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Supplementary Information
Acknowledging that Men are Moral and Harmed by Gender Stereotypes Increases Men’s Willingness to Engage in Collective Action on Behalf of Women

Study 2. Analyses on Fusion with the Feminist Movement
Fusion with the feminist movement was assessed using the 7-item fusion scale of Gómez et al.’s (2011). Example item were: “I am one with the feminist movement” and “I make the feminist movement strong.”  The reliability of the scale was good, α = .92 
The regression on fusion with the feminist movement yielded two significant interactive effects. The interaction between the male suffering manipulation and adherence to roles was significant, b = 0.66, se = 0.21, p = .002, 95% CI [0.25, 1.06]. The decomposition of the interaction revealed that the male suffering manipulation (vs. the control condition) increased fusion with the feminist movement in those who strongly (+1SD = 0.93) adhere to gender roles, b = 0.82, se = 0.27, p = .002, 95% CI [0.30, 1.35], but not in those whose adherence is weak (-1SD = -0.93), b = -0.40, se = 0.28, p = .149, 95% CI [-0.94, 0.14]. The moral verification manipulation also interacted with adherence to male roles, b = 0.45, se = 0.21, p = .032, 95% CI [0.04, 0.86]. The decomposition of the interaction revealed that the moral verification manipulation (vs. the control condition) marginally reduced fusion with the feminist movement in those who weakly (-1SD = -0.93) adhere to gender roles, b = -0.51, se = 0.27, p = .064, 95% CI [-1.04, 0.03], but it did not affect those with a strong adherence (+1SD = 0.93), b = 0.33, se = 0.28, p = .237, 95% CI [-0.22, 0.87]. The effect of adherence to gender roles was also significant, b = -0.65, se = 0.19, p < .001, 95% CI [-0.93, -0.37]. No other effects were significant, ps > .151.

