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Abstract. Social movements seek allies as they campaign for social, political, and organiza-
tional changes. How do activists gain allies in the targeted institutions they hope to
change? Despite recognition of the importance of ally support in theories about institution-
al change and social movements, these theories are largely silent on the microdynamics of
ally mobilization. We examine how the labeling of organizational policies that benefit
women influences potential workplace allies’ support for these policies. We theorize that
one barrier to mobilizing workplace allies is a misalignment of the labels that activists use
to promote new policies and employees’ affiliation with collective identities. We conducted
five experiments to test our hypotheses and 26 qualitative interviews to provide illustration
of our core concepts. We demonstrate that employees high in feminist identification are
more likely to support feminist-labeled (feminist and #MeToo) than unlabeled policies,
whereas those low in feminist identification are less likely to support feminist-labeled than
unlabeled policies (Studies 1–3). However, we find that participants for whom organiza-
tional identification was high (whether measured or manipulated) and feminist identifica-
tion was low supported organizationally labeled policies more than feminist-labeled
polices (Studies 4 and 5). This illustrates that policies whose aims may not align with one
collective identity can still garner support by activating another relevant collective identity.
Within our studies, we provide evidence that these effects are mediated via feelings of
pride in the organization (and not fear or anger), suggesting that positive emotions are a
central mechanism in mobilizing workplace allies.

History: This paper has been accepted for theOrganization Science Special Issue on Experiments in Orga-
nizational Theory.

Supplemental Material: The online appendix is available at https://doi.org/10.1287/orsc.2021.1492.
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Activists frequently target organizations to promote a
cause and campaign for social change (King and
Pearce 2010, Briscoe and Gupta 2016). Research on so-
cial movements and institutional change has empha-
sized the role of activists in mobilizing others to take
part in collective action in support of their cause (King
2008, Soule 2009). Mobilizing a broad base of support
is a key mechanism of institutional entrepreneurship
(Van Meter and Van Horn 1975, Battilana et al. 2009).
Much of what social movement activists do is in-
tended to help them win the “hearts and minds” of
prospective supporters, such as potential allies (King
andWalker 2014, p. 134).

By allies, we do not refer to movement activists
themselves but to potentially sympathetic employees
affiliated with the target institution who might lend
internal support to accomplishing movement goals

(Oegema and Klandermans 1994). Thus, our definition
of ally implies that the individual is part of the very
institution the movement seeks to change, giving
them a more privileged position than typical move-
ment members have (Yukich et al. 2020). Potential al-
lies may at times benefit from a movement’s proposed
changes; however, because of their status as institu-
tional insiders, they occupy a “liminal position” that
not only grants them opportunities for influence but
challenges their credibility as movement members
(Meyerson and Scully 1995; Russo 2014, p. 68; Briscoe
and Gupta 2016).

Ally support is critical as social movements drive
policy change inside organizations. Research shows
that even after a movement-initiated policy is
adopted, potential movement allies help ensure that
the intended institutional and organizational changes
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actually take place (Andrews 2001). Social movement
theory and organizational research both emphasize
the role of allies in supporting new policy implemen-
tation, especially when such change is viewed as radi-
cal or possibly disruptive of the organization (Kellogg
2009, Briscoe and Gupta 2016, DeJordy et al. 2020).
Moreover, although having elite allies (i.e., high-level
organizational actors with decision-making authority)
is often seen as key to movement success (McAdam
1996), implementation of new policies also requires
the support of allies at all levels of the organizational
hierarchy, including nonelite employees (Huy 2002,
Kellogg 2009).

Despite the importance of gaining allies, we know
little about the microlevel processes by which nonelite
employees are converted into movement allies and
support the implementation efforts of new organiza-
tional policies (Kellogg 2009, Briscoe and Gupta 2016).
It is this recruitment of nonelite employees into allies
that concerns us in this paper. Much social movement
research considers the presence of allies to be an exog-
enous condition of movement mobilization and part
of the “political opportunity structure,” whereas we
argue that allies (and the support they provide for
policy change) can be endogenous to movement ef-
forts (McAdam 1996; Binder 2002; Raeburn 2004;
McDonnell et al. 2015, p. 672; Milkis and Tichenor
2019).

However, workplaces are “organizational habitats”
distinct from policy-making domains and are not ide-
al sites for political consciousness raising (Katzenstein
1998, p. 19). Because successful implementation of the
policy will both alter the institutional structure and re-
quire effort and dedication from organizational mem-
bers, resistance to movement-initiated change is a nat-
ural obstacle within organizations (Meyerson and
Scully 1995, Kellogg 2009, Giorgi et al. 2017). Potential
allies of a policy change may be wary of the reputa-
tional and social risks faced when providing internal
support for potentially polarizing organizational poli-
cies (Meyerson and Scully 1995, DeCelles et al. 2019).
By internal support, we mean taking visible action
within the organization to further the implementation
of policy, encourage others to support the policy, and
increase the likelihood of success of the activists’
goals.1 Wilensky (1967, p. 3) notes that in organiza-
tions, control is “the problem of getting work done
and securing compliance with organizational rules,”
making it clear that support of rules and policies from
within the organization cannot be assumed. Indeed,
individuals within organizations have discretion as to
the extent they can support or apply both preexisting
organizational policies (e.g., Lipsky 1980, Vinzant et al.
1998, Evans 2010) as well as policy decisions as they
are transformed into operational terms to carry out an
organization’s stated objectives (Williams 1971).

Converting employees into allies and gaining their
support go beyond issue selling or other means of per-
suasion (Dutton and Ashford 1993).

How, then, do employees become allies of a move-
ment that seeks to implement a potentially controver-
sial policy? This paper explores how discourse, or
more specifically, the label, used to introduce new
policies affects ally mobilization. Labels can be drawn
from broader social contexts outside the organization,
such as when a social movement uses a label to denote
a particular ideology, as well as from within the orga-
nization itself. Specifically, we compare and contrast
labels associated with the women’s rights movement,
such as “feminist” and “#MeToo,” versus organiza-
tionally related labels to better understand this re-
cruitment process.

Activists use policy labels as a type of discourse
that energizes potential allies by associating their sup-
port with a particular ideology or categorical schema
(Negro et al. 2010). Framing discourse in a way that
resonates with employees is an important challenge
(Snow et al. 1986). Collective identities are key drivers
in people’s willingness to mobilize on behalf of a
movement (e.g., Polletta and Jasper 2001); although
collective identity is a nuanced concept that has
been treated in a number of ways in the literature
(Luhtanen and Crocker 1992, Brewer and Gardner
1996), we treat collective identity in general as an identi-
ty shared with others who are believed to have char-
acteristics in common (Ashmore et al. 2004). We dis-
cuss specific collective identities here.

Social movement scholars have argued that one of
the main problems in mobilizing ally support is that
individuals in privileged positions may not initially
share the collective identity of the movement (e.g.,
feminist) and that this lack of a shared identity can be
a roadblock to gaining their support for the move-
ment’s goals (Myers 2008, Russo 2014). Moreover, as
Meyerson and Scully (1995) have noted, employees
may embrace other collective identities (for example,
by identifying as a member of the organization) that
may be in tension with the collective identity of the
movement.

We argue that the collective identity of employees
and the policy label itself play a central role in wheth-
er the policy will resonate, increasing mobilization.
The labels that activists use to mobilize people in the
broader public to join their movement may not reso-
nate inside the target institutions they seek to change
and may even be highly contentious and polarizing
(Feinberg and Willer 2011, Giorgi et al. 2017). We the-
orize that the extent to which a new policy uses labels
that resonate with employees’ relevant collective iden-
tities will be associated with ally mobilization. Al-
though there are many forms of collective identity, we
explore two forms in particular: feminist identification
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and organizational identification. We focus on these
two forms of collective identity because they provide
a theoretically generative window into understanding
ally mobilization within organizations. Employees
highly identified as feminists ought to be more open
to feminist-labeled policies, whereas those less identi-
fied as feminists ought to be more resistant to
feminist-labeled policies. In addition, we believe that
for those low in feminist identification, organizational
identification can make individuals more open to or-
ganizationally labeled policies over feminist-labeled
policies. Moreover, because social movement scholars
have argued that emotions mediate mobilization into
collective action (Goodwin et al. 2009, Jasper 2011,
DeCelles et al. 2019), we contend that pride toward
the organization is a motivating emotion, central in
support for labeled policies.

