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Abstract

This paper explored how the source of exclusion (ingroup/outgroup) influences ingroup

identification and political engagement. It is well documented that social exclusion has

a negative impact on individuals' well‐being, but less is known how it affects

identification with the ingroup, and subsequent behavior. In two studies, one survey

(N = 193) and one experiment (N = 384), we explore how exclusion in the context of

Brexit impacts identification with the EU and Remain cause and in turn engagement

with a pro‐EU group. Participants sympathetic to the Remain‐side were recruited and

findings suggest that exclusion from the outgroup (Leave‐sympathizers) increases

ingroup identity measures and engagement with a Pro‐EU group. Mediation analysis

revealed that increased ingroup identity mediated engagement with the ingroup.

1 | INTRODUCTION

In recent years, a robust link between social exclusion and political

engagement has been established (E. A. Bäck & Altermark, 2016; E. A.

Bäck, Knapton, et al., 2018a, 2018b; Renström et al., 2020).

However, little is known about what moderating or mediating factors

may be driving this link. One such factor is the source of the

exclusion as this may impact the evaluations made by the excludee

on the cause of exclusion, such that exclusion by the ingroup may be

deemed the result of a personal failing whereas exclusion by an

outgroup may be seen as group‐based and attributed to discrimina-

tion (Smart et al., 2009). Such differences in evaluations may impact

the way in which individuals react. For instance, research has shown

that minority members of society show shifts in identity when they

perceive to be discriminated against by the majority (Branscombe

et al., 1999). As a result, in this article, we aim to explore how the

source of exclusion impacts ingroup identification and in turn political

engagement with the ingroup. Specifically, we suggest that exclusion

by the outgroup (compared to an ingroup) may result in increased

identification with the ingroup. Since identity is a strong predictor

of political engagement, identity shifts following such exclusion

may impact political engagement with the ingroup (Klandermans

et al., 2002).

To explore the link between social exclusion by the outgroup,

identity shifts, and engagement in political actions, we made use of the

Brexit situation. On the 23rd of June 2016, the UK voted to leave the

EU with a 52% majority. In the 3 years following the Brexit referendum

a picture of a country in turmoil was presented. The media rhetoric

suggested a deeply divided country in which individuals from opposing

camps (leave/remain) were strongly bitter toward one another and

conflicts arising from interactions between members of opposing

camps (Corbett, 2016; Surridge, 2019). Thus, the setting of the studies

was built upon the intergroup tensions between the Leave and Remain

camps in the UK to target ingroup/outgroup feelings.

2 | THEORY AND HYPOTHESES

2.1 | Social exclusion and political engagement

The collective action literature has highlighted a number of social

incentives that may drive individuals to become politically active
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(H. Bäck et al., 2011; Olson, 1965). For example, when an individual

engages with a political movement it provides them with a place to

express their social identity and a sense of belonging (E. A. Bäck

et al., 2015; Huddy, 2003). One factor that has gained momentum in

recent years as a driver of engagement is social exclusion. Social

exclusion and rejection universally hurt (Williams, 2007). Research

has documented a host of negative outcomes that occur from such

experiences ranging from negative mood to social pain and in cases

of long‐term exclusion, reduced life expectancy (Eisenberger, 2012;

Rico‐Uribe et al., 2018; Williams, 2007). Included in these negative

outcomes are thwarted social needs, such that individuals feel

lowered belongingness, self‐esteem, feelings of control, and mean-

ingful existence (Williams, 2007). Following an episode of exclusion

some individuals will try to re‐establish social connections; however,

these efforts are not aimed at the group that excluded them but at a

new group (E. A. Bäck & Altermark, 2016; E. A. Bäck, Bäck,

et al., 2018; Maner et al., 2007; Renström et al., 2020). Given that

following exclusion individuals try to fortify belongingness needs by

searching for opportunities of acceptance (DeWall et al., 2009;

Knapton et al., 2015; Pickett & Gardner, 2005) or relying on an

alternative group that shows acceptance (Branscombe et al., 1999), it

has been shown that political engagement may be particularly

attractive to individuals who are experiencing feelings of rejection

or lack of belonging (E. A. Bäck et al., 2015; H. Bäck et al., 2021;

Knapton et al., 2015; Renström et al., 2021). In line with this, research

has shown that social exclusion increases willingness to engage in

political actions with a (new) ingroup (E. A. Bäck & Altermark, 2016;

E. A. Bäck, Bäck, et al., 2018; Renström et al., 2020). Moreover, once

a member of a new group, the social norms of that group may lead

individuals to conform with the action norm within the group to

maintain their belonging and identity associated with the group (E. A.