Additional Contrasts
Comparisons with Moral Reproach as Reference
Hypotheses
Based on previous research indicating that moral reproach does not impact intergroup orientations as compared to the control condition (Vázquez et al., 2022), we developed similar hypothesis for the comparison between moral reproach and the other three conditions as for the comparison between the control conditions and the other three conditions (included in the main text). Therefore, we expected that male participants’ adherence to traditional gender roles would be associated with less perceived discrimination against women (H1a) but more against men (H1b), less willingness to participate in collective action for women’s rights (H1c), and less acceptance of the feminist narrative regarding gender violence (H1d). As for the manipulation, no hypotheses were established regardless participants’ adherence to traditional gender roles (that is, no hypotheses for the main effects we drew) as we expected the manipulation to interact with adherence to traditional gender roles. We expected to find significant effects of condition among participants who highly adhere to traditional gender roles (traditional men from now on), but not among those who adhere weakly to those roles. Specifically, we expected to find significant differences in the reactions of traditional men between the moral reproach condition and the two non-confrontational conditions (moral verification and male suffering). Traditional participants in the moral verification condition were expected to express more perceived discrimination against women (H2a) but similar against men (H2b), be more willing to participate in collective action for women’s rights (H2c) and accept more the feminist narrative regarding gender violence (H2d) than those in the moral reproach condition. The same pattern was hypothesized for traditional men in the male suffering condition compared to the moral reproach condition: more perceived discrimination against women (H3a) but similar against men (H3b), more willingness to participate in collective action for women’s rights (H3c), and more acceptance of the feminist narrative regarding gender violence (H3d). Based on previous evidence (Vázquez et al., 2022), we did not expect significant interaction effects regarding the comparison between the moral reproach condition and the control condition on any dependent variable. 
Analysis Plan
To test these hypotheses, we conducted a regression analysis on each dependent variable: perceived discrimination against women and against men, willingness to participate in collective action for women’s rights, and acceptance of the feminist narrative against gender violence. For the analyses we used the module GAMLj (General Analyses for the Linear Model) in Jamovi (Version 2.3.19.0). Condition was considered the predictor and adherence to roles was the moderator. As the condition had four levels, this module created three dummy-coded variables that compared the moral reproach condition with each of the manipulations (0 moral reproach, 1 non-confrontational or control conditions). As a result, three interaction terms (each dummy by adherence to gender roles) were also entered as predictors. Adherence to gender roles was considered a continuous variable and mean centered. Simple slope analyses (considering the 16th and 84th percentiles of the moderator, adherence to gender roles) were conducted. 
Results and Discussion of Study 2
	Table 1 contains the results of the regression analyses for Study 2. As expected, there was a significant main effect of adherence to gender roles on all the dependent variables, such that the higher the adherence, the less perceived discrimination against women (H1a), the more perceived discrimination against men (H1b), the less willingness to participate in collective action for women’s rights (H1c) and the less acceptance of the feminist narrative regarding gender violence (H1d). Unexpectedly, we found significant effects of the manipulations on perceived discrimination against women in two comparisons. In particular, participants in the moral reproach condition perceived more discrimination against men in the moral reproach condition than in the moral verification and control conditions.
Regarding interaction effects, we found the expected significant effect of the interaction between adherence to roles and the male suffering condition on the perceived discrimination against women, such that traditional men in the male suffering condition perceived more discrimination than those in the control condition (H3a). However, this effect was not significant for participants who weakly adhered to gender roles. Unexpectedly, we also found a significant effect of the interaction between adherence to roles and moral verification, such that participants who adhered weakly to gender roles expressed less perceived discrimination against women in the moral verification condition than in the moral reproach condition. This effect was not significant for participants who strongly adhered to gender roles.
As expected, we found significant interaction effects in the comparisons between (1) the moral reproach and moral verification conditions and (2) the moral reproach and male suffering conditions on collective action intentions. The decomposition of the first interaction indicated that traditional men in the moral verification condition were more willing to participate in collective action than those in the moral reproach condition (H2c). However, this difference did not emerge for participants with a weak adherence to gender roles. The decomposition of the second interaction yielded no significant conditional effects.
Table 1
Study 2: Regression Analyses for Perceived Discrimination Against Women and Men, Willingness to Participate in Collective Action, and Acceptance of Feminist Narrative
	
