;
a=.89).

Trust

Trust toward the proponents was measured with three items (‘How
likely are the groups supporting this proposal to be trustworthy?’
a=.93).

Support
A single item assessed support for the proposals (‘I support this
proposal’).

Voting intentions

Participants were asked to indicate how they intended to vote on the
proposals (1 = very likely against, 7 = very likely for). After having read
both proposals, participants were again able to vote on the proposals,
this time in a binary choice format (yes or no). We included both
measures because, although the former allows us to capture the extent

towhich people agree, the latter more closely resembles an actual vote.

Priority

Participants indicated the proposal that they thought should be prior-
itized, with lower scores indicating prioritization of the experimental
proposal (1 = prioritize experimental proposal; 4 = equal priority; 7 = pri-

oritize filler proposal).

Funding

Participants were also asked how they would distribute a total budget
of $2 million between the proposed projects. Money was allocated by
moving two sliding scales to any desired amounts as long as the sum did
not surpass the budget.

2.2 | Results and discussion

Analysis was conducted in R Version 4.1.0 (R Core Team, 2021) using
the packages psychometric (Fletcher, 2010), dplyr (Wickham et al,,
2021), (Hothorn et al., 2008), and effectsize (Ben-Sachar et al., 2020).
Correlations between variables are reported in Table 1. Participants
reported average levels of identification with their allocated group
(M =4.00,SD = 1.39). This is similar to findings from previous research
in conditions when participants were assigned to preferred social
groups (de Vreeze & Matschke, 2019).

Based on the correlations between the dependent variables, we
decided against running a MANOVA and instead opted for individ-
ual ANOVAs (Salkind, 2012). The effect was significant for only one
outcome: Perceived conflict between richer and poorer citizens of Bim-
boola, which was higher in the control than the ally condition, My;¢s =
-0.88, 95% Cl [-1.25, -0.51], (Table 2), confirming Hypothesis 1.2 The
binary measure of voting intentions revealed no differences between
conditions for either the experimental,;(2 (1) < 0.001, p = 1, or filler
proposal,)(2 (1) <0.001, p = 1. The distribution of votes can be found in
the Supporting Information on the OSF.

Additional analyses revealed no interactions between the manipula-
tion and political orientation or group identification, indicating that the
presence of allies was not perceived differently by members of differ-
ent political subgroups, nor did it differentially affect those with lower
or higher identification with the shared group.

In sum, most of our hypotheses were not confirmed. The presence
of allies did not affect decision makers’ likelihood of supporting a dis-
advantaged group’s cause, voting in favour of it, or allocating more
funds to it. The only effect we did find was that when advantaged group
allies were said to be involved in the cause, decision makers perceived
significantly less conflict between poor and wealthy groups in society.
This suggests that participants did pick up on the information provided
about the make-up of the interest group and that it influenced their
perception of intergroup relations in the expected manner. However,
perceived conflict was not related to any of the other outcomes and
thus this variable did not mediate outcomes.

One caveat of Study 1is that our participants were not real-life deci-
sion makers but merely took on the role of politicians in an immersive
scenario. It is therefore possible that they did not react to the pres-
ence of allies in the same ways that individuals more familiar with this
role and the wider political context would. We aimed to address this

shortcoming in the following studies.

3 | STUDY 2

The objective of Study 2 was to test our hypotheses with participants
who had real-world experience of political decision making. To this
end, we recruited members of student parliaments. Such parliaments

are important governing bodies at German universities and candidates

2 Because of the relatively large number of participants who did not pass our attention checks,
we reran these analyses with the whole sample. This did not change the results.
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TABLE 1 Correlations between variables.

Variable 1 2 3 4

1. Age -

2. Wealth -.10 =

3. Political orientation -.03 .01 -

4. Group identification -.05 .38 .14 -
5.Conflict -.17* -.04 -11 -.10
6.Image .01 .06 —.19* —.18*
7. Legitimacy .20* -11 .31 —-.30"*
8. Trust .15 .09 —.28" —.24*
9. Support .09 -.01 —.54% —.31"
10. Voting intentions .04 .07 —.49% —.30"**
11. Priority -.04 .01 -.03 A1
12. Funding .08 .08 17 —.06

*p<.05.**p <.01."**p <.001.

TABLE 2 Means, SDs and one-way ANOVAs.

Control Ally

Measure M SD M SD  F(1,131) #?
Conflict 551 097 462 118 2224 15
Image 503 1.07 528 083 208 .02
Legitimacy 262 059 260 059 002 <.001
Trust 566 121 573 089 0.13 <.001
Support 614 085 621 089 022 .002
Voting intentions 6.13 088 6.25 085 1.05 .008
Priority 284 131 275 127 0.17 .003
Funding (inmillion$) 123 0.30 1.22 033 0.02 <.001

***p <.001.

take part in elections that are open to the whole student body. We also
decided to focus on another topic—one that might be more relevant
in a university context—and changed the intergroup dimension from
socio-economic status groups to domestic and international students.
In contrast to the large structural problem of social inequality in Study
1,in Study 2 we focused on a smaller and more specific issue. The study

was preregistered at: https://aspredicted.org/zm7cd.pdf.

3.1 | Method

3.1.1 | Participants

Power analysis for one-way ANOVA with two groups set to detect a
medium effect (f = 0.25, f—1 = .80, a = .05) suggested a sample size
of 128. We recruited 155 members of 85 student parliaments across
Germany. Five submissions were incomplete, five participants revoked
their consent and 17 failed the manipulation check, leaving a final sam-
ple of 128 (35% women, Mage = 24, SD = 3.14). All but three were

6 7 8 9 10 11
.13 =
15 .18* -
.07 .30 38" =
.18* 18" 677 .38
15 26" 617 .34 .90 =
04 —24* —.29% —-.20* —.327 -27*
-.09 11 21* .13 .19* 21" —.74"

domestic students.® Fifty-four participants were randomly allocated to
the control condition and 72 to the ally condition.

3.1.2 | Procedure

The student politicians were instructed to imagine taking part in a
parliamentary session asking them to vote on and allocate funds to
two proposals, each asking for a budget of €10,000. One was a filler
proposal requesting funds for the organization of a climate week at
the university. The experimental proposal concerned free German
language classes for international students and was supported by only
international students in the control condition and by a coalition of
international and domestic students in the ally condition. Participants
were informed that there were more international students than
places in the free university-funded classes and that the university
leaders had refused to provide additional funding, leaving it up to
the student government to decide whether to use its own funds to
organize more language classes. Both proposals were said to come in
the wake of multiple protests by concerned students that had been
covered in the local newspaper in order to emphasize the collective
action aspect as well as the relevance of the issues to students at

large.

3.1.3 | Measures

Given that participants with actual political experience are more diffi-
cult to recruit, we opted for shorter questionnaires in order to increase
the likelihood of participation. In Studies 2 and 3, we therefore lim-
ited the outcome measures to voting intentions, funding, prioritization,

3 The three international students are members of the disadvantaged group so we reran the
analyses without them. This did not affect results.
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legitimacy, trust and conflict. Unless otherwise indicated, all responses
were measured on five-point scales.

Group identification

Prior to the manipulation, participants’ identification with students at
their university was measured with one item (‘| identity with students
at my university’).

Political orientation
Political orientation was assessed with one item on a scale from 1 (left)
to 7 (right).

Conflict

The perception of an intergroup conflict between domestic and inter-
national students was assessed with two items (‘| believe there is a
conflict between German and international students’, ‘I believe the
proposal is in the interest of the whole student body’). These items
are considered separately as conflict and common interest, respectively
because of insufficient reliability (r = —.15).

Legitimacy

Legitimacy of the proposals was measured with two items asking how
legitimate and important they rated them. Due to insufficient reliabil-
ity (r = .26) these items were not combined into a scale and only the
legitimacy item was included in the main analyses.

Trust
Trust toward the proponents was measured with two items (‘| believe
the groups supporting this proposal are trustworthy’; r =.70).

Voting intentions
Participants were asked to indicate how they intended to vote on the
proposals (1 = very likely against, 5 = very likely for).

Priority

After having read both proposals, participants were asked to distribute
abudget of €10,000 between the two projects on scales ranging from 1
(€0) to 11 (€10,000) in steps of €1000.

Funding

Participants were asked how much money they would allocate to the
proposals if there were no budgedary restrictions, using the same
scales as above.