Bäck et al., 2013; E. A. Bäck, Knapton, et al., 2018; Dijker &

Koomen, 2007).

2.2 | The role of the source in social exclusion

Even though research shows a robust link between social exclusion

and engagement in political actions (E. A. Bäck & Altermark, 2016;

E. A. Bäck, Knapton, et al., 2018a, 2018b; Renström et al., 2020), the

role of the source of exclusion in this link has not been explored in

this context. In the direct aftermath of an episode of exclusion there

is a reflexive stage, in which almost all individuals react with feelings of

being hurt. However, in a subsequent reflective stage, individuals may

react differently. For example, the individual can deliberate on the

experience and evaluate contextual and external factors leading up to

the exclusion and this may moderate the feelings associated with the

experience (Williams, 2007, 2009). One factor that might moderate

the response to exclusion in the reflective stage is the source of the

exclusion. Smart et al., 2009 developed the multimotive model to

explore the different behaviors individuals have in reaction to

episodes of exclusion, and they argue that different evaluations or

construals made about the exclusion episode will impact whether

individuals react prosocially, withdraw or act antisocially. An example

of such a construal is the “value of the relationship,” such that they

predict that if the excluders were not that important to the victim

(e.g., an outgroup), they are likely to withdraw from interactions.

More importantly, they argue that the source of exclusion will

determine the evaluations the individual makes about the cause of

the exclusion. Specifically, rejection from an outgroup is often

attributed to be caused due to discrimination—that is, the cause is

seen as group based, while rejection from an ingroup is rather seen to

be directed to the individual (Crocker & Major, 1989; Crocker

et al., 1991; Goodwin et al., 2010). Perception of discrimination or

exclusion to one's ingroup may impact the individual's reaction, such

that perceived prejudice may buffer the effect, or result in individuals

showing increased efforts to achieve a feeling of social connected-

ness with their ingroup and even strengthening ingroup identification

(Smart et al., 2009; Stephan et al., 2009).

Nevertheless, previous research has been mixed on the impact of

the ingroup/outgroup dynamics of exclusion, with the majority of

research indicating that the source of exclusion does not impact any

effects of exclusion (Abrams et al., 2005; Gonsalkorale &

Williams, 2007; Hutchison et al., 2007; Smith & Williams, 2004;

Williams et al., 2000). However, some research suggests that this may

be the result of using arbitrary groups (e.g., groups based on trivial

attitudes) and when using groups that have clear and defining

characteristics that are unchangeable (highly essentialized), such as

skin color, there is evidence that there are differences in the reaction

to ingroup/outgroup exclusion (Bernstein et al., 2010). Thus the

impact of ingroup/outgroup as a moderator is likely only to have an

impact in cases where group membership is clear and unlikely to

change, for example, when political affiliation was presented as a

fixed attribute, ingroup/outgroup changes in exclusion due to such

affiliations were found (Bernstein et al., 2010). An important factor to

note is that these differences explored the social needs threatened

by exclusion and not any subsequent behavioral changes; thus, we

aim to hopefully add to the literature by exploring outgroup/ingroup

moderation of behavioral changes in the form of political action.

2.3 | Shifts in identity based on the source of social
exclusion

As discussed above, exclusion of an individual by a group due to a

perceived group characteristics often results in the victim attributing

the cause to be discrimination. Some researchers argue that exclusion

is at the heart of discrimination, prejudice and stigmatization, and

thus exclusion is a core mechanism in the process (Major &

Eccleston, 2004; Smart et al., 2009). Branscombe et al., (1999)

discuss how feelings of exclusion and discrimination lead individuals

to rely more on their minority ingroup as a way of protecting against

the negative outcomes of social exclusion (e.g., reduced self‐esteem

and well‐being). They showed this empirically by demonstrating that

African American individuals who experienced prejudice had reduced

levels of well‐being, increased levels of hostility to Whites, and
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increased minority ingroup identification. However, they noted

that those who identified more with their minority ingroup had

enhanced psychological well‐being, thus indicating that this

identification was in some way protective against the experience

of prejudice. This is known as the rejection‐identification model,

and has been replicated in several countries and with several

minority groups (Armenta & Hunt, 2009; Barlow et al., 2012;

Cronin et al., 2012; Verkuyten & Yildiz, 2007; Wiley et al., 2013).

