1. Findings regarding intention to participate in non-normative collective actions

Study 1.
Results revealed that C1 was significant, β = .22, SE = .11, t = 2.67, p = .009, 95% CI = [0.076, 0.512],  = .05, and C2 was not, β = -.05, SE = .06, t = -0.62, p = .538, 95% CI = [-0.161, 0.084], hence evidencing a linear relationship between legitimacy and intention to participate in non-normative collective actions. The condition of high legitimacy caused lower intention (M = 1.12, SD = 0.31) than the condition of moderate legitimacy (M = 1.53, SD = 1.24), which itself caused lower intention than the condition of low legitimacy (M = 1.71, SD = 1.22).
Study 2. 
We found that C1 was significant, β = .14, SE = .07, t = 2.21, p = .029, 95% CI = [0.017, 0.298],  = .02, but not C2, β = .07, t = 1.01, p = .315, thereby giving evidence of a linear effect of legitimacy. Participants were less likely to engage in non-normative collective actions in the condition of high legitimacy (M = 1.20, SD = 0.53) than in the condition of moderate legitimacy (M = 1.24, SD = 0.69), and less likely to engage in the condition of moderate legitimacy than in the condition of low legitimacy (M = 1.53, SD = 1.27). A main effect of the disadvantage variable was also found, β = -.16, SE = .06, t = -2.52, p = .012, 95% CI = [-0.261, -0.032,],  = .03, such that people were more inclined to engage in non-normative collective actions in the condition of high disadvantage (M = 1.47, SD = 1.03) than in the condition of low disadvantage (M = 1.17, SD = 0.69). The interaction product with C1 was non-significant, β = -.08, t = -2.52, p = .195.
Study 3.
We found a main effect group disadvantages, since C1 was significant, β = -.12, SE = .02, t = -2.07, p = .039, 95% CI = [-0.085, -0.002],  = .01, and C2 was not, β = .04, t = 0.69, p = .493, such that participants reported more engagement in the condition of high disadvantage (M = 1.26, SD = 0.62) than in the low disadvantage (M = 1.16, SD = 0.50) and control conditions (M = 1.11, SD = 0.41). No other effects appeared. 

2. Findings regarding group efficacy and identification (Study 3)

Group efficacy. We measured perceived group efficacy with four items adapted from Van Zomeren et al. (2012). Participants were asked whether they think that “the protesters can change the decision made by the new company's boss”, “the protesters can influence this situation”, “the protesters can successfully defend the interests of the employees”, “the protesters can change the situation” (α = .96; M = 3.65, SD = 1.52). 
Our analyses showed a main effect of disadvantage, given that C1 was significant, β = .22, SE = .06, t = 4.02, p < .001, 95% CI = [-0.122, -0.355],  = .06, and C2 was not, β = .08, t = 1.45, p = .148. Results also showed an interaction effect, such that C1 * legitimacy revealed to be significant, β = -.16, SE = .06, t = -2.83, p = .005, 95% CI = [-0.284, -0.051],  = .03, while C2 * legitimacy was not, β = .09, t = 1.57, p = .117. More specifically, we found that legitimacy had a significant effect in the condition of low disadvantage and the control condition, β = -.18, SE = .10, t = -2.67, p = .008, 95% CI = [-0.479, -0.073],  = .02. In the condition of low disadvantage, as well as in the control condition, participants perceived lower group efficacy when legitimacy was high (MDJ = 3.44, SEDJ = 0.20; MCC = 2.82, SECC = 0.21) rather than low (MDJ = 3.68, SEDJ = 0.21; MCC = 3.71, SECC = 0.20). When disadvantage was low, no effect of legitimacy appeared, β = .15, t = 1.52, p = .129.
Identification. Drawing on Van Zomeren et al. (2012), identification with the protesters was measured by using four items. Participants were instructed to “think about the protesters” and answer “whether they see themselves as one of them”, “whether they identify with them”, “whether they feel strong ties with them”, and “whether they are am proud of them” (α = .95; M = 3.59, SD = 1.80). 
A main effect of legitimacy was found to be significant, β = -.21, SE = .09, t = -4.20, p < .001, 95% CI = [-0.542, -0.196],  = .06. Also, we found that the interaction with C1 effect was significant, β = -.15, SE = .06, t = -3.08, p = .002, 95% CI = [-0.313, -0.069],  = .03, while the interaction with C2 was not, β = .07, t = 1.52, p = .129. In both the control and low disadvantage conditions, we found that high legitimacy decreased identification (MDJ = 3.06, SEDJ = 0.21; MCC = 1.87, SECC = 0.22), relative to low legitimacy (MDJ = 3.86, SEDJ = 0.22; MCC = 3.32, SECC = 0.22; β = -.31, SE = .11, t = -4.99, p < .001, 95% CI = [-0.769, -0.334],  = .08). In the condition of high disadvantage, legitimacy had no effect, β = .01, t = 0.09, p = .934. 
Moral convicitons. We measured moral convictions with three items adapted from Van Zomeren et al. (2012). Participants were asked to report whether they agreed with the following statements: “My opinions about labour and labour rights are important parts of my moral values”, “My opinions about labour and labour rights are universal moral values that should apply everywhere in the world”, “My feelings about labour and labour rights are connected to my core moral convictions.” (α = .92; M = 5.00, SD = 1.30). 
We did not find any main effect nor interaction effect with this dependent variable (all ps > .13). 