3.2 | Results and discussion

Correlations between variables are reported in Table 3. Participants
reported high levels of identification with their student ingroup
(M=4.27,5D = 0.86) and were politically left-leaning as is common for
student samples (M = 2.48, SD = 0.99). An ANOVA (Table 4) showed
that the difference in voting intentions between the ally and control

conditions approached significance (p = .080).% Replicating the results
from Study 1, participants in the ally condition perceived significantly
less conflict, My = -0.46, 95% Cl [-0.81, -0.11], and more shared
interests, My = 0.39, 95% CI [0.02, 0.76], between international and
domestic students than participants in the control condition. Overall,
the results mirror those from Study 1 and do not suggest a signifi-
cant effect of allies on any of the outcome measures of support for the
disadvantaged group’s demands.

One shortcoming of Study 2 is that while student government mem-
bers do have real experience of voting on proposals and allocating
budgets, these decisions do not have the same impact as those made
by politicians outside of the university context. Moreover, student
politicians are not compensated for their roles in student govern-
ment and re-election to their positions is likely to not be as central a

consideration for them as it is for full-time politicians.

4 | STUDY 3

The objective of Study 3 was to increase validity even further by
recruiting elected members of city councils rather than student parlia-
mentarians. We invited experienced politicians to consult on the study
design to make it as realistic as possible. The study was preregistered
at: https://aspredicted.org/x2eeé.pdf.

41 | Method
41.1 | Participants

Power analysis for one-way ANOVA with two groups set to detect a
medium effect (f = 0.25, f—1 = .80, « = .05) suggested a sample size
of 128. We contacted city councils in 81 German cities, asking them to
distribute the survey among their members. In this way we recruited
182 city councillors from across Germany. Thirty-eight failed the
manipulation check and one was identified as a multivariate outlier,
leaving a final sample of 143 participants (42% women, Mg, = 51,
SD = 13.51). Eighteen indicated that they or at least one of their
parents had been born outside of Germany.® Fifty-four participants
were randomly allocated to the control condition and 89 to the ally
condition. The unequal group sizes are due to more participants in the

control condition failing the manipulation check.

412 | Procedure

The politicians were asked to imagine that they were voting on two
motions brought before their council. The filler proposal asked for
funding to investigate the energy efficiency of the city’s buildings

4 The inclusion of the 17 participants who failed the manipulation check rendered this effect
significant, F(1, 143) = 6.31,p=.013, 7;2 =.04. None of the other results were affected by this.
5 Rerunning the analyses with the whole sample did not affect results.

é Excluding these participants did not affect results.
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TABLE 3 Correlations between variables.

Variable 1 2 3

1. Political orientation -

2. Group identification -.10

3.Conflict 14 16

4. Common interest —.29%** 01 -.15
5. Legitimacy —.20" -.04 -17
6. Trust -.10 .03 -.13
7.Voting intentions -27* .04 11
8. Priority -.07 -.03 .15
9. Funding -.17* -.07 .05

*p <.05.%p<.01."*p <.001.

TABLE 4 Means, SDs and one-way ANOVAs.

Control Ally
F(1,

Measure M SD M SD 126) 7?
Conflict 235 114 189 085 6.85" .05
Commoninterest 3.67 1.17 405 0.95 428" .03
Legitimacy 439 076 439 0.89 0.00 <.001
Trust 439 056 425 065 158 01
Voting intentions 344 119 380 106 311 .02
Priority 535 278 558 252 024 .002
Funding 685 380 7.04 328 0.09 <.001

*p<.05."p<.0L

and identify opportunities for improvements to mitigate against
climate change. The experimental proposal asked for funding to
investigate discrimination against immigrant residents in the city’s
housing, social services, education and employment sectors. In the
control condition, this proposal was said to be brought forward by
an initiative of immigrant residents while in the ally condition it
was described as an initiative of both immigrant and non-immigrant
residents. As in Study 2, the proposals were said to come in the
wake of protests and events aimed at raising awareness of the

issues.

4.1.3 | Measures

The questionnaire was kept to a minimum length in order to increase
the likelihood of completion. The same measures of political orien-
tation, conflict, legitimacy (r = .84) and trust (r = .86) as in Study 2
were used. Both proposals asked for a sum of €500,000 and fund-
ing was measured on scales from 1 (€0) to 6 (€500,000) in steps
of €100,000. Prioritization was measured at the end of the study
by asking participants to distribute a budget of €700,000 between

both proposals and the amount allocated to the experimental pro-

4 5 6 7 8
3y

.10 .20"

.30 .16 -12

.23* A1 -.09 .65

19" 227 -.03 665 .64+

posal was reported on the same scale. ldentification with other Ger-
mans was measured with one item on the same 5-point scale as in
Study 2.

4.2 | Results and discussion

The sample was somewhat politically left of centre (M = 3.08,
SD = 1.45) and participants identified strongly with their German
ingroup (M =4.01, SD = 0.99). Correlations between variables are dis-
played in Table 5. Analysis of variance showed no differences between
the control and ally conditions for any of the dependent variables
(Table 6). Additional analyses showed no interactions with either group
identification or political orientation. Thus, Study 3 confirmed the
results from the previous studies in a setting that came as close to
real-life political decision making as possible within the constraints of
an experimental study, making it unlikely that the previous studies’
results can be explained by a lack of realism. Our sample of actual politi-
cians did not react differently to the inclusion of allies than did student
politicians or Prolific respondents.

As is usually the case, political orientation was significantly corre-
lated with support for the disadvantaged groups’ causes in all three
studies. Liberals are already favourable toward the causes of dis-
advantaged group members, so in the next study we focused on
conservatives, as their responses might be more contingent on advan-
taged group support for the cause. Furthermore, conservatives might
assume by default that advantaged group allies in these contexts are
liberals, possibly leading to the allies being perceived primarily as (polit-
ical) outgroup members rather than (advantaged) ingroup members
and thus losing the benefits of ingroup messengers. To investigate
this process, explicit information was provided in Studies 4 and 5

confirming or disconfirming this assumption.

5 | STUDY 4

The objective of Study 4 was to investigate the role of allies’ politi-
cal orientation. Partisan political beliefs and identities shape people’s
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TABLE 5 Correlations between variables.

Variable 1 2 3

1. Political orientation -

2. Group identification 407 -
3.Conflict -.01 A1 -
4. Common interest —.39%* -.05 .10
5. Legitimacy —.54% —-.18* .05
6. Trust —41 -.08 -.05
7.Voting intentions -39 -.13 .08
8. Priority —.19* -.03 12
9. Funding —27* -.07 .05
*p<.05.%p<.01."*p <.001.
TABLE 6 Means, SDs and one-way ANOVAs.
Control Ally
F(1,
Measure M SD M SD 141) »?
Conflict 350 106 336 107 058 .004
Commoninterest 424 095 413 116 0.32 .002
Legitimacy 421 088 429 084 029 .002
Trust 407 083 406 077 0.2 <.001

Voting intentions 3.70 124 371 1.29 0.00 <.001
Priority 3.67 153 349 125 054 .003
Funding 322 151 311 148 0.18 .001

interpretation of social and political events (Green et al., 2002) and the
perception that a message is coming from outsiders rather than one’s
own group can trigger backlash and polarization (Louis et al., 2020). It is
therefore possible that the political affiliations of participants and allies
impact decision making and reactions to collective action. In Study 4,
we address this possibility by focusing on conservative participants
who are less likely to already be supportive of social change and thus
might be swayed by the influence of allies. For this purpose, we expand
the experimental design from Study 1 by including two additional con-
ditions, a liberal ally condition where the allies are said to belong to
a liberal group and a conservative ally condition where the allies are
said to belong to a conservative group. In order to ensure that the
shared political and social class identities were equally relevant to par-
ticipants, we only recruited individuals who identified as conservative
and high-SES for this study.

5.1 | Method
5.1.1 | Participants
Power analysis for one-way ANOVA with four groups set to detect a

medium effect (f = 0.25, 3—1 = .80, a = .05) suggested a minimum sam-
ple size of 180. We recruited 365 US nationals on the online platform

4 5 6 7 8
697 -

547 68" -

53+ 627 A5* -

437 50" 35+ T -
A4 547 407 657 687

Prolific Academic. Other inclusion criteria were high socio-economic
status (>6 on the MacArthur ladder), political identification as Republi-
cans, and not having previously participated in Study 1. After excluding
88 participants who failed the manipulation check, 29 who failed
attentions checks, four who withdrew consent, nine incomplete sub-
missions, 30 duplicates, two multivariate outliers and 15 who identified
as Democrats, the final sample consisted of 188 participants’ (40%
women, Mg, = 39,5D = 15.05). Forty-nine were randomly allocated to
the control condition, 47 to the (no political orientation provided) ally
condition, 46 to the liberal ally condition and 46 to the conservative ally

condition.