Further, several studies have shown that feelings of discrimination

result in disidentification from the national identity and even

feelings of hostility towards the majority group (Badea et al., 2011;

Berry et al., 2006; Jasinskaja‐Lahti et al., 2009). Arguably, a similar

pattern of increased identity to an ingroup and increased hostility

to an outgroup may be seen in other groups not associated with

nationality. Thus, based on the literature stating the exclusion

functions as a way of determining group boundaries and mainte-

nance of group composition, it could be suggested that social

exclusion by an outgroup due to membership in another group is

likely to make the defining characteristics of the in‐group (e.g., the

reason why they were excluded) more salient and increase

identification with the accepting ingroup identity that is defined

by the cause of the exclusion (Levine & Moreland, 2004; Dovidio

et al., 2005). For example, if a Republican is excluded from a group

of Democrats at a social event, it is likely to make their political

affiliation more salient and in turn may impact their identity levels

to the ingroup (Republicans) that is the cause of the exclusion.

Social identity is a key component when considering political

engagement and strong identity levels are a consistent predictor in

willingness to be politically engaged (Klandermans et al., 2002). Some

argue that identity is the core motivator for engagement (van

Zomeren et al., 2008). Given the vital role that ingroup identification

plays in political engagement, and that exclusion by an outgroup may

increase identification to ones ingroup, exploring the intergroup

nature of exclusion in relation to shifts in identity is important when

considering political engagement.

Even though social identities are important to all humans, for

some individuals social identities are also key for their personal

identity. Identity fusion is the concept that one's personal

identity is dependent on one's social identity. Specifically,

identity fused individuals see their social identity and personal

identity as the same. This results in a visceral feeling of oneness

to the group (Swann et al., 2009). Highly fused individuals have

been shown to be more likely to participate in extreme group

actions, such as fighting or dying for one's ingroup, compared to

individuals who simply show high identification (Gómez, Brooks,

et al., 2011; Swann et al., 2009). In line with this, identity fusion

has been shown to be a predictor in collective action and even

radical tendencies for those who perceive oppression towards

their ingroup (Besta et al., 2018; Lobato et al., 2020). Based on

identity fusion being a driver in collective action in the presence

of oppression against one's ingroup, identity fusion is an

important factor when considering political engagement in a

social exclusion context.

2.4 | Overview of the studies and the Brexit
context

Two studies explored if feelings of exclusion from the outgroup

increased identification with the ingroup and subsequently

willingness to join a political ingroup and participate in collective

action with the ingroup. The first study was a survey exploring

feelings of perceived social exclusion by the outgroup in the form

of discrimination. Specifically, this survey explored if perceived

discrimination by the outgroup predicted ingroup identification

and willingness to join a political (in)group and participate in

collective action with the political ingroup. In the second study, we

wanted to test the causality of outgroup exclusion on identifica-

tion, willingness to join and intention to participate in collective

action using an experimental study.

The present research is situated in the Brexit context.

Following the 2016 EU Referendum, the United Kingdom had

been left in a state of uncertainty. The outcome of the vote was for

the UK to leave the EU, but ongoing deal negotiations at the time

of the study and failure to pass proposed deals through parliament

had resulted in a highly divided country and individuals on both

sides of the Brexit spectrum. Due to the topic of Brexit being

highly charged at the time of data collection (September, 2019),

and the topic of Brexit and distinction of being “Leave” or “Remain”

resulting in intergroup tensions, it presented a unique opportunity

as a backdrop of these studies.

In the survey, social exclusion was therefore operationalized as

Remain‐sympathizers' feelings of being discriminated against by

Leave‐sympathizers. Discrimination was used as a measure of social

exclusion given that some researchers argue that exclusion is at the

heart of discrimination, prejudice and stigmatization, and thus

exclusion is a core mechanism in the process (Major &

Eccleston, 2004; Smart et al., 2009). Further the items were taken

from studies exploring the rejection dis‐identification model and

given this is the basis of our research it seemed this was the correct

measure of social exclusion in the survey context (Jasinskaja‐Lahti

et al., 2018). The experimental study was developed to exclude

individuals based on their position on the Brexit issue. Participants

were selected based on their vote in the 2016 referendum, and only

those who voted Remain were selected. They were asked to describe

their thoughts and feelings regarding Brexit and were then excluded

or included (randomly) by their ingroup (Remain‐sympathizers) or by

their outgroup (Leave‐sympathizers).