We make two theoretical contributions. First, we be-
gin to unpack the microfoundations of how social
movement activism translates into internal organiza-
tional support for movement goals (Briscoe and Gupta
2016). Whereas past research on social movements and
organizations has focused on external activist efforts to
reform organizations (e.g., King 2008) or on efforts to
lead change by convincing elite decision makers (e.g.,
Raeburn 2004), we theorize a crucial factor in ensuring
mobilization efforts succeed depends on recruiting non-
elite employees to become allies. Thus, our paper con-
tributes to a growing body of research that examines
how social movements play a role in policy implemen-
tation efforts (Kellogg 2009, 2011; DeJordy et al. 2020).
Our work provides insight into the critical process of
gaining the internal support of allies in advancing insti-
tutional changes (e.g., Rao and Giorgi 2006), with a par-
ticular focus on the crucial phase of implementing these
new movement-driven policies. Moreover, our analyses
demonstrate the alignment of collective identity and
policy labels as key micromechanisms underlying inter-
nal support for movement-driven policies (Weber et al.
2008, Augustine and King 2019).

Second, our paper elaborates on emotional reso-
nance, in the form of pride toward the organization,
as a critical mechanism in building support for new
policies. One potential barrier to mobilizing work-
place allies is a misalignment of employees’ identities
and the labels used to promote new policies, which re-
sults in lowering the emotional resonance of those
policies with employees. As a result, we argue that
the labels activists use to mobilize participants in the
external movement may have unintentional conse-
quences by failing to resonate with the very employ-
ees who are needed as movement allies. Thus, our pa-
per adds to an important conversation around
identity and emotions as mechanisms of mobilizing
stakeholders (e.g., Rowley and Moldoveanu 2003, Za-
vyalova et al. 2016).

We conducted five experiments to test our hypothe-
ses. Studies 1–3 examined whether feminist identifica-
tion moderates the effect of policy labeling (i.e.,
“feminist,” “#MeToo,” or unlabeled) on levels of sup-
port for policies that benefit women (Hypothesis 1a).
Studies 4 and 5 examined whether organizational la-
bels (i.e., the organization’s name versus “feminist”)
can increase policy support by those who are low in
feminist identification but high in organizational iden-
tification (Hypothesis 2a). In addition, Studies 3–5
tested whether our proposed moderated effect is me-
diated via feelings of pride in the organization
(Hypotheses 1b and 2b).

Our experimental approach offers several benefits.
First, this approach rules out a host of potential
confounds one might otherwise encounter (Brewer
1985) and allows for replicability (Croson et al. 2007,
Camerer et al. 2016). Furthermore, by randomly assign-
ing participants to conditions of labeled or unlabeled
policies and high or low organizational identification,
we are able to establish evidence of direct causality
(Merton 1949). Finally, although social movement schol-
ars have long understood the importance of gaining al-
lies as a macrophenomenon, the micromechanisms by
which movements create allies are often obscured by
approaches grounded in the institutional level of analy-
sis (Felin et al. 2012, Bitektine and Miller 2015). By em-
ploying an experimental approach, we illuminate some
of these micromechanisms, with implications that deep-
en understanding of the processes related to social
movements within organizations. We also collected
qualitative data involving interviews with 26 working
professionals from a diverse range of organizational
contexts. Our interviews provided depth and external
validity with regard to our phenomena of interest and
are useful in understanding the patterns identified in
the experiments (see also Kim andMiner 2007 for a sim-
ilar approach); we thus follow our findings in each
study with illustrative quotes from the interviews (Ka-
poor and Klueter 2015).

Theoretical Development
How Labeling Organizational Policies Influences
Employees’ Support
Social movements are particularly adept at using la-
bels in their discourse to push for particular reforms
(Augustine and King 2019). Activists use labels to con-
note meaning in their efforts to mobilize people to
participate in collective action and to win supporters
for their cause, as illustrated by supporters of the
women’s movement using the feminist label to signify
resistance to a patriarchal gender system (Taylor and
Whittier 1995). Thus, meaning construction and the
connotation of key words become ways activists can
gain or lose support, especially among potential allies.

Wang et al.: Labeling, Collective Identity, and Workplace Allies
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Importantly, connotations of labels vary by audience,
and thus, the same label may not be equally effective in
generating support among all potential allies (Galinsky
et al. 2013, Wang et al. 2017, Whitson et al. 2017).

The connotations of labels are particularly relevant
to activists in the gender equity effort (hooks 2000).
Labels such as “feminist” and more recently,
“#MeToo” have become popular terms that highlight
the desire to address gendered inequalities in every-
day life, politics, and the workplace (McVeigh 2013).
Although labels related to gender equity have histori-
cally been used outside organizations, recently they
have begun to spread from within (Pesce 2018). Ef-
forts to address the sexual harassment and pay inequi-
ty that occur within organizational boundaries are of-
ten accompanied by the introduction of policies to
support gender equity (Berg 2009, Abrahams 2017);
these organizational policies are often discussed in re-
lation to contemporary movements in hopes of inspir-
ing allies within the organization (Higginbottom 2018,
Pesce 2018). However, these labels used within organ-
izations can ignite controversy because they can be
imbued with both negative and positive connotations
depending on the audience.

We posit that, beyond the reputational risks and po-
tential harm to careers (e.g., Meyerson and Scully
1995, DeCelles et al. 2019), another barrier to mobiliz-
ing movement allies in the workplace is misalignment
of employees’ identities and the labels that social
movements use as part of their discourse. Inasmuch
as social movements use labels to describe policy
changes that do not align with employees’ own identi-
ties, those proposed policies will not create the desired
emotional resonance (Schrock et al. 2004). The chal-
lenge that movements face is describing those policies
in a way that resonates broadly with potential allies
among employees, not just with those who already
see themselves as participants in the movement. We
maintain that labeling policies is one way in which a
movement communicates its collective identity. These
labels may convey collective identity, especially inas-
much as groups use them to signify membership in a
community, which in turn, creates a sense of personal
belonging (Glynn and Navis 2013). Although a policy
with a movement label may resonate with some, it
will likely have the opposite effect on others. We ar-
gue a key determinant is the collective identity of po-
tential allies.

Collective Identities. Scholars have recognized the criti-
cal link between collective identity and emotional reso-
nance (Weber et al. 2008, Howard-Grenville et al. 2013).
Identities are used to make sense of the environment
and prepare for action within it (Oyserman 2009). Indi-
viduals allocate attention to identity-relevant stimuli
and cues (Oyserman et al. 2007, Oyserman 2009,

Reed et al. 2012) and regulate their emotions, attitudes,
and behaviors to align with their activated identity
(Mercurio and Forehand 2011, Reed et al. 2012). We fo-
cus on two types of collective identity: feminist and
organizational.

Feminist Identification. We argue that the extent to
which employees possess a feminist identity is a cen-
tral factor driving whether they become allies for
movement-labeled policies. As a collective identity,
feminism is a complex web of political and personal
ideologies (Zucker and Bay-Cheng 2010). However,
regardless of their differences, people who identify as
feminist share a bond that ties together those who see
gender as a useful lens of analysis, argue against sex-
ism, and seek in general to improve the standing of
women in society (Rupp and Taylor 1999). Feminists
see themselves as part of the same movement commu-
nity and as possessing a common identity (Whittier
1997). Yet, not everyone identifies as feminist. Indeed,
a YouGov poll indicates that the percentage of women
who self-identify as feminists increased from 32% to
38% from 2016 to 2018 (Ballard 2018). At the same
time, only 22% of men identify as feminist, and 48% of
women still do not identify as feminists. Moreover,
48% of nonidentifying women believe that “feminists
are too extreme.”