5.1.2 | Measures

The same measures as in Study 1 were used to assess group identifi-
cation (r = .84), political orientation (a« = .72), conflict (r = .77), image
concerns (a = .86), legitimacy (a = .93), trust (o« = .94), support, voting

intentions, prioritization and funding.

5.2 | Results and discussion

Participants reported relatively high levels of identification with
their allocated upper middle-class group (M = 5.12, SD = 1.18) and
conservative-leaning political views (M = 1.76,SD = 0.79). Correlations
between the variables are reported in Table 7. Again, there was no sig-
nificant effect of the manipulation on any of the primary dependent
measures (Table 8). The binary measure of voting intentions revealed
no differences between conditions for either the experimental, )(2
(3) = 3.24, p = .356, or filler proposal,)(2 (3) = 6.04, p = .110, either.
The distribution of votes can be found in the Supporting Information.
The effect of the presence of allies on perceived intergroup conflict
from Studies 1 and 2 was not replicated but there was a significant

effect on trust. Tukey contrasts for multiple comparisons of means

7 Because of the large number of exclusions, we reran the analyses with the whole sample. This
did not affect the results.
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TABLE 7 Correlations between variables.

Variable 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11
1. Age -
2. Wealth .05
3. Political orientation 17+ .09
4. Group identification -.04 .30 .06
5.Conflict -.03 01 .00 .05
6.Image -10 -.06 -.10 01 17"
7. Legitimacy .06 -.09 —.25%* -11 .15* 36"
8. Trust .05 .04 -.14 —.03 11 .30 .58
9. Support 08 -11 —26"* -12 .15* 39+ T7 59
10. Voting intentions .08 -.13 -.21* -.08 A1 465 677 51 .82
11. Priority 11 A7 257 15 -.02 —.33" —.53" —.327 —.57%* — A7
12. Funding —-.01 —-.08 —.23* —.14 .10 A0 627 A1 657 577 —79%
*p <.05.**p <.01.**p <.001.
TABLE 8 Means, SDs and one-way ANOVAs.
Control Ally Liberal ally Conservative ally
F
Measure M SD M SD M SD M SD (3,184) 7?
Conflict 513 1.18 4.80 1.16 4.71 1.58 4.83 1.43 0.91 01
Image 4.78 0.91 4.90 1.34 4.58 1.35 4.79 1.07 0.59 01
Legitimacy 1.51 1.12 1.69 1.33 1.29 1.44 1.74 1.20 0.33 .02
Trust 4.88 1.33 4.79 1.60 4.01 1.58 4.83 1.52 346" .05
Voting intentions 4.80 141 5.02 1.57 4.59 1.84 5.20 1.42 1.32 .02
Support 4.73 1.51 4.94 1.69 4.33 1.99 5.15 1.48 2.03 .03
Priority 3.98 1.80 4.28 1.95 4.52 2.29 4.37 1.76 0.65 01
Funding 0.98 0.45 1.02 0.46 0.86 0.57 0.94 0.44 0.96 .02
(in million $)
*p <.05.

revealed that trust was significantly lower in the liberal ally condition
than in the control condition, My = -0.87, SE = .31, t(184) = -
2.81, p = .028, 95% ClI [-1.67, -0.07]. Trust was also lower in the
liberal ally condition compared to the (neutral) ally, My = -0.78, SE
= 31, t(184) = -2.49, p = .064, 95% Cl [-1.59, 0.84], and conserva-
tive ally conditions, Myj = -0.81, SE = .31, t(184) = -2.58, p = .051,
95% CI [-0.004, 1.62], although these effects did not reach signifi-
cance. The differences between the other conditions did not approach
significance.

Taken together, these results do not show an effect of ally involve-
ment in general but they suggest that conservatives’ support for a
disadvantaged group’s cause may be affected by the presence of
allies identified as liberals. Our conservative participants found advo-
cates for reducing inequality less trustworthy when they included
allies from their own social class ingroup who were identified as lib-
erals than when no allies were present at all. This indicates that,

depending on the political affiliations of supporters and decision mak-
ers, the presence of allies is not only ineffective but might even
be harmful to a cause. Our manipulation checks revealed that a
relatively large proportion of participants did not correctly recall
the presence or absence of allies. This suggests that one additional
explanation for the lack of effects might be low salience of this

information.

6 | STUDY 5

In Study 5, we aimed to strengthen the manipulation by making the
presence of allies more vivid and memorable. For reasons of parsimony
we omitted the (neutral) ally condition in this study and this allowed
us to investigate the possible ramifications of allies’ political orien-
tation without having to recruit a larger sample. We again recruited
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conservative participants because they were less likely to already be
overwhelmingly supportive of the cause. The study was preregistered
at: https://aspredicted.org/6xcé64.pdf.

6.1 | Method
6.1.1 | Participants

Power analysis for one-way ANOVA with three groups set to detect
a medium effect (f = 0.25, f—1 = .80, a = .05) suggested a sample
size of 156. We recruited 267 participants from Prolific Academic with
the same inclusion criteria as in Study 4. We excluded 88 participants
who failed manipulation checks, 34 duplicates, one who withdrew
consent, 17 who identified as Democrats and one who was identi-
fied as a multivariate outlier. The final sample consisted of 126 (43%
women, Myg, = 37, SD = 12.45) participants, making the study some-
what underpowered. Forty-one participants were randomly allocated
to the control condition, 41 to the liberal ally condition and 44 to the

conservative ally condition.

6.1.2 | Procedure

We used the same design as in Study 4 but added a picture and
statement from a featured advocate. In the control condition, this
advocate was identified as a spokesperson for the Foodbank of Bim-
boola, a low-income community organization. In the liberal and con-
servative ally conditions he was identified as a member of a middle
and upper class group called Liberals or Conservatives for Bimboola,

respectively.

6.1.3 | Measures

The same measures as in Studies 1 and 4 were used to assess
group identification (r = .73), political orientation (a« = .73), con-
flict (r = .77), legitimacy (a = .94), trust (« = .95), support, voting
intentions, prioritization and funding. We changed the binary vot-
ing measure so that instead of voting yes or no to each proposal,
participants had to choose between the experimental and filler pro-
posal. This allowed us to test whether allies might make a difference
in a situation where it is not possible to support both proposals
equally.

6.2 | Results and discussion

Participants showed high identification with their allocated upper mid-
dle class ingroup (M = 5.04, SD = 1.31) and conservative-leaning
political views (M = 1.81, SD = 0.85). Correlations between variables
are displayed in Table 9. The new forced choice measure revealed no

significant differences between conditions in participants’ preference

for the experimental proposal over the filler proposal, ¥ (2) = 0.62,
p = .732. The distribution of votes can be found in the Supporting
Information.

Analysis of variance (Table 10) showed no significant effects of con-
dition on any of the dependent variables. The large number of planned
exclusions meant that the study was somewhat underpowered, so we
reran the analyses with the whole sample for comparison. This resulted
in the effects on legitimacy, F(2, 253) = 3.39, p = .035, 52 = .03, trust,
F(2, 252) = 4.24, p = .016, %= .03, and voting intentions, F(2, 253)
=4.91, p = .008, 2 = .04, reaching significance. Tukey contrasts for
multiple comparisons of means showed that, compared to those in the
conservative ally condition, participants in the liberal ally condition
perceived the proposal as less legitimate, My;¢s = -0.44, SE = .18, t(253)
= -2.39, p = .046, 95% CI [-0.87, -0.01], and the proponents as less
trustworthy, My = -0.66, SE = .23, t(252) = -2.77,p = .017, 95% CI [-
1.22,-0.10]. Participants in the liberal ally condition were also less likely
to vote for the proposal than those in both the control, M =-0.71, SE
=.25,t(253) = 2.82, p = .014, 95% CI [-1.31, -0.12], and conservative
ally conditions, Mgt = -0.65, SE = .25, t(253) = 2.59, p = .027, 95% Cl
[-1.25,-0.06].

There were no significant differences between the control and con-
servative ally conditions, suggesting that if allies did have an effect at
all, it was not in the intended direction. While the presence of allies
from the opposing political camp may make conservatives less likely
to decide in favour of an initiative for more socioeconomic equality,
the presence of allies from their own camp did not have any impact.
We can therefore surmise that not even allies who share both political
and social class ingroups with decision makers and featured promi-
nently in the campaign were able to sway policy decisions in favour of a
disadvantaged outgroup.