	b
	se
	p
	LLCI
	ULCI
	

	Perceived discrimination against women

	Control
	-0.03
	0.15
	.868
	-0.33
	0.28
	-.02

	Verification
	-0.03
	0.15
	.188
	-0.51
	0.10
	-.18

	Suffering
	-0.21
	0.16
	.246
	-0.12
	0.48
	.15

	Adherence to Roles
	-0.55
	0.12
	<.001
	-0.78
	-0.32
	-.44

	Roles  Control
	0.18
	0.16
	.268
	-0.14
	0.50
	.15

	    Simple slope - Low adherence
	-0.19
	0.21
	.369
	-0.61
	0.23
	-.17

	    Simple slope - High adherence
	0.15
	0.22
	.502
	-0.29
	0.58
	.13

	Roles  Verification
	0.34
	0.17
	.046
	0.01
	0.67
	..27

	    Simple slope - Low adherence
	-0.52
	0.22
	.018
	-0.94
	-0.09
	-.44

	    Simple slope - High adherence
	0.12
	0.23
	.598
	-0.33
	0.57
	.10

	Roles  Suffering
	0.43
	0.17
	.010
	0.10
	0.76
	.35

	    Simple slope - Low adherence
	-0.22
	0.22
	.320
	-0.65
	0.21
	-.19

	    Simple slope - High adherence
	0.59
	0.22
	.008
	0.16
	1.02
	.51

	Perceived discrimination against men

	Control
	-0.41
	0.20
	.041
	-0.80
	-0.02
	-.26

	Verification
	-0.42
	0.20
	.037
	-0.82
	-0.03
	-.27

	Suffering
	0.13
	0.20
	.506
	-0.26
	0.09
	.09

	Adherence to Roles
	0.62
	0.15
	<.001
	0.32
	0.37
	.37

	Roles  Control
	0.02
	0.21
	.920
	-0.40
	0.01
	.01

	    Simple slope - Low adherence
	-0.43
	0.28
	.123
	-0.98
	0.12
	-.28

	    Simple slope - High adherence
	-0.39
	0.27
	.175
	-0.97
	0.17
	-.25

	Roles  Verification
	0.14
	0.22
	.520
	-0.29
	0.08
	.08

	    Simple slope - Low adherence
	-0.55
	0,28
	.051
	-1.10
	0.002
	-.35

	    Simple slope - High adherence
	-0,29
	0.29
	.322
	-0.86
	0.29
	-.18

	Roles  Suffering
	-0.36
	0.22
	.100
	-0.78
	-0.21
	-.21

	    Simple slope - Low adherence
	0.46
	0.28
	.105
	-0.10
	1.02
	.30

	    Simple slope - High adherence
	-0.21
	0.29
	.467
	-0.77
	0.35
	-.13

	Collective action 
	
	
	.
	
	
	

	Control
	-0.24
	0.21
	.246
	-0.65
	0.17
	-.15

	Verification
	0.16
	0.21
	.445
	-0.25
	0.57
	.10

	Suffering
	-0.06
	0.21
	.764
	-0.47
	0.35
	-.04

	Adherence to Roles
	-0.77
	0.16
	<.001
	-1.09
	-0.46
	-.45

	Roles  Control
	-0.11
	0.22
	.616
	-0.55
	0.32
	-.06

	    Simple slope - Low adherence
	-0.14
	0.29
	.630
	-0.71
	0.43
	-.09

	    Simple slope - High adherence
	-0.37
	0.30
	.244
	-0.93
	0.24
	-.22

	Roles  Verification
	0.63
	0.23
	.006
	0.19
	1.08
	.37

	    Simple slope - Low adherence
	-0.42
	0.29
	.149
	-1.00
	0.15
	-.27

	    Simple slope - High adherence
	0.77
	0.31
	.013
	017
	1.37
	.48

	Roles  Suffering
	0.48
	0.22
	.032
	0.04
	0.92
	.28

	    Simple slope - Low adherence
	-0.51
	0.29
	.066
	-1.08
	0.07
	-.32

	    Simple slope - High adherence
	0.40
	0.30
	.179
	-0.18
	0.98
	.25

	Acceptance of feminist narrative 
	
	
	.
	
	

	Control
	-0.08
	0.15
	.580
	-0.38
	0.21
	-.07

	Verification
	-0.02
	0.15
	.917
	-0.31
	0.28
	-.01

	Suffering
	0.18
	0.15
	.231
	-0.11
	0.47
	.15

	Adherence to Roles
	-0.63
	0.12
	<.001
	-0.86
	-0.41
	-.48

	Roles  Control
	-0.26
	0.16
	.100
	-0.58
	0.051
	-.20

	    Simple slope - Low adherence
	0.16
	0.21
	.448
	-0.25
	0.57
	.13

	    Simple slope - High adherence
	-0.33
	0.22
	.121
	-0.76
	0.09
	-.27

	Roles  Verification
	0.24
	0.16
	.140
	-0.08
	0.566
	.18

	    Simple slope - Low adherence
	-0.24
	0.21
	.257
	-0.65
	0.18
	-.19

	    Simple slope - High adherence
	0.22
	0.22
	.326
	-0.22
	0.65
	.18

	Roles  Suffering
	0.13
	0.16
	.439
	-0.19
	0.443
	.10

	    Simple slope - Low adherence
	0.07
	0.21
	.760
	-0.35
	0.48
	.05

	    Simple slope - High adherence
	030
	0.21
	.163
	-012
	0.72
	.24


Note. LLCI = Lower limit confidence interval; ULCI = Upper limit confidence interval.