This division between those who identify more as
feminists and those who identify less produces chal-
lenges in mobilizing allies, especially in workplaces in
which individuals may face sanctions for being seen
as transgressive (Meyerson and Scully 1995). Collec-
tive identities lay at the crux of the transformation of
the scattered experiences of individuals into unified
and active collectives, and adopting the identity is of-
ten a central part of investing in activism (Duncan
1999, Polletta and Jasper 2001). In line with this argu-
ment, research suggests that possessing a feminist
identity drives increased support for the movement’s
goals and an increased likelihood to act on behalf of
those goals, with those who identify less as feminists
being less likely to take part in activism on behalf of
women’s rights (Nelson et al. 2008). Thus, we suggest
that labeling organizational policies as “feminist” or
“#MeToo” results in higher support from those high
in feminist identification but lower support from those
low in feminist identification.

Hypothesis 1a. Feminist identification will moderate the
relationship between policy label (unlabeled versus move-
ment labeled as “feminist” or “#MeToo”) and support of
the policy.Movement-labeled policies will receive more sup-
port than unlabeled policies for employees high in feminist
identification; in contrast, movement-labeled policies will
receive less support than unlabeled policies for employees
low in feminist identification.

Wang et al.: Labeling, Collective Identity, and Workplace Allies
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Organizational Identification. To further our study of
collective identities, we also examine organizational
identity as an additional lever that might trigger emo-
tional resonance when certain organizational policies
are introduced. Ashforth and Mael (1989, p. 21) con-
ceptualized organizational identification as a percep-
tion of “oneness” with the organization, whereby an
employee defines himself or herself in terms of organi-
zational membership (Tyler and Blader 2000, Van
Knippenberg 2000, Haslam 2001). Specifically, organi-
zational identification is when “key aspects of the indi-
vidual’s self-definition are drawn from the organiza-
tions’ perceived attributes” (Conroy et al. 2017, p. 185).

For example, employees who identify with their or-
ganization are more likely to endorse and incorporate
the organization’s norms and values into their self-
concept and internalize organizational outcomes as
their own (Ashforth and Mael 1989). Moreover, orga-
nizationally identified employees are more motivated
to endorse and support goals geared toward benefit-
ting the organization (Ashforth and Mael 1989, Dutton
et al. 1994). In fact, individuals will adjust their cogni-
tions and behaviors to align with what is contextually
appropriate (Fiske 1992). Moreover, failing to meet or-
ganizational goals may threaten the identity of highly
identified organizational members (Petriglieri 2011).

We draw from work suggesting that employees
who feel that their organization shares their values ex-
hibit more positive organizational attitudes (Kristof-
Brown et al. 2002). Thus, organizations can influence
one’s sense of belonging, and certain actions become
important to employees because they perceive that
their identity is affected or at stake (Taylor 1985). Con-
gruently, social identity theory suggests individuals
will support institutions that embody those collective
identities (Ashforth and Mael 1989), and we suggest
that a strong confirmation of that embodiment can oc-
cur when the organizations’ policy labels emphasize
organizational membership.

Specifically, we propose that for those low in femi-
nist identification, organizational identity may serve
to promote support for the policy. That is, for employ-
ees high in organizational identification but low in
feminist identification, a policy labeled with the or-
ganization’s name will resonate more than one that is
feminist labeled. Therefore, organizationally labeled
policies (compared with feminist-labeled policies)
may be met with more support.

Hypothesis 2a. Organizational identification and feminist
identification will moderate the relationship between policy
label (movement labeled versus organizationally labeled)
and support of the policy. Employees high in organizational
identification and low in feminist identification will support
organizationally labeled policies more than movement-la-
beled policies.

Organizational Pride as the Key Mechanism
People are more likely to support social movement
causes if they find the activists’ discourse emotionally
resonant. We argue that emotional resonance mani-
fests, in this situation, in the form of organizational
pride or “the pleasure taken in being associated with
one's employer” (Helm 2013, p. 544). Emotions are
central to the movement mobilization process
(Goodwin et al. 2000, Jasper 2011). Emotions of vari-
ous sorts—including joy and hope—can be the stimu-
lus that provokes individuals to give their support to
a movement and exert effort in helping to realize the
movement’s ideals (Van Zomeren et al. 2004, Van
Stekelenburg et al. 2011). Similarly, scholars have
argued that emotions undergird the functioning of or-
ganizations (e.g., Ashforth and Humphrey 1995) and
are powerful motivators for individuals to assist in or-
ganizational change efforts (Huy 1999). Researchers
have suggested that positive emotions may help indi-
viduals overcome barriers to participate in move-
ments within organizations (DeCelles et al. 2019).

We argue that organizational pride is a key mecha-
nism driving our hypotheses, such that labeled poli-
cies will differentially influence levels of pride in the
organization, depending on the employees’ collective
identities, which then drive levels of internal support
for the policies. An individual’s appraisal of an event,
and not the event’s objective reality, is the true driver
of their emotional experience (Frijda 1986, Lazarus
1991, Scherer et al. 2001), such that the same stimuli
can motivate different reactions for different individu-
als. Thus, the appraisal of an event determines the
emotions felt. Here, we focus on whether the label
used for the policy serves as a cue that influences em-
ployees’ emotional reactions.

For a self-conscious emotion such as pride to arise,
the stimuli causing the emotional response must be
seen as closely related to the self (Hume 1978). This
link, or closeness to self, is tied to the idea of identity
affirmation or the process of developing positive feel-
ings for one’s social group or organization (Phinney
and Kohatsu 1997). We focus on pride because self-
enhancement is a fundamental goal of human exis-
tence (Allport 1937), and individuals are highly sensi-
tive to cues that induce positive emotion about the
self or the groups to which they belong (Swann et al.
1989). This includes a sensitivity to positive informa-
tion about the organizations to which they belong
(Pfeffer and Fong 2005) and to cues that add to their
organizational pride.

An organization that explicitly affirms the identities
of nonelite employees within it should expect shifts in
organizational pride. That is, for those high in feminist
identification, seeing confirmation of their collective
identity via feminist-labeled policies may instill a
sense of organizational pride. However, for those low
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in feminist identification, feminist-labeled policies
may in fact result in lower pride in the organization
because these policies affirm an identity these individ-
uals do not hold.

In turn, employees’ organizational pride may influ-
ence levels of support toward the organization’s poli-
cies. Classic work on social identity suggests that
pride, an important element of collective identity, con-
tributes to group cohesion and cooperation (Turner
1984). In line with this work and work on social move-
ments and emotion (e.g., Jasper 2011), we draw from
reinforcement sensitivity theory (Carver and White
1994), which explores how arousal systems regulate
individuals’ motivation and behavior and in turn,
may contribute to mobilization and internal support.
Most relevant to our theorizing is the behavioral ap-
proach system (BAS), which regulates approach-
oriented goals. For example, the BAS energizes those
experiencing positive emotion (Watson et al. 1999),
also increasing perseverance in pursuing goals (Wil-
liams and DeSteno 2008). For those presented with the
policy, experiencing pride sends an emotional signal
to the BAS, which in its activation spurs engagement
and action (Lazarus 1991). The emotions resulting
from particular appraisals inspire behaviors and atti-
tudes in line with those feelings (Ballinger and
Schoorman 2007). Positive emotions resulting from an
organization’s actions improve employees’ attitudes
toward their organization (Weiss and Cropanzano
1996), and organizational pride, specifically, motivates
stronger bonds with the organization (Helm 2013).
When organizational pride increases, membership in
the organization becomes more important to individu-
als’ self-concept (Rosso et al. 2010) and increases be-
haviors helpful to the organization (Brickson 2013).

Thus, for those high in feminist identification, we
expect feminist-labeled policies to increase internal
support because of increased feelings of pride in the
organization; however, for those who are low in femi-
nist identification, we expect feminist-labeled policies
to result in lower internal support because of de-
creased feelings of pride in the organization.

Hypothesis 1b. The mediated effect of policy label (unla-
beled versus movement labeled) on support of the policy
through organizational pride will be moderated by feminist
identification. Movement-labeled policies will receive more
support than unlabeled policies because of increased organi-
zational pride by employees high in feminist identification;
in contrast, movement-labeled policies will receive less sup-
port than unlabeled policies because of less organizational
pride by employees low in feminist identification.