7 | INTERNAL META-ANALYSIS

As a result of initially basing power analyses on medium-sized effects
and the substantial numbers of exclusions, we might not have had
significant sample sizes to detect a potential smaller effect of ally
involvement. To address this issue, we conducted internal meta-
analyses for the key outcomes of voting intentions, legitimacy, trust
and conflict which were included in all studies. Data from Studies 1, 2,
3 and the control and (neutral) ally conditions in Study 4 were included.
Study 5 did not contain a neutral ally condition, so no data from this
study were included. Following the procedure outlined by Goh et al.
(2016), we used fixed effects with inverse variance weighting. For
voting intentions, M= 0.15, Z = 1.65, p = .099, 95% CI [-0.33, 0.03],
legitimacy, My=0.05,Z=0.51,p=.612,95% CI[-0.22,0.13] and trust,
My= —0.06, Z = —0.62, p = .535, 95% CI [-0.12, 0.24], no significant
effects were found. For conflict, there was a significant medium
sized effect, My= —0.43, Z = —4.63, p < .001, 95% CI [0.25, 0.61],
suggesting that allies did, in fact, reduce decision makers’ perceptions
of intergroup conflict between the advantaged and disadvantaged

groups.
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TABLE 9 Correlations between variables.

Variable 1 2 3 4 6 7 8 9 10
1. Age -
2. Wealth .04
3. Political orientation A1 .08
4. Group identification -.01 .28 .01
5. Conflict .08 .08 .07 17
6. Legitimacy -.14 .08 -.10 -.03 .05
7. Trust -.13 22* -.09 .03 .08 765
8. Support -.01 .10 -.16 .00 21 T65 T65
9.Voting intentions -.02 .05 -.17 -.01 .18* 78 T6* .94+
10. Priority -.02 -.09 .10 .18* -12 —417 -39 —43 —.40"*
11. Funding .08 .02 17 A1 -.08 —45% — 457 —51% — A7 637
*p <.05.%*p<.01.
TABLE 10 Means, SDs and one-way ANOVAs.
Control Liberal Conservative F
Measure M SD M SD M SD (2,123) 7?
Conflict 4.73 1.15 4.66 1.32 4.42 151 0.64 01
Legitimacy 1.58 1.39 1.47 1.30 1.86 1.09 1.12 .02
Trust 4.63 1.75 4.46 1.77 5.10 1.56 1.87 .03
Support 4.85 1.62 4.68 1.68 5.11 1.48 0.79 .01
Voting intentions 4.88 1.66 4.59 1.70 5.07 1.65 0.90 .01
Priority 4.61 191 4.39 1.86 4.32 2.10 0.25 .004
Funding (in $10k) 5.44 2.81 4.79 251 5.23 2.84 0.62 01

*p <.05."*p <.01.***p <.001.

8 | GENERAL DISCUSSION

This research investigated the impact of including advantaged group
allies in collective action on decision makers’ willingness to follow
the demands of the movement. Across five studies, using different
intergroup contexts and proposals, we found very few consistent
effects of these allies’ involvement. The results of the internal meta-
analysis showed that they did reduce perceptions of intergroup
conflict, which confirms Hypothesis 1 and suggests that their presence
did not go entirely unnoticed. However, we found no evidence for the
idea that allies have a discernible impact on decision makers’ concerns
about their public image (Hypothesis 2), the perceived legitimacy of
demands (Hypothesis 3), trustworthiness of the movement (Hypothe-
sis 4), or support, voting intentions, prioritization and budget allocation
(Hypothesis 5).

A failure to reject the null hypothesis does not prove the absence
of an effect but it does suggest that, if there is an effect of ally
involvement on these outcomes, it is likely to be either very small
or to only occur under a specific set of circumstances that were
not captured in these studies. For example, we provided informa-

tion about opinion polling suggesting that about half the population
support the protestors’ demands in Studies 1, 4 and 5 and no such
information in Studies 2 and 3. It is conceivable that in a differ-
ent public opinion climate, such as very low levels of support at
the start of a campaign, ally involvement might be a significant
factor.

The only other effect we did find, although not consistently, was
an unfavourable one: it seems that the presence of liberal allies can
negatively affect the responses of conservative decision makers. This
suggests that, depending on the circumstances, advantaged group
allies might do more harm than good when it comes to influencing

voting decisions.

8.1 | Theoretical and practical implications

We derived our hypothesis that the involvement of advantaged group
allies would increase the likelihood of collective action’s success from
two sets of assumptions. First, based on political and psychological
theories of social change, we reasoned that it renders the challenge
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to the authority more effective because it no longer only comes
from those directly harmed by the status quo. We expected that the
resulting political pressure would increase the likelihood of politicians’
concessions by decreasing perceptions of conflict and increasing image
concerns. Crucially, the seriousness of the challenge hinges on decision
makers’ perceptions that allies truly have made the disadvantaged
group’s cause their own (Subasi¢ et al., 2008). As advantaged group
members, these allies benefit from the status quo and have an interest
in preserving it (Becker & Wright, 2022; Sidanius & Pratto, 1999),
which conflicts with the disadvantaged group’s interests. Indeed,
advantaged group members’ support for movements often wanes as
the issue drops from public consciousness (Chudy & Jefferson, 2021)
and their participation might be motivated by reasons that have little
to do with the disadvantaged group, such as concern for their own
image or that of their ingroup (Radke et al., 2020). Those in positions
of authority, who should themselves be strongly averse to losses of
power, might believe that advantaged group allies would shy away
from a true upheaval of the system that benefits them and thus not
consider ally involvement a threat to the status quo.

While we did find the expected reduction in perceived conflict as
a result of ally involvement, it does not appear to be a mechanism
through which allies can convince decision makers to make conces-
sions. Instead, in our studies perceived conflict was not at all or even
positively associated with voting intentions and support. Thus, it is pos-
sible that, rather than perceiving a lack of conflict and interpreting it
as a sign of universal support for the disadvantaged group’s demands,
decision makers may see it as a sign that nothing is truly amiss and no
serious challenge to the status quo exists, reducing the necessity for
making changes (Saguy et al., 2009).

Second, based on the social influence and confronting discrimina-
tion literatures, we assumed that advantaged group allies would be
particularly persuasive because their shared group membership with
decision makers would increase trustworthiness. Again, their effec-
tiveness may be undermined by the fact that advantaged groups are
usually motivated to maintain their privilege and the status quo and
to resist attempts at social change (Osborne et al., 2019; Phillips &
Lowery, 2018). This might lead to the perception that group mem-
bers showing solidarity with disadvantaged groups and mobilizing for
social change are not prototypical members of the group, thus lim-
iting their influence (Di Bernardo et al., 2023; Knippenberg, 2019).
Interestingly, research has found that advantaged group allies them-
selves show low levels of identification with their privileged ingroup
(Lowery et al., 2006).

Previous research on bystander reactions to collective action has
also shown that, defying ingroup bias, advantaged group members
sometimes evaluate allies less favourably than they do disadvantaged
group activists (Kutlaca, Radke et al., 2020). The authors suggest that
this might be an instance of do-gooder derogation where advantaged
group members feel morally threatened by their ally peers (Minson
& Monin, 2012; Monin, 2007). This, too, might explain why decision
makers did not react more positively to allies in our experiments. We
assumed that their perceived lack of self-interest would render them

more trustworthy, but it is also possible that it invoked the perception

that they were acting morally superior to other group members, thus
turning them into a source of threat instead.

Moreover, our findings highlight the importance of considering
the complexities of cross-cutting group memberships, encompassing
demographic categories as well as opinion groups (McGarty et al.,
2009; Smith et al,, 2015). The latter are important predictors of
collective action (Bliuc et al., 2007) and may also be crucial in deter-
mining reactions to it, with studies showing that partisanship can
influence how observers perceive elements of protests. For exam-
ple, self-identified Republicans—but not Democrats—judged the same
protest tactics as more violent when employed by groups whose goals
are at odds versus congruent with their beliefs (Hsiao & Radnitz, 2020).
In a similar vein, it seems likely that for our conservative participants,
the liberal allies’ partisan group membership sometimes trumped their
shared class identity (Pietraszewski et al., 2015). Finally, it might be
the case that the salience of shared group membership was reduced
by the decision-making situation itself, leading participants to be more
focused on their role as politicians and construe it in opposition to that
of the activists making demands of them. Thus, it is possible that the
ability of allies to influence decision makers is hampered by relatively
weak shared identity between them.