In sum, acknowledging the morality of men was more effective than questioning it to promote the participation of traditional men in collective action for gender equality. Besides, recognizing the suffering of men due to gender stereotypes seemed to help traditional men to acknowledge the discrimination against women as compared to the moral reproach condition. Neither of the two non-confrontational strategies succeeded in increasing the acceptance of gender violence as compared to the moral reproach strategy.
Results and Discussion of Study 3
As expected, there was a significant main effect of adherence to gender roles on all the dependent variables, such that the higher the adherence, the less perceived discrimination against women (H1a), b = -0.43, se = 0.10, 95% CI [-0.63, -0.23], p < .001, β = -.34, the more perceived discrimination against men (H1b), b = 0.67, se = 0.11, 95% CI [0.44, 0.89], p < .001, β = .45, the less willingness to participate in collective action for women’s rights (H1c), b = -0.47, se = 0.12, 95% CI [-0.71, -0.24], p < .001, β = -.31,  and the less acceptance of the feminist narrative regarding gender violence (H1d), b = -0.48, se = 0.10, 95% CI [-0.60, -0.22], p < .001, β = -.33. No other effects were significant, ps > .072. 
Study 3 indicated that questioning the collective morality of men did not change the perception of discrimination, collective action intentions or the acceptance of the feminist narrative as compared to the control condition (no strategy delivered) or the two confrontational strategies (moral verification and male suffering). The results are different from those of Study 2. In the main text we jncluded potential explanations for these differences.
Comparison Between the Non-Confrontational Strategies (Male Suffering vs. Moral-Verification)
Hypotheses
We did not anticipate significant differences between the moral verification and the male suffering conditions. 
Analysis Plan
To compare the effectiveness of the two confrontational strategies, we conducted a regression analysis on each dependent variable: perceived discrimination against women and against men, willingness to participate in collective action for women’s rights, and acceptance of the feminist narrative against gender violence. For the analyses we used the module GAMLj (General Analyses for the Linear Model) in Jamovi (Version 2.3.19.0). Condition was considered the predictor and adherence to roles was the moderator. As the condition had four levels, this module created three dummy-coded variables that compared the male suffering condition with each of the other conditions (0 male suffering, 1 control/moral verification/moral reproach). As a result, three interaction terms (each dummy by adherence to gender roles) were also entered as predictors. Adherence to gender roles was considered a continuous variable and mean centered. Simple slope analyses (considering the 16th and 84th percentiles of the moderator, adherence to gender roles) were conducted. We focused only on the comparison between the male suffering and the moral verification condition.
Results of Study 2
There was a significant effect of condition (male suffering vs. moral verification) on perceived discrimination against women, such that participants in the moral verification condition perceived less discrimination against women than those in the male suffering condition, b = -0.38, se = 0.16, 95% CI [-0.69, -0.08], p = .014, β = -.33. There was also a significant effect of condition (male suffering vs. moral verification) on perceived discrimination against men, such that participants in the moral verification condition perceived less discrimination against men than those in the male suffering condition, b = -0.55, se = 0.20, 95% CI [-0.95, -0.16], p = .006, β = -.36. However, this effect was qualified by a significant interaction between condition and adherence to traditional gender roles, b = 0.50, se = 0.22, 95% CI [0.07, 0.93], p = .023, β = .30. The decomposition of this interaction showed that participants with a weak adherence to gender roles perceived less discrimination against men in the moral verification condition than in the male suffering condition, b =  -1.01, se = 0.29, 95% CI [-1.57, -0.45], p < .001, β = .65, but participants with a strong adherence to traditional gender roles did not, b =  -0.08, se = 0.29, 95% CI [0.65, 0.49], p = .788, β = -.05. Neither the interaction effect nor the main effect of condition (male suffering vs. moral verification) were significant in the regressions on willingness to participate in collective action and acceptance of the feminist narrative, ps > .196.
Results of Study 3
There were no significant main or interaction effects of condition (male suffering vs. moral verification) on any dependent variable, ps > .083.
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