Similarly, for those who are low in feminist identifi-
cation but high in organizational identification, we ex-
pect organizationally labeled policies, as compared
with feminist-labeled policies, to result in increased

support because of increased feelings of pride in the
organization.

Hypothesis 2b. The mediated effect of policy label (move-
ment labeled versus organizationally labeled) on support of
the policy through organizational pride will be moderated
by organizational identification and feminist identification.
For employees high in organizational identification and low
in feminist identification, organizationally labeled policies
will receive more support than feminist-labeled policies be-
cause of increased organizational pride.

Research Overview
We tested Hypotheses 1a–2b in five studies run on
AmazonMechanical Turk (MTurk)2 and 26 qualitative
interviews with working professionals. We obtained
institutional review board approval before conducting
our studies and interviews. The interviewed profes-
sionals came from a variety of backgrounds (finance,
higher education, etc.) with experiences of organiza-
tional policy changes related to women’s rights issues.
We conducted semistructured interviews, lasting ap-
proximately 30 minutes (see Online Appendix B for
the interview guide development, guide, and demo-
graphic information), designed to elicit real-world ex-
periences to complement our experimental results.
We also used these interviews to explore whether
there was variation within organizations’ policy label-
ing (i.e., policies discussed in conjunction with labels
such as “feminist” and “#MeToo” or related to the or-
ganization’s name); the professionals we interviewed
affirmed this variation exists. For instance, Jane,3 who
works in the housing development industry, noted
the usage of the label “feminist” when certain organi-
zational events occurred, saying

Sometimes it would be explicit, like this is an Interna-
tional Women's Day celebration event. So I was like,
yeah, we're going to highlight a feminist lens here.
You know, we wouldn't shy away from an event that
called itself feminist.

The #MeToo label was also used. Samantha, who
works in a law firm, said that

Whenever there's communications that go out, like
those hashtags are used … I know that we have a
big screen in on our lobby that always has new things
coming up on it. Like it continually rotates and then
they will have like a page on the #MeToo movement
and diversity and stuff.

Similarly, Isabella, who works in education, noted
that the usage of #MeToo was prevalent:

Definitely #Me Too is used, even by the employees
it's used. I've heard it a lot. I think at some of our
meetings, I think between colleagues.

We also explored whether there was variation of
policy labeling using the organization’s name. For
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instance, Noah, employed as a lawyer, discussed a
policy his organization implemented, noting

For a while now, the lawyers who graduate from law
school, its’ been pretty evenly split between men and
women. But persistently, the lawyers who argue the
case in court are disproportionally male and so our
law firm wanted to do what it could to try to change
that and boost the number who are actually getting to
argue cases in court … This specific initiative was
called “Women in the Courtroom,” and it was a part
of a broader ongoing subgroup called “Women’s Ini-
tiative Network of [Organization’s Name].”

These employees’ experiences lend credence to the
idea that the use of labels is a central part of organiza-
tional life used to shepherd policy changes related to
gender equity.

Study 1
Study 1 tested Hypothesis 1a. We asked working
adults to imagine a scenario in which their Chief Exec-
utive Officers (CEOs) announced they were seeking to
implement a new gender equity policy and were
forming a task force to determine the changes needed.
Participants were 3944 working adults5 (see Online
Appendix A for study materials and Online Appendix
C for all participant demographics). They were ran-
domly assigned to a policy label condition (feminist
labeled, unlabeled), with feminist identification as a
moderator.

Procedure
Participants consented, and then, they completed a
survey that assessed their level of feminist identifica-
tion, presented the labeling manipulation, measured
their support for a policy change, and assessed their
demographics.

Feminist Identification. Participants rated the extent to
which they agreed with statements about identifying
as a feminist (three items; e.g., “I identify as a femi-
nist” from 1 � disagree strongly to 5 � agree strongly;
adapted from Toller et al. 2004). We averaged the
items (α � 0.98), with higher numbers indicating
greater levels of feminist identification.

Policy Labeling Manipulation. In our labeled condi-
tion, we used the label “feminist,” which is associated
with the women’s movement. Participants read a sce-
nario that they received an email from their organiza-
tion. In the unlabeled (feminist-labeled) condition, the
email stated, “Your company has announced that
your CEO will implement a new [feminist] policy to
increase the gender equity of the workplace. Your
CEO is forming a new task force to help determine
what policy changes are needed.”

Support for the Policy. We measured participants’
likelihood to undertake actions in support of the poli-
cy (six items; e.g., “Try to recruit others to join the
task force” from 1 � very unlikely to 6 � very likely).
We averaged the items (α � 0.94), with higher num-
bers indicating greater support for the policy.

Results
See Online Appendix C for each study’s variable
means, standard deviations (SDs), and correlations.6

We report our statistical analyses as two tailed
throughout the paper.

Support for the Policy. We ran a linear regression
with policy label as the independent variable, femi-
nist identification as the moderator, and support for
the policy as the dependent variable. In line with
Hypothesis 1a, a policy label × feminist identifica-
tion interaction emerged: b � 0.37, Standard Error
(SE) � 0.09, t(390) � 4.16, p < 0.001, 95% Confidence
Interval (CI 95%) [0.20, 0.55]; see Figure 1 in Online
Appendix C. Employees high in feminist identifica-
tion (one standard deviation above the mean (+1
SD)) supported the feminist-labeled policy more
than the unlabeled policy: b � 0.33, SE � 0.17, t(390)
� 1.99, p � 0.047, CI 95% [0.004, 0.66]. In contrast, em-
ployees low in feminist identification (–1 SD) sup-
ported the feminist-labeled policy less than the unla-
beled policy: b � –0.64, SE � 0.17, t(390) � −3.89, p <
0.001, CI 95% [–0.97, –0.32]. We also found support
for Hypothesis 1a in our interviews. Frederick, a uni-
versity administrator whose employer did not use
feminist labels, said

You know, I think there's a deliberate choice when
talking about policy and talking about programs be-
ing implemented to stay away from language like
feminist, because I think there would be a backlash in
certain parts of the university around that. I think for-
mal [administration] is trying to make it as neutral as
possible so that it's not controversial and not seen as
divisive.

This suggests an awareness that some employees
may not support feminist-labeled policies. Interesting-
ly, Frederick went on to say he personally identified
as a feminist and thought

It's okay to use these terms. I think people need to be
made aware of certain things and it's okay if things
are confrontational.

This drives home the point that those high in femi-
nist identification likely see feminist-labeled policies
as aligned with their beliefs and thus, are more likely
to support those feminist-labeled policies. Finally, we
also found support for this reasoning from Sue, a
member of a domestic violence organization with a
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preponderance of employees who were high in femi-
nist identification. She said,

Well, this was a feminist organization, so feminist
language really under that was the sort of underpin-
ning of conversations we would have at work …
There was no one who worked in the agency, I don't
think who wouldn't call themselves a feminist, cause
that was just kind of implicit.

Sue went on to say,

[Her supervisor] made those connections that she
thought as “this is important, if we're going to be a
feminist organization to see that our policies around
mothering are connected to that” … So I think some
of the work and advocacy that happened with help-
ing, when using feminism, feminist language and
things like that just sort of help make some of those
connections.

In support of Hypothesis 1a, Study 1 demonstrated
that feminist identification moderated the relationship
between policy label and support for the policy. For
employees high in feminist identification, a feminist-
labeled gender equity policy received more support
than an unlabeled policy; for those low in feminist
identification, a feminist-labeled gender equity policy
received less support than an unlabeled policy.

Study 2
The goal of Study 2 was to replicate Study 1 with a be-
havioral measure of policy support, again testing Hy-
pothesis 1a. As with Study 1, participants in Study 2
read a scenario in which their company sought to im-
plement either a feminist-labeled policy or an unla-
beled policy. They then had the opportunity to sup-
port the task force’s efforts by completing an email
task (described in detail). Participants were 428 work-
ing adults. They were randomly assigned within a
two-factor (policy label: feminist labeled, unlabeled)
design, with feminist identification as a moderator.