We did not find support for the hypothesis that the presence of allies
makes protests more likely to succeed in swaying political decision
makers but that does not mean that allies are not helpful at all or should
even refrain from engaging in collective action completely. After all,
their engagement can have other advantageous effects on advantaged
group observers, movements and the allies themselves. For observers,
it has been found that the presence of allies increases their politi-
cized identification (Kutlaca et al., 2022), which is a strong predictor
of collective action engagement, suggesting that allies can be helpful
in raising awareness among their fellow advantaged group members
and recruiting them to the disadvantaged group’s cause. Allies may also
be beneficial to social movements when it comes to resource mobiliza-
tion (Jenkins, 1983) if they put their material and cultural privileges
and institutional access toward the movement’s goals. For the allies
themselves, taking part in collective action is likely to lead to politi-
cized contact with the disadvantaged group and this in turn has been
found to increase willingness to take part in costlier acts of solidarity
and risk one’s own privileges (Becker et al., 2022). Thus, genuine polit-
ical solidarity may be a result as well as a predictor of collective action
engagement.

Furthermore, as previous research has suggested, the size of
protests and movements does matter for influencing political deci-
sion makers (Burrows et al., 2022; Wouters & Walgrave, 2017) and
because the number of disadvantaged group members that can be
recruited is finite, the addition of outgroup allies is likely to still con-
stitute an advantage. Our findings merely suggest that there seem to
be no additional benefits of their group membership.

It is worth noting that, whereas in this research we have focused on
the reactions of decision makers, the theoretical models consider them
not just as passive targets of collective action but as actors with their
own agendas (Simon & Klandermans, 2001; Subasic¢ et al., 2008). These
agendas may include mobilizing support for the status quo and against
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the disadvantaged group’s demands and they might choose to paint
advantaged group allies as non-prototypical or do-gooders in order to
undermine their influence on other advantaged group members.
Beyond the social psychological study of collective action and inter-
group relations, this research has practical implications for struggles
for social justice. Based on our findings, there does not appear to be any
support for the idea that it makes sense for social movements to go out
of their way to center allies in their campaigns and mobilization efforts,
especially when it might be to the detriment of their own members
(lyer & Achia, 2021). Given that disadvantaged group members and
activists are often unimpressed by the actions of allies (Droogendyk
et al,, 2016; Radke et al., 2022), these findings might well be seen as

good or empowering news for social movements.

8.2 | Limitations and directions for future research

There are a number of limitations to this research. We based our
power analyses on medium-sized effects; therefore, it is possible that
smaller effects of ally participation were not detected by these studies.
The internal meta-analysis indicates that this is unlikely, but additional
studies with larger sample sizes would still help to validate these find-
ings. We also had large numbers of participants failing manipulation
check questions that asked about the composition of the protests.
This might be because these questions were asked at the very end
of the studies, after participants had read and evaluated the exper-
imental and filler proposals. In Studies 1-3, these exclusions led to
unequal group sizes; however, this does not seem to be systematic, as
it resulted in more participants in the control condition in Study 1 and
more participants in the ally condition in Studies 2 and 3. Across all
studies, the only effect that became significant as a result of includ-
ing those who failed manipulation checks was that on voting intentions
in Study 2 and it is worth noting that these were all exclusions in the
control condition who incorrectly recalled the involvement of allies.
Thus, there is no indication that exclusions obscured a positive effect of
allies.

More generally, we did not measure behaviour in real-world parlia-
mentary settings but in fictional contexts and our findings are limited
in their generalizability due to the fact that our studies focused on
democratically elected politicians in WEIRD countries. Future research
could strengthen these conclusions by extending them to other cultural
contexts and political systems where politicians’ fates do not primarily
depend on their constituents’ approval. Similarly, while we attempted
to cover arange of issues, it might be worthwhile to study the effects of
allies in other intergroup contexts such as the queer or women’s move-
ments as well as for different types of demands. Our scenarios involved
demands for material resources and budget allocations, but we did not
look at more symbolic concessions such as rights or recognition. It is
possible that authorities may be swayed by advantaged group allies
under these circumstances.

The majority of our experimental manipulations described the sce-
narios as ongoing social movements rather than isolated occurrences
of protest but this does not negate the fact that longitudinal stud-

ies might reveal different or more nuanced insights into the influence
of allies and the development of decision makers’ responses to their
presence over time. There are also two caveats concerning the allies’
political orientation. First, this information might not always be read-
ily available in real-world scenarios. Second, it is possible that the
involvement of conservative allies was less believable because col-
lective action on behalf of disadvantaged groups is usually linked to
progressivism.

Finally, future research might investigate empirically the reasons
why the expected effects of ally presence failed to manifest, including
but not limited to the role of shared (politicized) identities with both
disadvantaged group members and decision makers that was theorized
above. We measured participants’ own identification with the advan-
taged group but we did not include measures of identification with the
allies, nor did we assess the allies’ prototypicality or the relative impor-
tance of politicized and advantaged group identification. Doing so may
shed more light on the processes of social identity and influence at

work in this constellation.

9 | CONCLUSION

This research contributes to filling a gap in the collective action litera-
ture concerning the effectiveness and political outcomes of collective
action. From theory as well as research in related areas, we derived the
hypothesis that the involvement of advantaged group allies should be a
factor that makes social movements more likely to achieve their politi-
cal goals and influence decision makers. Contrary to our expectations,
however, we found no evidence that they have a positive impact, either
with regard to support, prioritization and voting intentions or when it
comes to perceptions of legitimacy and trustworthiness. Instead, our
findings point to the importance of considering cross-cutting group
memberships, particularly with regard to political partisanship, and
stress the role of identification and intergroup and intragroup conflicts

in the context of collective action and the struggle for social change.

ACKNOWLEDGMENTS
This research was funded by a grant from the German Research
Foundation (Deutsche Forschungsgemeinschaft) awarded to Dr Julia
Becker (grant BE 4648/4-1).

Open access funding enabled and organized by Projekt DEAL.

CONFLICT OF INTEREST STATEMENT

The authors have no conflicts of interests to disclose.

DATA AVAILABILITY STATEMENT

All data, materials and analysis scripts are available at the Open
Science Framework depository: https://osf.io/9aeq8/?view_only=
f7b0d1bf369e40f8af1f34fb9864de77

ETHICS STATEMENT
The authors confirm that these studies adhere to the ethical guide-
lines specified in the APA Code of Conduct and the Declaration of

95UB917 SUOWWIOD 9AIE81D) a|qeal|dde ay) Aq pausench afe sopiLe YO ‘8sn Jo Se|n Joj Aeiq 1T 8uluo A8]I/M UO (SUONIPUOD-pUe-SLLB/W0D A8 | 1M Alelq 1 jBU1|UO//SANY) SUONIPUOD pue SWwie | 8Y1 89S *[yZ02/T0/80] Uo Aiqiauliuo A ‘158 L A 2662 ds/z00T 0T/10p/wod Ao im Arelqpuljuoy/:sdny woi) pepeojumod ‘/ ‘€202 ‘2660660T


https://osf.io/9aeq8/?view_only=f7b0d1bf369e40f8af1f34fb9864de77
https://osf.io/9aeq8/?view_only=f7b0d1bf369e40f8af1f34fb9864de77

HARTWICH ET AL.

2 | WILEY EASP

Helsinki. Ethical clearance was obtained from the ethics committee
at Osnabruck University. Informed consent was obtained from all
participants at the start of each survey.

ORCID
Lea Hartwich
Julia C. Becker

https://orcid.org/0000-0003-4244-4606
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-2456-1174

REFERENCES

Abrams, D., & Hogg, M. A. (1990). Social identification, self-categorization
and social influence. European Review of Social Psychology, 1(1), 195-228.
https://doi.org/10.1080/14792779108401862

Amenta, E., Caren, N., Chiarello, E., & Su, Y. (2010). The political conse-
quences of social movements. Annual Review of Sociology, 36, 287-307.
https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev-soc-070308- 120029

Becker, J. C. (2012). Virtual special issue on theory and research on collec-
tive action. European Journal of Social Psychology, 42(1), 19-23. https://
doi.org/10.1002/ejsp.1839

Becker, J. C., & Wright, S. C. (2022). Can cross-group contact turn
advantaged group members into allies? The role of inequality-
delegitimizing contact and interpersonal connection. Group Processes
and Intergroup Relations, 25(6), 1496-1515. https://doi.org/10.1177/
13684302211015273

Becker, J. C., Wright, S. C., & Siem, B. (2022). Can cross-group contact
predict advantaged group member’s willingness to engage in costly
solidarity-based actions? Yes, if the contact is politicized. Testing, Psycho-
metrics, Methodology in Applied Psychology, 29(1), 123-139. https://doi.
org/10.4473/TPM29.1.9

Belchior, A. M. (2014). Explaining MPs’ perceptions of voters’ positions
in a party-mediated representation system: Evidence from the Por-
tuguese case. Party Politics, 20(3), 403-415. https://doi.org/10.1177/
1354068811436046

Ben-Sachar, M., Ludecke, D., & Makowski, D. (2020). Effectsize: Estimation
of effect size indices and standardized parameters. Journal of Open Source
Software, 5(56), 2815. https://doi.org/10.21105/joss.02815