2.5 | Hypotheses

The literature presented clearly highlights the role social exclusion

may have with regard to promoting political engagement; however,

no research to date has explored how the source of the exclusion

may impact this. Exclusion by the outgroup may be perceived as a

form of discrimination, and given that perception of discrimination by

a majority outgroup has been linked to increased political action,
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social change initiatives and increased identification within the

aggrieved minority identity (Simon & Grabow, 2010; Simon &

Ruhs, 2008), we suggest that any exclusion by an outgroup that

may be perceived as being caused by an individuals' belonging to an

ingroup may lead individuals to be more willing to join and act on

behalf of a group that represents the ingroup (and the cause of the

exclusion). Thus, we proposed the following hypothesis:

H1: Individuals who perceive social exclusion from an outgroup

(Study 1) will be more willing to join a political ingroup and

participate in collective action on behalf of that political

group, compared to individuals who perceive social exclusion

from their ingroup (Study 2).

Further, in line with the rejection identification model that has

shown that perception of exclusion and discrimination by a majority

outgroup results in increased ingroup identification (Branscombe

et al., 1999), we suggest that this model can be extended into other

ingroup/outgroup scenarios. Specifically, we suggest that exclusion

by an outgroup due to an attribute that defines one's ingroup status

(in this case being Remain) will make participants' ingroup identity

more salient and increase identification to that ingroup cause.

Consequently, the following hypothesis was formulated:

H2: Individuals who perceive social exclusion from an outgroup

(Study 1) will show increased identification and identity

fusion to their ingroup, compared to individuals who perceive

social exclusion from their ingroup (Study 2).

Finally, given the important role that social identification has with

regard to driving political engagement (Klandermans et al., 2002), we

hope to use the rejection‐identification model as a basis for

explaining the pathway between social exclusion and political

engagement. Such that social exclusion by an outgroup will result

in increased identification with one's in group and in turn this will

drive engagement with a political group representing one's in group.

Thus our final hypothesis was:

H3: The effect of outgroup social exclusion on willingness to join

a political ingroup and participate in collective action is

mediated by increased identification and identity fusion with

the ingroup (Studies 1 and 2).

3 | STUDY 1: SURVEY

3.1 | Research design and participants

A survey using Qualtrics was conducted to test our hypotheses. In

total, 211 participants were recruited from Prolific Academic.

Prolific Academic is an online recruitment website with the purpose

of advertising open research studies to participants. Participants

had to be British citizens and were selected based on their Remain

vote in the 2016 referendum using the website's selection criteria.

Out of the original sample, 193 provided complete data and were

included in the analyses. The average age was 36.6 years old

(SD = 11.28), and there were 143 women and 65 men. Participants

were told the study was investigating their thoughts and feelings

on Brexit and were rewarded £3.00 for their participation.

3.2 | Procedure and measures

On beginning the survey participants were informed that this study

was investigating their political opinion on Brexit. Participants

were first informed about ethics. It was stated that all data

collected would be confidential and that they had the right to

withdraw at any time and after reading this participants had to

provide informed consent to start the survey. Following this, the

survey began with a variety of demographic questions, including

age, gender, and political affiliation. Then followed various

questions on participants' thoughts and feelings on Brexit,

including measures of perceived discrimination by the outgroup

and identification with the ingroup. Once the participants

completed the identity measures, they were informed that the

next section would include questions from a third‐party group that

was supporting the research. This group was fictional but

presented as a real group to the participants. Once the participant

clicked the continue button they were presented with a brief

presentation of the group called “Future Remains in the EU.” The

group was described as a Pro‐EU, anti‐Brexit group that was

fighting the outcome of the referendum and would try to stop

Brexit by all means necessary. Further, it explained that the group

was interested in recruiting new members and wanted to know

what actions appealed to possible new members. After this

statement several engagement and participation items followed.

Finally, participants were debriefed on the research purpose of this

study and thanked for their time.

The main dependent variables were willingness to join the fictive

group “Future remains in the EU,” and willingness to engage in

political actions with the group. Willingness to join was assessed by

the question: “Would you be interested in joining Future Remains in

the EU?” Participants responded and a 7‐point scale from 1—not at all

interested to 7—very interested. Willingness to engage in varying

forms of collective action was assessed by asking participants how

willing they would be to: Sign a petition, participate in demonstration,

donate money, and share information on social media take part in an

occupation, vandalize buildings, and protest on social media (e.g.,

posting offensive messages on opposing groups). Responses were

made on a 5‐point scale with 1 = not at all willing to 5 = very willing

and the items combined and averaged to make a collective action

intentions index (α = .88).