Procedure
Participants consented, and then, they completed a
survey that assessed their level of feminist identifica-
tion, presented the labeling manipulation, asked them
to act in support of the policy change, and assessed
their demographics.

Feminist Identification. Participants responded to the
same measure as in Study 1 (α � 0.98).

Policy Labeling Manipulation. Participants read a sce-
nario that they received an email from their organiza-
tion. In the unlabeled (feminist-labeled) condition, the
email informed them, “Your company has announced
that it will implement a new [feminist] policy to in-
crease the gender equity of the workplace. A new task

force is being formed to help determine what policy
changes are needed.”

Support for the Policy. Participants completed a be-
havioral task in which they helped the policy task
force assemble email lists to communicate with each
of the organization’s departments. They were told,
“Accurate email lists will help the task force commu-
nicate more effectively and increase the chance that
the implementation of the [feminist] policy to increase
gender equity will be successful.” Participants were
given the names and departments of 22 employees in-
terested in receiving task force communications and
asked to create an email list for each department (i.e.,
accounting, marketing, Research and Development
(R&D), or finance). For example, 1 of the 22 employees
was “Howard Worley—Accounting,” and so, when
assembling the accounting email list, participants
looked through the company roster of 100 employees
until they found “Worley, Howard <h.worley@
corporate.com>.” They selected him before moving
on to the next employee in accounting. They did the
same task for marketing, R&D, and finance.

Amount of support was coded as the number of
employees selected to be on the correct list (i.e., if
Howard Worley was put on the accounting mailing
list, this would be coded as one correct inclusion; if
Howard Worley was put on the marketing list, this
would not be counted as a correct inclusion), with
higher numbers meaning more correct answers and
thus, greater support for the policy.

Results
Support for the Policy. A policy label × feminist iden-
tification interaction emerged: b � 0.68, SE � 0.25,
t(424) � 2.69, p � 0.008, CI 95% [0.18, 1.17]; see Figure 2
in Online Appendix C. For those high in feminist identi-
fication (+1 SD), policy labeling (unlabeled versus
feminist labeled) was positively associated with
support: b � 0.89, SE � 0.46, t(424) � 1.95, p � 0.052,
CI 95% [–0.009, 1.78]. In contrast, for those low in femi-
nist identification (–1 SD), policy labeling (unlabeled
versus feminist labeled) was negatively associated
with support (b � –0.85, SE � 0.46, t(424) � –1.86,
p � 0.064, CI 95% [–1.74, 0.05]), generally supporting
Hypothesis 1a.

Study 3
Study 3 also tested Hypothesis 1a, and participants
read a scenario in which their company sought to im-
plement either a feminist-labeled or unlabeled policy.
To test whether our findings are robust to different
types of policies and labels, we included a similar sce-
nario in which the organization sought to implement
a new sexual harassment policy, labeled with
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“#MeToo.” This study also tested Hypothesis 1b,
which proposes that organizational pride mediates
the hypothesized moderated effects in Hypothesis 1a.
Participants were 724 working adults randomly as-
signed within a 2 (policy label: movement labeled,
unlabeled) × 2 (policy type: gender equity, antisexual
harassment) factor between-participants design. The
dependent variable was the amount of policy support.

Procedure
Participants consented; reported their level of feminist
identification; and were presented the labeling manip-
ulation, mediating and dependent variables, and de-
mographic questions.

Feminist Identification. Participants responded to the
same measure as in Studies 1 and 2 (α � 0.97).

Policy Type and Label Manipulation. For the gender eq-
uity policy conditions (unlabeled and labeled as
“feminist”), participants saw Study 2’s scenario. For
the sexual harassment policy conditions, in the unlabeled
(labeled) condition, the email informed them that their
company announced it would implement a new sexu-
al harassment policy (based on the principles of the
#MeToo movement).

Mediating Emotions. Our proposed mediating vari-
able was organizational pride. We also collected anger
and fear measures to rule out explanations that nega-
tive emotions drive our proposed effects (adapted
from Shaver et al. 1987). Participants were asked,
when thinking about the attempt to implement the
policy at their organization, the extent to which they
felt each of the following emotions. All were mea-
sured from 1 � not at all to 7 � very much, with each
measure including three items.

Organizational Pride. Participants rated how proud,
eager, and enthusiastic they felt (α � 0.94).

Anger. Participants rated the extent to which they felt
anger, hatred, and frustration (α � 0.94)

Fear. Participants rated the extent to which they felt
fear, alarm, and distress (α � 0.94).

Support for the Policy. Participants responded to the
same measure as in Study 1 (α � 0.94).

Results
Support for the Policy. We tested whether the type of
policy (gender equity versus sexual harassment) influ-
enced the interaction between policy labeling and
feminist identification—no interactions emerged; we
report the tests without policy type as a moderator. In

line with Hypothesis 1a, a policy label × feminist iden-
tification interaction emerged (b � 0.23, SE � 0.06,
t(720) � 3.52, p � 0.0005, CI 95% [0.10, 0.36]); see
Figure 3 in Online Appendix C. Those high in feminist
identification exhibited greater support for the
movement-labeled policies than for the unlabeled pol-
icies: b � 0.24, SE � 0.12, t(720) � 1.96, p � 0.050, CI
95% [0.0004, 0.48]. Those low in feminist identification
exhibited weaker support for the movement-labeled
policies than the unlabeled policies: b � –0.37, SE �
0.12, t(720) � –3.01, p � 0.003, CI 95% [–0.61, –0.13].

Organizational Pride Moderated Mediation. We tested
Hypothesis 1b. Following Preacher et al. (2007), we
conducted a first-stage moderated path analysis and
tested for mediation (see Table 1 in Online Appendix
C). The conditional indirect effect of the policy label
on employees’ policy support via organizational pride
was examined at high and low levels of feminist iden-
tification using 5,000 bootstrapped samples (Shrout
and Bolger 2002). For those high in feminist identifica-
tion, the movement-labeled policies produced greater
support than the unlabeled policies via stronger feel-
ings of organizational pride: CI 95% [0.07, 0.31]. For
those low in feminist identification, the movement-
labeled policies produced less support than the unla-
beled policies via weakened feelings of organizational
pride: CI 95% [–0.45, –0.10].7 The interaction between
policy label and feminist identification did not influ-
ence feelings of anger (p � 0.186) or fear (p � 0.429).

The experiences of individuals in our qualitative in-
terviews are relevant to these findings. Jane, who had
noted that the label “feminist” had been used in her
organization and who identified as a feminist herself,
expressed feelings of organizational pride around the
feminist-labeled policy.

So I think there was a lot of pride about [the organi-
zation] being identified that way. Being a part of that
community. There's also a part of the pride comes
from that recognition and just like doing well. And, if
that is part of your own values that you feel like your
business is living up to those personal values … es-
pecially in newer places where, for example, the idea
of being first I think helps, or being like an early
adopter. So there's this part of the pride that comes
from that.

Conversely, Brenda, a director, felt that labeling the
sexual harassment training policy implemented at her
institution would result in those low in feminist iden-
tification feeling lower pride.

I think it would be undermining to the policy [if they
labeled] … positioning it that way would lead to
more people dismissing it as a fad rather than it being
a necessary intervention, given that many people are
unaware of behaviors that are harassing … I think if
we associated a training with a movement that some
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subscribe to and some don't subscribe to, I think they
would say, well, that's not my kind of thing and so I
don't care.

Study 3 supported Hypothesis 1a. Hypothesis 1b was
also supported; for employees high in feminist identifi-
cation, the movement-labeled policies produced greater
support than the unlabeled policies via stronger feelings
of organizational pride. In contrast, for those low in
feminist identification, the movement-labeled policies
produced less support than the unlabeled policies via
weakened feelings of organizational pride.