Biggs, M., & Andrews, K. T. (2015). Protest campaigns and move-
ment success: Desegregating the U.S. South in the Early 1960s.
American Sociological Review, 80(2), 416-443. https://doi.org/10.1177/
0003122415574328

Bliuc, A. M., McGarty, C., Reynolds, K., & Muntele, D. (2007). Opinion-based
group membership as a predictor of commitment to political action. Euro-
pean Journal of Social Psychology, 37(1), 19-32. https://doi.org/10.1002/
ejsp.334

Burrows, B., Ulug, O. M., Khudoyan, K., & Leidner, B. (2022). Introducing the
Collective Action Recursive Empowerment (CARE) Model: How small-
scale protests led to large-scale collective action in Armenia’s velvet
revolution. Political Psychology, 0(0), 1-22. https://doi.org/10.1111/pops.
12858

Butler, D. M., & Broockman, D. E. (2011). Do politicians racially discriminate
against constituents? A field experiment on state legislators. American
Journal of Political Science, 55(3), 463-477. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.
1540-5907.2011.00515.x

Carnes, N. (2012). Does the numerical underrepresentation of the work-
ing class in congress matter? Legislative Studies Quarterly, 37(1), 5-34.
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1939-9162.2011.00033.x

Chudy, J., & Jefferson, H. (2021). Support for the BLM movement surged last
year. Did it last? The New York Times, https://www.nytimes.com/2021/05/
22/opinion/blm-movement-protests-support.html

Czopp, A. M., & Monteith, M. J. (2003). Confronting prejudice (liter-
ally): Reactions to confrontations of racial and gender bias. Personality
and Social Psychology Bulletin, 29(4), 532-544. https://doi.org/10.1177/
0146167202250923

Czopp, A. M., Monteith, M. J,, & Mark, A. Y. (2006). Standing up for a change:
Reducing bias through interpersonal confrontation. Journal of Personal-
ity and Social Psychology, 90(5), 784-803. https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-
3514.90.5.784

David, B., & Turner, J. C. (1996). Studies in self-categorization and minor-
ity conversion Is being a member of the out-group an advantage?
British Journal of Social Psychology, 35, 179-199. https://doi.org/10.1111/
j.2044-8309.1996.th01091.x

David, B., & Turner, J. C. (1999). Studies in self-categorization and minority
conversion: The in-group minority in intragroup and intergroup contexts.
British Journal of Social Psychology, 38(2), 115-134. https://doi.org/10.
1348/014466699164086

de Vreeze, J., & Matschke, C. (2019). Don’t put me in this group. Social
Psychology, 50(2), 80-93. https://doi.org/10.1027/1864-9335/a000363

DiBernardo, G. A., Cocco, V. M,, Paolini, S., Vezzali, L., Stathi, S., Rubin, M., &
Subasi¢, E. (2023). Following the best of us to help them: Group mem-
ber prototypicality and collective action. Group Processes & Intergroup
Relations, 26(1), 243-260. https://doi.org/10.1177/136843022110380
62

Droogendyk, L., Wright, S. C., Lubensky, M., & Louis, W. R. (2016). Acting
in solidarity: Cross-group contact between disadvantaged group mem-
bers and advantaged group allies. Journal of Social Issues, 72(2), 315-334.
https://doi.org/10.1111/josi.12168

Drury, B. J., & Kaiser, C. R. (2014). Allies against sexism: The role of men in
confronting sexism. Journal of Social Issues, 70(4), 637-652. https://doi.
org/10.1111/josi.12083

Ellis, C. (2012). Understanding economic biases in representation:
Income, resources, and policy representation in the 110th house.
Political Research Quarterly, 65(4), 938-951. https://doi.org/10.1177/
1065912911427450

Feinberg, M., Willer, R., & Kovacheff, C. (2020). The activist’s dilemma:
Extreme protest actions reduce popular support for social movements.
Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 119(5), 1086-1111. https://
doi.org/10.1037/pspi0000230

Fletcher, T. D. (2010). Psychometirc: Applied Psychometric Theory. R package
version 2.2. https://cran.r-project.org/package=psychometric

Goh, J. X, Hall, J. A,, & Rosenthal, R. (2016). Mini meta-analysis of your own
studies: Some arguments on why and a primer on how. Social and Per-
sonality Psychology Compass, 10(10), 535-549. https://doi.org/10.1111/
spc3.12267

Gramsci, A., Hoare, Q., & Nowell-Smith, G. (1972). Selections from the prison
notebooks of Antonio Gramsci. International Publishers. https://doi.org/
10.4324/9780429355363-27

Green, D. P, Palmquist, B., & Schickler, E. (2002). Partisan hearts and minds.
Political parties and the social identities of voters. In Partisan Hearts and
Minds: Political Parties and the Social Identities of Voters. Yale Universty
Press.

Gulliver, R, Fielding, K. S., & Louis, W. (2019). Understanding the outcomes
of climate change campaigns in the Australian environmental movement.
Case Studies in the Environment, 3(1), 1-9. https://doi.org/10.1525/cse.
2018.001651

Gulliver, R., Wibisono, S., Fielding, K. S., & Louis, W. R. (2021). The psy-
chology of effective activism. In The psychology of effective activism.
Cambridge University Press. https://doi.org/10.1017/9781108975476

Hawkesworth, M. (2003). Congressional enactments of race-gender:
Toward a Theory of Raced-Gendered Institutions Published by : Amer-
ican Political Science Association of Raced-Gendered Institutions Con-
gressional Enactments of Race-Gender : MARY HAWKESWORTH Rut-
gers University | n. The American Political Science Review, 97(4), 529-550.
https://doi.org/10.1017/S0003055403000868

Hothorn, T., Bretz, F.,, & Westfall, P. (2008). Simultaneous Inference in Gen-
eral Parametric Models. Biometrical Journal, 50(3), 346-363. https://doi.
org/10.1002/bimj.200810425

Hsiao, Y., & Radnitz, S. (2020). Allies or agitators? How partisan identity
shapes public opinion about violent or nonviolent protests. Political Com-

95UB917 SUOWWIOD 9AIE81D) a|qeal|dde ay) Aq pausench afe sopiLe YO ‘8sn Jo Se|n Joj Aeiq 1T 8uluo A8]I/M UO (SUONIPUOD-pUe-SLLB/W0D A8 | 1M Alelq 1 jBU1|UO//SANY) SUONIPUOD pue SWwie | 8Y1 89S *[yZ02/T0/80] Uo Aiqiauliuo A ‘158 L A 2662 ds/z00T 0T/10p/wod Ao im Arelqpuljuoy/:sdny woi) pepeojumod ‘/ ‘€202 ‘2660660T


https://orcid.org/0000-0003-4244-4606
https://orcid.org/0000-0003-4244-4606
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-2456-1174
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-2456-1174
https://doi.org/10.1080/14792779108401862
https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev-soc-070308-120029
https://doi.org/10.1002/ejsp.1839
https://doi.org/10.1002/ejsp.1839
https://doi.org/10.1177/13684302211015273
https://doi.org/10.1177/13684302211015273
https://doi.org/10.4473/TPM29.1.9
https://doi.org/10.4473/TPM29.1.9
https://doi.org/10.1177/1354068811436046
https://doi.org/10.1177/1354068811436046
https://doi.org/10.21105/joss.02815
https://doi.org/10.1177/0003122415574328
https://doi.org/10.1177/0003122415574328
https://doi.org/10.1002/ejsp.334
https://doi.org/10.1002/ejsp.334
https://doi.org/10.1111/pops.12858
https://doi.org/10.1111/pops.12858
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1540-5907.2011.00515.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1540-5907.2011.00515.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1939-9162.2011.00033.x
https://www.nytimes.com/2021/05/22/opinion/blm-movement-protests-support.html
https://www.nytimes.com/2021/05/22/opinion/blm-movement-protests-support.html
https://doi.org/10.1177/0146167202250923
https://doi.org/10.1177/0146167202250923
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.90.5.784
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.90.5.784
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.2044-8309.1996.tb01091.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.2044-8309.1996.tb01091.x
https://doi.org/10.1348/014466699164086
https://doi.org/10.1348/014466699164086
https://doi.org/10.1027/1864-9335/a000363
https://doi.org/10.1177/13684302211038062
https://doi.org/10.1177/13684302211038062
https://doi.org/10.1111/josi.12168
https://doi.org/10.1111/josi.12083
https://doi.org/10.1111/josi.12083
https://doi.org/10.1177/1065912911427450
https://doi.org/10.1177/1065912911427450
https://doi.org/10.1037/pspi0000230
https://doi.org/10.1037/pspi0000230
https://cran.r-project.org/package=psychometric
https://doi.org/10.1111/spc3.12267
https://doi.org/10.1111/spc3.12267
https://doi.org/10.4324/9780429355363-27
https://doi.org/10.4324/9780429355363-27
https://doi.org/10.1525/cse.2018.001651
https://doi.org/10.1525/cse.2018.001651
https://doi.org/10.1017/9781108975476
https://doi.org/10.1017/S0003055403000868
https://doi.org/10.1002/bimj.200810425
https://doi.org/10.1002/bimj.200810425