The main independent variable was social exclusion. To measure

social exclusion by the outgroup, we used items assessing if the

participants (all Remain‐sympathizers) perceived to be discriminated

against by the outgroup (Leave‐sympathizers). A scale by Berry et al.
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(2006) was adapted for this study and included three items: “In my

opinion Leavers have treated Remainers unfairly or otherwise

negatively”; “I think that Leavers do not accept Remainers” and

“Leavers have something against me because I am a Remainer.”

Responses were made on a 5‐point scale with 1 = strongly disagree to

5 = strongly agree. and the items were combined and averaged to

from an index, α = .80.

The main mediating variables were two measures of identifica-

tion with the ingroup. To measure this, we formulated four items: “I

feel I am a Remainer; “I am proud to see myself as a Remainer; “It is

important for me to be a Remainer”; “Generally, I am glad to be a

Remainer.” Participants responded on a 9‐point scale from 1 =

strongly disagree to 9 = strongly agree) and the four items were

combined to create an index, α = .94. Another measure of ingroup

identification was identity fusion with the EU. This was measured

with seven items (Gómez, Morales, et al., 2011): “I feel immersed in

the EU”; “I am one with the EU”; “I have a deep emotional bond with

the EU”; “the EU is me”; “I will do more for the EU than most”; “I am

strong because of the EU”; “I make the EU strong.” Again, participants

responded and a 7‐point scale from 1 = strongly disagree to

7 = strongly agree and the items were combined to make an

index, α = .94.

The control variables were gender, age, left–right orientation,

and liberal–conservative orientation. Gender was measured by

asking participants “Please indicate your gender” and participants

were given the options male, female or other. Age was measured

by asking “What is your age?” and participants responded freely

by entering the age into a text box. Political orientation was

measured by asking participants “Some people describe political

affiliation on a left to right scale. Please indicate where you

believe you political ideology lies on this left to right scale” and

“Some people describe political affiliation on a liberal to

conservative scale. Please indicate where you believe you

political ideology lies on this liberal to conservative scale.” Parti-

cipants then responded on a 10‐point scale for both items and the

scores were combined and average to provide a political

orientation index.

4 | RESULTS

4.1 | Descriptive statistics

Descriptive statistics and correlations for all variables are presented

in Table 1. As can be seen in Table 1, the two main dependent

variables, willingness to join the ingroup and participate with that

group, were highly correlated. Both of these outcomes were also

correlated with social exclusion in the form of discrimination such

that higher levels of perceived discrimination were related to higher

willingness to join the group and engage in collective actions with the

group. Finally, both identity measures were related to the outcome

variables, such that stronger identification with both the Remain

camp and with the EU, were related to higher willingness to join the

group and engage with it. Discrimination was also related to

increased identification both with the Remain camp and with the EU.

4.2 | Main analyses

The first hypothesis stated that individuals who perceive social

exclusion from an outgroup (Study 1) will be more willing to join a

political ingroup and participate in collective action on behalf of that

political group. To test this, two hierarchal regression analyses were

run, one for each dependent variable: willingness to join and collective

action intentions. In Step 1, the control variables, age, gender (coded

men = 0 and women = 1), and political orientation were added. In Step

2, our predictor variable perceived discrimination was added. This

model was then regressed on to willingness to join and collective

action intentions. The results are presented inTable 2. In Step 1, only

political orientation had a weak effect on both measures, where

individuals leaning to the right/conservative were less willing to join

and participate in collective action1. In Step 2, explained variance

increased significantly and perceived discrimination was a significant

predictor of both outcomes, such that higher levels of perceived

discrimination predicted higher levels of willingness to join and

participate in collective action, and thus Hypothesis 1 was supported.

TABLE 1 Means, SD, and correlations for all variables in Study 1, N = 193.