Study 4
Studies 1–3 established that our findings were robust
to different types of movement labels. Study 4 tests
Hypothesis 2a: that organizational and feminist identi-
fication will moderate the relationship between policy
label (organization versus feminist) and policy sup-
port. We expect that organizationally labeled policies
will receive more support than feminist-labeled poli-
cies for those high in organizational identification and
low in feminist identification. It also tests Hypothesis
2b, which proposes that the mediated effect of policy
label on policy support through organizational pride
will be moderated by organizational identification
and feminist identification. We expect organizationally
labeled policies to receive more support than feminist-
labeled policies because of increased organizational
pride by those high in organizational identification
and low in feminist identification, with no other medi-
ations emerging. Participants were 383 working adults
and worked in a variety of industries, ranging from
healthcare to information technology services. They
were randomly assigned to a policy label condition:
feminist labeled or organizationally labeled. Policy
label was the independent variable, and feminist and
organizational identity were moderators. The mediator
was organizational pride, and the dependent variable
was policy support.

Procedure
Participants consented, and they completed a survey
that assessed levels of identification, presented the
policy label manipulation, and assessed the key varia-
bles and demographic questions.

Feminist Identification. Participants responded to the
same measure as in Studies 1–3 (α � 0.95).

Organizational Identification. Participants responded
to six items (e.g., “This organization’s successes are
my successes”) from 1 � disagree strongly to 5 � agree
strongly (Ashforth and Mael 1989). The items were av-
eraged (α � 0.87); higher numbers indicated greater
organizational identification.

Policy Labeling Manipulation. In the feminist-labeled
policy condition, participants saw the same scenario as
in Study 2. In the organizationally labeled policy condi-
tion, participants named the organization they were
currently employed at and then read the following
email: “Your company has announced that it is plan-
ning to implement a new [provided organization’s
name] gender equity policy at your workplace. A new
task force is being formed to help determine what pol-
icy changes are needed.” We included a manipulation
check question, which asked participants to confirm
what their organization was planning to implement.
They could select “A new feminist gender equity poli-
cy,” “A new [provided organization’s name] gender
equity policy,” or two other policy options.

Mediating Emotions. Our proposed mediating vari-
able was organizational pride, and we collected anger
and fear measures to rule out explanations that nega-
tive emotions drive our proposed effects.

Organizational Pride. Participants were asked, when
thinking about the attempt to implement the policy at
their organization, to what extent they felt proud of
their organization (e.g., “I am proud of what the com-
pany has achieved,” 1 � not at all to 7 � very much,
four items) (Gouthier and Rhein 2011). We averaged
the items (α � 0.95), with higher numbers indicating
greater levels of organizational pride.

Anger. Participants responded to the same measure as
in Study 3 (α � 0.95).

Fear. Participants responded to the same measure as
in Study 3 (α � 0.94),

Support for the Policy. Participants responded to the
same measure as in Studies 1 and 3 (α � 0.95).

Results
Manipulation Check. Those in the feminist-labeled
condition were more likely to report seeing a
feminist-labeled policy than other choices; those in
the organizationally labeled condition were more
likely to report seeing an organizationally labeled
policy than other choices (χ2 � 187.406, degrees of
freedom (df) � 1, p < 0.001).

Support for the Policy. We ran a linear regression,
with organizational identification and feminist identi-
fication as moderators and policy label (0 � organiza-
tion; 1 � feminist) as the independent variable (see
Figure 4 in Online Appendix C). In line with Hypothe-
sis 2a, an organization identification × feminist identi-
fication × policy label interaction emerged (b � 0.21,
SE � 0.10, t(375) � 2.08, p � 0.038, CI 95% [0.01, 0.40]).
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As expected, when organizational identification was
high (+1 SD) and feminist identification was low
(–1 SD), participants supported the organizationally
labeled policy more than the feminist-labeled policy: b
� –0.70, SE � 0.23, t(375) � –3.04, p � 0.003, CI 95%
[–1.16, –0.25]. The interaction between feminist identi-
fication, organizational identification, and the policy
label condition did not influence feelings of anger (p �
0.728) or fear (p � 0.496).

Organizational Pride Moderated Mediation. We tested
whether organizational pride mediated the effects of
policy label on policy support, moderated by feminist
identification and organizational identification. Fol-
lowing Preacher et al. (2007), we conducted a first-
stage double-moderated path analysis and tested for
mediation. The organization identification × feminist
identification × policy label interaction did not influ-
ence organizational pride (b � –0.02, SE � 0.11, t(375)
� –0.16, p � 0.870, CI 95% [–0.24, 0.20]), and the index
of moderated mediation overlapped with 0 (CI 95%
[–0.18, 0.15]).

Study 4, in support of Hypothesis 2a, found that
feminist identification and organizational identifica-
tion moderated the relationship between policy label-
ing and support for the policy when organizational
identification was high and feminist identification
was low, such that participants supported the organi-
zationally labeled policy more than the feminist-
labeled policy. However, Hypothesis 2b was not
supported.

Experiences described in our interviews resonate
with these findings. When asked how she might react
should her organization’s name be used to describe a
policy change, Isabella, a woman strongly organiza-
tionally identified but less strongly identified as a
feminist, noted that this would be

a positive thing. I think the giving a name to some-
thing personalizes it more … it's something, almost
tangible … this is something that we are doing for a
good cause … Taking ownership and saying this is,
you know, this is something important. We're looking
at this as something that we know is important to
you and it is important to us too.

Study 5
As in Study 4, Study 5 also tests Hypotheses 2a and
2b. In this study, instead of a measure of organiza-
tional identity, we directly manipulated organiza-
tional identity to establish causality. Participants
were 519 working adults, working in a variety of
industries. They were randomly assigned within a
2 (policy label: feminist labeled, organizationally la-
beled) × 2 (organizational identity: high, low) factor
between-participants design, with policy label as the

independent variable and measured feminist identi-
fication and manipulated organizational identity as
moderators. The mediator was organizational pride,
and the dependent variable was the amount of sup-
port for the policy.

Procedure
Participants consented, and they completed a survey
that assessed their level of feminist identification and
presented the organizational identification and label-
ing manipulations, mediating and dependent varia-
bles, and demographic questions.

Feminist Identification. Participants responded to the
same measure as in Studies 1–4 (α � 0.97).

Manipulation of Organizational Identification. We used
a modified form of the manipulation used by Chen
et al. (2016), in which participants were asked to imag-
ine they were a marketing director at UMRO Inc. and
had worked at the company for three years. In the high
(low) organizational identification condition, they were
told it was clear UMRO was a good (not a good fit), that
their coworkers held very similar attitudes (different atti-
tudes), and that if a more promising job presented itself
they may well pass it by (almost certainly jump at it). Par-
ticipants were then asked to write one to two sentences
about what it was like to work at UMRO.

As a manipulation check, participants responded
to a modified three-item measure of organizational
identification (e.g., “When talking about UMRO, I
would usually say ‘we’ rather than ‘they,’” 1 � dis-
agree strongly to 5 � agree strongly) (Ashforth and
Mael 1989). We averaged the items (α � 0.91), with
higher numbers indicating greater organizational
identification.

Policy Label Manipulation. In the feminist-labeled policy
condition, participants saw the same scenario as in
Study 2. In the organizationally labeled policy condition,
the email said, “Your company has announced that it
is planning to implement a new UMRO gender equity
policy at your workplace. A new task force is being
formed to help determine what policy changes are
needed.” Participants also responded to a policy label
manipulation check that asked them what their orga-
nization was planning on implementing and could se-
lect “A new feminist gender equity policy” or “A new
UMRO gender equity policy.”

Mediating Emotions. We collect the same organiza-
tional pride (α � 0.96), anger (α � 0.94), and fear (α �
0.95) measures as in Study 4.

Support for the Policy. Participants responded to the
same measure as in Studies 1, 3, and 4 (α � 0.95).
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Results
Manipulation Checks. Participants in the high-
organizational identification condition (M � 4.17, SD
� 0.643) identified more with their organization than
those in the low-organizational identification condi-
tion (M � 2.56, SD � 1.05; t(517) � –21.01, p < 0.001, d
� 1.84, CI 95% [–1.75, –1.45]. In addition, those in the
feminist-labeled condition were more likely than
those in the organizationally labeled condition to re-
port seeing a feminist policy (χ2 � 241.29, df � 1, p
< 0.001).