REACTIONS TO ADVANTAGED GROUP ALLIES

munication, 38(4), 479-497. https://doi.org/10.1080/10584609.2020.
1793848

lyer, A., & Achia, T. (2021). Mobilized or marginalized? Understanding low-
status groups’ responses to social justice efforts led by high-status
groups. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 120(5), 1287-1316.
https://doi.org/10.1037/pspi0000325

Jenkins, J. C. (1983). Resource mobilization theory and the study of social
movements. Annual Review of Sociology, 9, (May), 527-553. https://doi.
org/10.1146/annurev.s0.09.080183.002523

Jetten, J., Mols, F,, & Postmes, T. (2015). Relative deprivation and relative
wealth enhances anti-immigrant sentiments: The vcurve re-examined.
PLoS ONE, 10(10), e0139156. https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.
0139156

Kelley, H. H. (1971). Moral evaluation. American Psychologist, 26(3), 293-
300. https://doi.org/10.1037/h0031276

Knippenberg, D., van (2019). Group norms, prototypicality, and persuasion.
In Attitudes, behavior, and social context (pp. 157-170). Psychology Press.
https://doi.org/10.4324/9781410603210-9

Kutlaca, M., Becker, J., & Radke, H. (2020). A hero for the outgroup, a
black sheep for the ingroup: Societal perceptions of those who confront
discrimination. Journal of Experimental Social Psychology, 88, (September
2018). 103832. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jesp.2019.103832

Kutlaca, M., Radke, H. R. M., & Becker, J. C. (2022). The impact of including
advantaged groups in collective action against social inequality on politi-
cized identification of observers from disadvantaged and advantaged
groups. Political Psychology, 43(2),297-315.

Kutlaca, M., Radke, H. R. M., lyer, A., & Becker, J. C. (2020). Understanding
allies’ participation in social change: A multiple perspectives approach.
European Journal of Social Psychology, 50(6), 1248-1258. https://doi.org/
10.1002/ejsp.2720

Leach, C. W,, van Zomeren, M., Zebel, S., Vliek, M. L. W., Pennekamp, S.
F., Doosje, B., Ouwerkerk, J. W., & Spears, R. (2008). Group-level self-
definition and self-investment: A Hierarchical (Multicomponent) model
of in-group identification. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology,
95(1), 144-165. https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.95.1.144

Louis, W. R. (2009). Collective action—And then what? Journal of
Social  Issues, 65(4), 727-748. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1540-
4560.2009.01623.x

Louis, W. R., Thomas, E., McGarty, C., Lizzio-Wilson, M., Amiot, C., &
Moghaddam, F. (2020). The volatility of collective action: Theoretical
analysis and empirical data. Political Psychology, 41(S1), 35-74. https://
doi.org/10.1111/pops.12671

Lowery, B. S., Unzueta, M. M., Knowles, E. D., & Goff, P. A. (2006). Concern
for the in-group and opposition to affirmative action. Journal of Personal-
ity and Social Psychology, 90(6), 961-974. https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-
3514.90.6.961

Maass, A., & Clark, R. D. (1984). Hidden impact of minorities: Fifteen years
of minority influence research. Psychological Bulletin, 95(3), 428-450.
https://doi.org/10.1037/0033-2909.95.3.428

McCarthy, J. D., & Zald, M. N. (1977). Resource mobilization and social
movements: A partial theory. American Journal of sociology, 82(6), 1212~
1241. https://doi.org/10.1086/226464

McGarty, C., Bliuc, A. M., Thomas, E. F., & Bongiorno, R. (2009). Collective
action as the material expression of opinion-based group membership.
Journal of Social Issues, 65(4), 839-857. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1540-
4560.2009.01627 x

Miler, K. C. (2007). The view from the hill: Legislative perceptions of the
district. Legislative Studies Quarterly, 32(4), 597-628. https://doi.org/10.
3162/036298007782398477

Minson, J. A, & Monin, B. (2012). Do-gooder derogation: Disparaging
morally motivated minorities to defuse anticipated reproach. Social
Psychological and Personality Science, 3(2), 200-207. https://doi.org/10.
1177/1948550611415695

Monin, B. (2007). Holier than me? Threatening social comparisons in the
moral domain. International Review of Social Psychology, 20(1), 53-68.

F_ASP WILEY-**

Mugny, G., Kaiser, C., Papastamou, S., & Pérez, J. A. (1984). Intergroup
relations, identification and social influence. British Journal of Social
Psychology, 23(4), 317-322. https://doi.org/10.1111/].2044-8309.1984.
tb00647.x

Mugny, G., & Perez, J. A. (1991). The social psychology of minority influence.
Cambridge University Press.

Osborne, D., Jost, J. T,, Becker, J. C., Badaan, V., & Sibley, C. G. (2019).
Protesting to challenge or defend the system? A system justification per-
spective on collective action. European Journal of Social Psychology, 49(2),
244-269. https://doi.org/10.1002/ejsp.2522

Phillips, L. T., & Lowery, B. S. (2018). Herd invisibility: The psychology of
racial privilege. Current Directions in Psychological Science, 27(3), 156-
162. https://doi.org/10.1177/0963721417753600

Pietraszewski, D., Curry, O. S., Petersen, M. B., Cosmides, L., & Tooby,
J. (2015). Constituents of political cognition: Race, party politics, and
the alliance detection system. Cognition, 140, 24-39. https://doi.org/10.
1016/j.cognition.2015.03.007

Politi, E., Gale, J., & Staerkle, C. (2017). Flexible solidarity with refugees:
Integrating minority influence and intergroup communication. Interna-
tional Review of Social Psychology, 30(1), 172-183. https://doi.org/10.
5334/irsp.24

Quiamzade, A., Pérez, J. A, Mugny, G., & Alonso, R. (2003). Towards and inte-
gration of theories of dissociation and self-categorization: Simultaneous
multiple categorizations in a minority influence situation. Revue Inter-
nationale de Psychologie Sociale, 16(4), 87-123. http://archive-ouverte.
unige.ch/unige: 15852

R Core Team. (2021). R: A language and environment for statistical computing.
R Foundation for Statistical Computing. https://www.r-project.org/

Radke, H. R. M., Kutlaca, M., & Becker, J. C. (2022). Disadvantaged
group members’ evaluations and support for allies: Investigating
the role of communication style and group membership. Group Pro-
cesses & Intergroup Relations, 25(6), 1437-1456. https://doi.org/10.1177/
13684302211010932

Radke, H. R. M., Kutlaca, M., Siem, B., Wright, S. C., & Becker, J. C. (2020).
Beyond allyship: motivations for advantaged group members to engage
in action for disadvantaged groups. Personality and Social Psychology
Review, 24(4),291-315. https://doi.org/10.1177/1088868320918698

Rasinski, H. M., & Czopp, A. M. (2010). The effect of target status on
witnesses’ reactions to confrontations of bias. Basic and Applied Social
Psychology, 32(1), 8-16. https://doi.org/10.1080/01973530903539754

Saguy, T., Tausch, N., Dovidio, J. F.,, & Pratto, F. (2009). The irony of har-
mony: Intergroup contact can produce false expectations for equality.
Psychological Science, 20(1), 114-121. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-
9280.2008.02261.x

Salkind, N. (2012). Multivariate Analysis of Variance (MANOVA). In Ency-
clopedia of research design. SAGE Publications. https://doi.org/10.4135/
9781412961288

Sidanius, J., & Pratto, F. (1999). Social dominance. Cambridge University
Press. https://doi.org/10.1017/cbo9781139175043

Simon, B., & Klandermans, B. (2001). Politicized collective identity: A social
psychological analysis. American Psychologist, 56(4), 319-331. https://
doi.org/10.1037/0003-066X.56.4.319

Smith, L. G. E., Thomas, E. F.,, & Mcgarty, C. (2015). We must be the change
we want to see in the world: Integrating norms and identities through
social interaction. Political Psychology, 36(5), 543-557. https://doi.org/
10.1111/pops.12180

Stiirmer, S., Simon, B., Loewy, M., & Jérger, H. (2003). The dual-pathway
model of social movement participation: The case of the fat acceptance
movement. Social Psychology Quarterly, 66(1), 71-82. https://doi.org/10.
2307/3090142

Subasi¢, E., Hardacre, S., Elton, B., Branscombe, N. R., Ryan, M. K, &
Reynolds, K. J. (2018). We for she: Mobilising men and women to
act in solidarity for gender equality. Group Processes and Intergroup
Relations, 21(5), 707-724. https://doi.org/10.1177/13684302187632
72

95UB917 SUOWWIOD 9AIE81D) a|qeal|dde ay) Aq pausench afe sopiLe YO ‘8sn Jo Se|n Joj Aeiq 1T 8uluo A8]I/M UO (SUONIPUOD-pUe-SLLB/W0D A8 | 1M Alelq 1 jBU1|UO//SANY) SUONIPUOD pue SWwie | 8Y1 89S *[yZ02/T0/80] Uo Aiqiauliuo A ‘158 L A 2662 ds/z00T 0T/10p/wod Ao im Arelqpuljuoy/:sdny woi) pepeojumod ‘/ ‘€202 ‘2660660T


https://doi.org/10.1080/10584609.2020.1793848
https://doi.org/10.1080/10584609.2020.1793848
https://doi.org/10.1037/pspi0000325
https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev.so.09.080183.002523
https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev.so.09.080183.002523
https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0139156
https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0139156
https://doi.org/10.1037/h0031276
https://doi.org/10.4324/9781410603210-9
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jesp.2019.103832
https://doi.org/10.1002/ejsp.2720
https://doi.org/10.1002/ejsp.2720
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.95.1.144
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1540-4560.2009.01623.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1540-4560.2009.01623.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/pops.12671
https://doi.org/10.1111/pops.12671
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.90.6.961
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.90.6.961
https://doi.org/10.1037/0033-2909.95.3.428
https://doi.org/10.1086/226464
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1540-4560.2009.01627.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1540-4560.2009.01627.x
https://doi.org/10.3162/036298007782398477
https://doi.org/10.3162/036298007782398477
https://doi.org/10.1177/1948550611415695
https://doi.org/10.1177/1948550611415695
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.2044-8309.1984.tb00647.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.2044-8309.1984.tb00647.x
https://doi.org/10.1002/ejsp.2522
https://doi.org/10.1177/0963721417753600
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.cognition.2015.03.007
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.cognition.2015.03.007
https://doi.org/10.5334/irsp.24
https://doi.org/10.5334/irsp.24
http://archive-ouverte.unige.ch/unige:15852
http://archive-ouverte.unige.ch/unige:15852
https://www.r-project.org/
https://doi.org/10.1177/13684302211010932
https://doi.org/10.1177/13684302211010932
https://doi.org/10.1177/1088868320918698
https://doi.org/10.1080/01973530903539754
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-9280.2008.02261.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-9280.2008.02261.x
https://doi.org/10.4135/9781412961288
https://doi.org/10.4135/9781412961288
https://doi.org/10.1017/cbo9781139175043
https://doi.org/10.1037/0003-066X.56.4.319
https://doi.org/10.1037/0003-066X.56.4.319
https://doi.org/10.1111/pops.12180
https://doi.org/10.1111/pops.12180
https://doi.org/10.2307/3090142
https://doi.org/10.2307/3090142
https://doi.org/10.1177/1368430218763272
https://doi.org/10.1177/1368430218763272

HARTWICH ET AL.

2 | WILEY EASP

Subasic, E., Reynolds, K. J., & Turner, J. C. (2008). The political solidarity
model of social change: Dynamics of self-categorization in intergroup
power relations. Personality and Social Psychology Review, 12(4), 330-352.
https://doi.org/10.1177/1088868308323223

Tate, K. (2003). Black faces in the mirror: African Americans and their represen-
tatives in the U.S. Congress, 213.

Teixeira, C. P, Spears, R., & Yzerbyt, V. Y. (2020). Is Martin Luther King
or Malcolm X the more acceptable face of protest? High-status groups’
reactions to low- status groups’ collective action. Journal of Person-
ality and Social Psychology, 118(5), 919-944. https://doi.org/10.1037/
pspi0000195

Thomas, E. F, & McGarty, C. (2018). Giving versus acting: Using latent
profile analysis to distinguish between benevolent and activist support
for global poverty reduction. British Journal of Social Psychology, 57(1),
189-209. https://doi.org/10.1111/bjso.12228

Van Zomeren, M., & lyer, A. (2009). Introduction to the social and psy-
chological dynamics of collective action. Journal of Social Issues,
65(4), 645-660. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1540-4560.2009.016
18.x

van Zomeren, M., Postmes, T., & Spears, R. (2008). Toward an integrative
social identity model of collective action: A quantitative research syn-

thesis of three socio-psychological perspectives. Psychological Bulletin,
134(4), 504-535. https://doi.org/10.1037/0033-2909.134.4.504

Wickham, H., Francois, R., Henry, L., & Miiller, K. (2021). dplyr: A Grammar
of Data Manipulation. R package version 1.0.7. https://cran.r-project.org/
package=dplyr

Wouters, R., & Walgrave, S. (2017). Demonstrating power: How protest
persuades political representatives. American Sociological Review, 82(2),
361-383. https://doi.org/10.1177/0003122417690325

Wright, S. C., Taylor, D. M., & Moghaddam, F. M. (1990). Responding to mem-
bership in a disadvantaged group: From acceptance to collective protest.
Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 58(6), 994-1003. https://doi.
org/10.1037/0022-3514.58.6.994

How to cite this article: Hartwich, L., Kutlaca, M.,
Ksenofontov, ., Jetten, J., & Becker, J. C. (2023). (Not so)
powerful allies? Decision makers’ reactions to advantaged
group allies in collective action. European Journal of Social
Psychology, 53, 1576-1592. https://doi.org/10.1002/ejsp.2997

95UB917 SUOWWIOD 9AIE81D) a|qeal|dde ay) Aq pausench afe sopiLe YO ‘8sn Jo Se|n Joj Aeiq 1T 8uluo A8]I/M UO (SUONIPUOD-pUe-SLLB/W0D A8 | 1M Alelq 1 jBU1|UO//SANY) SUONIPUOD pue SWwie | 8Y1 89S *[yZ02/T0/80] Uo Aiqiauliuo A ‘158 L A 2662 ds/z00T 0T/10p/wod Ao im Arelqpuljuoy/:sdny woi) pepeojumod ‘/ ‘€202 ‘2660660T


https://doi.org/10.1177/1088868308323223
https://doi.org/10.1037/pspi0000195
https://doi.org/10.1037/pspi0000195
https://doi.org/10.1111/bjso.12228
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1540-4560.2009.01618.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1540-4560.2009.01618.x
https://doi.org/10.1037/0033-2909.134.4.504
https://cran.r-project.org/package=dplyr
https://cran.r-project.org/package=dplyr
https://doi.org/10.1177/0003122417690325
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.58.6.994
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.58.6.994
https://doi.org/10.1002/ejsp.2997

	(Not so) powerful allies? Decision makers’ reactions to advantaged group allies in collective action
	Abstract
	1 | INTRODUCTION
	1.1 | Collective action achieving social change
	1.2 | Why allies might enhance the success of collective action
	1.3 | Why allies might not affect the success of collective action
	1.4 | The present research

	2 | STUDY 1
	2.1 | Method
	2.1.1 | Participants
	2.1.2 | Procedure
	2.1.3 | Measures

	2.2 | Results and discussion

	3 | STUDY 2
	3.1 | Method
	3.1.1 | Participants
	3.1.2 | Procedure
	3.1.3 | Measures

	3.2 | Results and discussion

	4 | STUDY 3
	4.1 | Method
	4.1.1 | Participants
	4.1.2 | Procedure
	4.1.3 | Measures

	4.2 | Results and discussion

	5 | STUDY 4
	5.1 | Method
	5.1.1 | Participants
	5.1.2 | Measures

	5.2 | Results and discussion

	6 | STUDY 5
	6.1 | Method
	6.1.1 | Participants
	6.1.2 | Procedure
	6.1.3 | Measures

	6.2 | Results and discussion

	7 | INTERNAL META-ANALYSIS
	8 | GENERAL DISCUSSION
	8.1 | Theoretical and practical implications
	8.2 | Limitations and directions for future research

	9 | CONCLUSION
	ACKNOWLEDGMENTS
	CONFLICT OF INTEREST STATEMENT
	DATA AVAILABILITY STATEMENT

	ETHICS STATEMENT
	ORCID
	REFERENCES