Support for the Policy. We ran a linear regression,
with policy label (0 � organization; 1 � feminist) as
the independent variable and organizational identifi-
cation (0 � low; 1 � high) and feminist identification
as moderators (see Figure 5 in Online Appendix C). In
line with Hypothesis 2a, a marginal three-way (orga-
nizational identification × feminist identification ×
policy label) interaction emerged (b � 0.28, SE � 0.16,
t(511) � 1.77, p � 0.077, CI 95% [–0.03, 0.60]). As ex-
pected, in the high-organizational identification condi-
tion when feminist identification was low (–1 SD),
participants supported the organizationally labeled
policy more than the feminist-labeled policy: b �
–0.80, SE � 0.22, t(511) � –3.72, p < 0.001, CI 95%
[–1.22, –0.38]. The interaction between policy label,
feminist identification, and organizational identifica-
tion did not influence feelings of anger (p � 0.223) or
fear (p � 0.436).

Organizational Pride Moderated Mediation. Following
Preacher et al. (2007), we conducted a first-stage dou-
ble-moderated path analysis and tested for mediation
using a series of linear regressions (see Table 2 in On-
line Appendix C). The conditional indirect effects of
policy label on policy support via organizational pride
were examined at high and low levels of feminist
identification and organizational identification using
5,000 bootstrapped samples (Shrout and Bolger 2002).
As theorized in Hypothesis 2b, the mediation oc-
curred for participants in the high-organizational
identification condition when feminist identification
was low (–1 SD), such that participants supported the
organizationally labeled policy more than the
feminist-labeled policy: CI 95% [–1.31, –0.62].

Study 5, in support of Hypothesis 2a, found that
feminist identification and organizational identifica-
tion moderated the relationship between policy label-
ing and support for the policy when organizational
identification was high and feminist identification
was low. We also found support that organizational
pride mediated the moderated effects (Hypothesis
2b), such that mediation occurred for participants in
the high-organizational identification condition and
whose feminist identification was low. The qualitative

interviews are also relevant here, with Noah, a strong-
ly organizationally identified person quoted with re-
gard to the women’s initiative his company labeled
with the organization’s name, saying

I feel proud, I am glad that they do it, and I think it is
important, and don’t have any mixed feelings about
this.

Discussion
Gaining employees’ support for movement-led poli-
cies within organizations is instrumental to movement
success (Binder 2002, Raeburn 2004, Briscoe and
Safford 2008, Milkis and Tichenor 2019), yet it is often
difficult to convert these employees into allies
(DeCelles et al. 2019). Moreover, workplaces provide
unique challenges in that the labels that activists use-
fully employ in other social contexts may be less effec-
tive in workplaces. Across five studies and 26 qualita-
tive interviews, we find evidence that a misalignment
of the collective identity of employees with the labels
used to promote new organizational policies is one
potential barrier to mobilizing workplace allies. Be-
cause employees vary in their levels of feminist identi-
fication, their reactions to organizational policies
labeled “feminist” and “#MeToo” varied as well. We go
on to show that organizationally labeled policies can
also generate support, such that employees who are
low in feminist identification but high in organizational
identification will support organizationally labeled poli-
cies more so than feminist-labeled policies. Importantly,
these effects were not mediated by fear or anger but or-
ganizational pride, suggesting that positive emotions
are crucial for turning employees into allies.

Our work contributes to organizational theory and
to work on social movements by increasing our un-
derstanding of why movement-driven policies can fail
to be implemented in organizations (e.g., Kellogg
2009), opening the door to strategies that may help
them surmount these barriers. Past research on social
movements and organizational change has found that
organizations are not ideal habitats for employees
fighting for women’s rights and point to the difficulty
that social movements face when translating discourse
and labels used in the broader movement to work-
place politics (Katzenstein 1998). Our work contrib-
utes to this exploration in three key ways.

First, it underlines the importance of going beyond
research on elite allies (e.g., how elite allies legitima-
tize social movements and the policies derived from
them) (Raeburn 2004, Briscoe and Safford 2008) and
research on how leaders of organizations create social
change within them (e.g., Christensen et al. 2014).
However, despite the recognition that nonelite em-
ployees are also vital to the successful implementation
of new policies (Huy 2002, Kellogg 2011), little is
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known about how or why employees are successfully
transformed into movement allies. After an organiza-
tion adopts a movement-driven policy, nonelite allies
must work to ensure that the intended institutional
and organizational changes take place (Andrews
2001). By examining the microdynamics of ally mobili-
zation, we provide evidence that the labels used by or-
ganizations may help promote or hinder change via
nonelite employees.

Second, our findings underline the importance of
considering discourse within organizations. The paper
highlights how translation from one institutional set-
ting to another (in this case, from a social movement
to a workplace) leads to dissonance among the people
who are best positioned to carry out policy implemen-
tation (Boxenbaum 2006, Pedersen and Dobbin 2006).
Movement discourse has the potential to create road-
blocks for mobilizing allies, especially in contexts
where such mobilization is precarious given the po-
tentially polarizing status of the movement. Given the
importance of allies for successful implementation, us-
ing labels that resonate with employees based on col-
lective identities is likely to increase support. Thus,
the context in which the policy is being applied
should be taken into consideration. To be clear, the
takeaway should not be that movement labels are in-
appropriate for the workplace but rather, should be
that if one is trying to create allies within an organiza-
tion, the movement should carefully consider the la-
bels employed to ensure they resonate with the tar-
geted population. If an organization has many
employees high in feminist identification, then a femi-
nist label may be used as a strategy to mobilize allies
and to produce effective policy implementation (con-
sider the comments by Sue, which are included in the
results of Study 1). However, our work suggests that
when employees are diverse in collective identities, it
may be more effective to use an organizational label.

Finally, our work points to a critical micromechan-
ism in garnering support from potential allies. Typi-
cally, organizational theorists highlight the cognitive
effects of labels (e.g., Negro et al. 2010), but our study
points to the importance of labels in creating or ham-
pering emotional reactions as well. Labels do more
than draw attention to particular aspects of a policy;
rather, they create an emotional connection between
the person and the labeled policy. This emotional res-
onance is part of what drives institutional change in-
asmuch as it creates energy for the change among
those who must carry out the implementation (Huy
2002). Our work complements past work on how
emotions (e.g., fear) result in collective inaction by
suggesting that positive emotions—in particular,
pride in the organization’s actions—are central in en-
gendering collective action (DeCelles et al. 2019). Our
work also aligns with research showing that for

stigmatized group members, pride in one’s group is
central to mobilizing (Stein 1975, Thoits 1990). For ex-
ample, an important goal of the civil and gay rights
movements involved transforming membership in
stigmatized groups from sources of shame into
badges of pride (Britt and Heise 2000). Our work
broadens these findings in suggesting that organiza-
tional pride is a mobilizing force within organizations,
whether sparked by a label drawn from movement
discourse or from the organization itself.

Future Directions
Our findings open the door for a number of potential-
ly fruitful future directions. One possibility is that em-
ployees who are not high in feminist identification can
gain more positive associations with feminist terms
when they are convinced to publicly support a
feminist-labeled policy. For example, social movement
theorists have suggested that when people publicly as-
sociate themselves with a feature or action that others
feel pride in (i.e., in our case, support for a feminist-
labeled policy), it produces feelings of pride, even if
none were felt initially (Britt and Heise 2000). This prop-
osition also falls in line with cognitive dissonance theo-
ry, which suggests that people attempt to seek consis-
tency between their behaviors and attitudes (Festinger
1957). Thus, when employees not high in feminist iden-
tification publicly affirm their support for feminist-
labeled policies, the negative connotations they hold for
the labels may be ameliorated or even superseded by
the more positive associations they have just gained.
This might be particularly important over time, as ex-
pressing support for feminist-labeled policies may
eventually diminish the negative connotations of labels
such as “feminist” and “#MeToo” more broadly.

Another route of potential exploration focuses on
how emotional ambivalence affects decisions regard-
ing social movements. Ambivalence around identify-
ing as a feminist arose in the interviews; for example,
Brett, who worked in the service industry, noted,

I don't know what I identify as, myself a feminist. My
definition of a feminist is well, equal rights for wom-
en. If that’s the definition then I'm a feminist, but I
believe in women's rights. I don't know if I will say
I'm a feminist. No, I don't know. I don't know all that
that entails. But if it mostly means women should be
treated equally as me as far as pay and all that kind
of stuff, yes. But if there's more than that, I don't
know what that is though. I think so. I don't know.
Let's say no, that's a no cause I don't know every-
thing. I don't want to claim something to not know
fully what it is … so not fully.

In this statement, the ambivalence is not subtext but
text, as the participant swings back and forth between
identifying and not. Although many people instinc-
tively dislike feelings of ambivalence (van Harreveld
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et al. 2009), recent work suggests that ambivalence
can, under certain conditions, lead to more flexible
thinking (Rothman et al. 2017). It is possible that al-
lowing people to share their ambivalence and con-
cerns about the policy labels might open the door to
more creative forms of engagement or the discovery
of new paths via which they might strengthen their
identity with the collective.

Although this paper focused on support for poli-
cies, future work can also help understand how em-
ployees who are low in feminist identification might
actively oppose feminist-labeled policies. We know
that employees who might otherwise support a new
policy or an activist effort sometimes withdraw from
mobilization out of fear of negative consequences
within the workplace (DeCelles et al. 2019). Similarly,
institutional actors who do not identify with the
movement, or feel active antipathy toward it, may
elect not to engage in active opposition for the same
reasons, namely fear of negative consequences in the
workplace. However, this does not close off options
for more surreptitious methods of expressing their op-
position (e.g., counterproductive work behaviors) (see
Greco et al. 2019 for a review).

Furthermore, although our paper explored how col-
lective identity and labels could promote the desirable
goal of gender equity, it should be noted that the
same factors could promote more socially undesirable
conduct, such as unethical behavior. Past work has
demonstrated that when employees are highly identi-
fied with their organization, they are more likely to
engage in behaviors that benefit it but also breach core
ethical values (Umphress and Bingham 2011). For ex-
ample, employees at a pharmaceutical company may
hide evidence that a new drug has severe side effects
to make their organization look better. Future work
can look at how forms of collective identity may inter-
act with labels to promote support for dangerous
movement goals (i.e., misrepresentations, threats, or
acts of violence).

Although this paper focuses on the intersection be-
tween discourse and collective identity in organizations
as it relates to the women’s rights movement, a future
direction is to see how generalizable these effects are be-
yond this particular social movement and the specific
collective identities examined in our studies. It is likely
that these findings are relevant to a variety of labels
used to describe attempts to effect change. For example,
in response to social movements focused on ending
sweatshops, Nordstrom adopted the “Nordstrom Hu-
man Rights Commitment” (Nordstrom 2018). It would
be interesting to examine whether allies within Nord-
strom seeking to implement this policy elected to use
the organizational label out of concerns that a move-
ment label would not engender sufficient support for
the policy within the organization.

Finally, it would be useful to consider the influence
of demographic characteristics like race, gender, and
age. For example, generational differences may influ-
ence the connotations that key labels hold for different
individuals. Here, Tanya highlights the different ex-
pectations individuals of different generations hold
for their workplace, noting that

Especially when you consider talking to 20 somethings
about what they want out of an organization to go
work for, you just can't ignore some of their needs and
goals are and what the cultures like in the kind of orga-
nization they go to work for. So meeting more progres-
sive policies, just like the maternity leave policy, also ex-
trapolate into just commitment to the community.

It is likely that these differing expectations also hold
implications for how organizational efforts, which are
outgrowths of particular activist movements, are re-
ceived and interpreted.

Limitations
The current studies also have a number of methodolog-
ical limitations that would benefit from future research.
First, although Study 2 employed a behavioral measure,
the majority of studies involved self-reported depen-
dent variables. Research that explores whether effects
vary across different behavioral measures would broad-
en the generalizability of the research.

Second, examining policy implementation within an
organization would address the studies’ weaknesses:
the use of vignettes, the use of MTurk as a convenience
sample, and the cross-sectional nature of the data. More-
over, although these studies’ experimental nature al-
lowed us to control for a number of serious confounds
and the evidence collected in our qualitative quotes pro-
vides some insight into the organizational reality of the
phenomena, we acknowledge that a field study with be-
havioral outcomes would bolster external validity. In
particular, field studies in organizational contexts may
reveal tangible behavioral outcomes (e.g., a longitudinal
data set within an organization would be ideal for exam-
ining how policy support by allies is related to potential
successful implementation throughout an organization).

Finally, is worth pointing out that in Study 4, orga-
nizational pride did not mediate the effects in our pro-
posed hypothesis (Hypothesis 2b). This may be be-
cause organizational identification was measured
rather than manipulated, such that participants’ natu-
rally occurring organizational identification over-
whelmed the moderated effects. This suggests that or-
ganizational identification may be a strong lever to
drive policy support, regardless of the label.

Conclusion
Our work illuminates the importance of the intersec-
tion between policy labels (i.e., feminist labeled and
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organizationally labeled) and collective identities for
policy implementation in organizations. We find that
it is the resonance that lies at this intersection that in
turn influences potential allies’ support in implement-
ing movement-driven organizational policies. We
demonstrate that one barrier to mobilizing allies is a
misalignment of the labels used for movement-driven
policies and employees’ collective identities, and we
find that organizational pride is a potential central
mechanism in mobilizing workplace allies. This work
has implications for social movements, as these move-
ments increasingly target organizational contexts and
the employees within them to pursue their goals.
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Endnotes
1 We note that there is a strong difference between the actions that
external activists take to pressure organizations and institutions to
change, including engaging in protests and boycotts, pushing for
legislation, etc., and the type of internal support that allies do to as-
sist activists in accomplishing their goals, including efforts to mobi-
lize other employees to offer their support as well. In general, public
actions taken by movement activists are provocative and aimed at
grabbing attention, whereas allies provide internal support that is
largely invisible to the public.
2 Studies 1 and 3 were the initial studies run, without preregistration,
and included some exploratory variables (detailed in Online
Appendix A). All subsequent studies were preregistered. The collec-
tion and analysis plans for Study 2 (https://aspredicted.org/ta3c9
.pdf), Study 4 (https://aspredicted.org/jf29m.pdf), and Study 5
(https://aspredicted.org/fa86t.pdf) were preregistered. Our data and
syntax are available at https://osf.io/qa8f3/?view_only=fbf591ab
49db4b00ad000c82bb57d97d.
3 To preserve anonymity while easing reading comprehension, re-
searchers assigned all participants in the qualitative interviews
aliases.
4 Power analyses demonstrated that the power in each study ex-
ceeded 0.95 (α � 0.05, sample size range � 383–724, range of predic-
tors � 3–7). Monte Carlo simulations also demonstrate sufficient
power to detect the predicted moderated mediation effects (Muthén
and Muthén 2002, Thoemmes et al. 2010).
5 For each study, we consistently excluded participants who spent
less than or greater than 2.5 SDs from the mean of the overall com-
pletion time, in line with past research (Wagenmakers and Brown
2007, Whitson et al. 2019). This allows us to eliminate responses
from outlier participants who spent too much or too little time in
our studies. As a robustness test for our findings with regard to the
timing filter, we ran the same analysis with timing filters at 1 SD, 3
SD, and with no filters. The results remain consistent throughout

with what is reported in the paper for Studies 1, 2, 3, and 4, with the
exception of the three-way interaction reported in Study 5 only
when using a filter at 3 SD from the mean (b � 0.25, SE � 0.16, t(390)
� 1.56, p � 0.119, CI 95% [−0.06, 0.56].
In addition, we excluded participants from Studies 3 and 4 who re-
sponded inadequately (e.g., blank answers, one-word answers,
etc.). As a result, we excluded 207 participants from the studies.
6 We also ran our analyses controlling for gender. The results re-
main consistent. Therefore, we report all tests without gender.
7 In Studies 4 and 5, we also included the same measure of pride
used in Study 3, and an attitudinal measure of organizational pride
drawn from Gouthier and Rhein (2011) and the pattern of data
were consistent for both.
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