Mean SD
Willingness
to join Collective action Remain ID EU fusion

Perceived
discrimination Age

Willingness to join 9.94 1.97

Collective action 2.84 1.04 0.94**

Remain ID 7.56 1.98 0.40** 0.37**

EU identity fusion 3.75 1.40 0.37** 0.43** 0.36**

Perceived discrimination 3.49 0.94 0.28** 0.30** 0.36** 0.24**

Age 36.36 11.28 −0.03 −0.00 −0.02 −0.02 0.08

Political orientation 3.70 1.56 −0.21* −0.18* −0.22** −0.14 −0.28** −0.09

**p < .01; *p < .05.
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The second hypothesis stated that individuals who perceive social

exclusion from an outgroup will show increased identification to their

ingroup. The same regression model was used as above but the outcome

variables were Remain identity and EU Identity fusion. The results are

presented inTable 2. In Step 1, political orientation had a weak effect on

the Remain identity where individuals leaning to the right/conserva-

tive were less identified both with the Remain identity. In Step 2,

explained variance increased substantially and perceived discrimination

was a significant predictor for both outcome variables such that the

more an individual perceived that they were discriminated against, the

more they identified with the ingroup both on Remain identity and EU

identity fusion, thus supporting Hypothesis 2.

Power analysis using G*Power showed that this study has high

power, with power being calculated at 0.77.

4.3 | Mediation analyses

To test Hypothesis 3 that the effect of outgroup social exclusion on

willingness to join a political ingroup and participate in collective action

is mediated by increased identification and identity fusion with the

ingroup parallel mediation analyses were conducted by using Model

4 in the SPSS macro PROCESS (Hayes, 2013) using bias‐corrected

bootstrapping with 95% confidence intervals with 5000 boot-

strapping samples.

The first analysis explored if there was an indirect effect of

perceived discrimination on willingness to join through Remain Identity

and EU identity fusion. Perceived discrimination was placed as the

predictor variable, willingness to join as the outcome variable, and both

identity measures as mediators. In addition, age, gender, and political

orientation were added as control variables. The results are presented

in Table 3. The analysis revealed that there was a significant indirect

pathway between perceived discrimination on willingness to join both

through Remain identity, Effect = 0.20, BootSE = 0.07, LLCI = 0.08,

ULCI = 0.36, and EU identity fusion Effect = 0.11, BootSE = 0.05,

LLCI = 0.02, ULCI = 0.23. Perceived discrimination increased both

Remain identity and EU identity fusion, which in turn increased

willingness to join the group. There was no significant direct effect

when the indirect pathway was accounted for.

The next mediation analysis used the same model as above, but

this time the outcome variable was collective action intentions. The

results again revealed a significant indirect pathway, whereby Remain

identity, Effect = 0.16, BootSE = 0.07, LLCI = 0.04, ULCI = 0.33, and

EU identity fusion Effect = 0.16, BootSE = 0.07, LLCI = 0.04, ULCI =

0.33, mediated the pathway between perceived discrimination and

collective action intentions. There was no significant direct effect.

Again, percieved discrimination increased both Remain identity and

EU identity fusion, which in turn increased willingness to engage with

the group.

Thus, Hypothesis 3 was supported. The findings indicate that

following perceived discrimination by an outgroup, individuals show

increased identification with their ingroup(s) and in turn become

more willing to join and participate in collective actions on behalf of

an ingroup.

TABLE 2 Regression analyses with predictor variable perceived discrimination on outcome variables: willingness to join, collective action
intentions, Remain identity and EU identity fusion Study 1, N = 193.

Willingness to join Collective action intentions Remain identity EU identity fusion
B (SE) B (SE) B (SE) B (SE)

Step 1

Intercept 5.19 (0.83)*** 5.10 (0.70)*** 8.33 (0.63)*** 4.30 (0.46)***

Age −0.01 (0.01) −0.01 (0.01) 0.01 (0.01) −0.01 (0.01)

Gender −0.03 (0.29) −0.32 (0.33) 0.32 (0.29) 0.06 (0.21)

Political orientation −0.26 (0.09)*** −0.25 (0.10)** −0.28 (0.09)** −0.12 (0.06)

Adj. R2 = 0.03 Adj. R2 = 0.02 Adj. R2 = 0.06** Adj. R2 = 0.05

ΔR2 = 0.05* ΔR2 = 0.04 ΔR2 = 0.06** ΔR2 = 0.02

Step 2

Intercept 3.11 (0.86)*** 2.56 (0.97)** 5.45 (0.85)*** 2.94 (0.64)***

Age −0.01 (0.01) −0.01 (0.01) −0.01 (0.01) −0.01 (0.01)

Gender 0.08 (0.28) −0.19 (0.32) 0.48 (0.28) 0.14 (0.21)

Political orientation −0.18 (0.09)* −0.15 (0.10) −0.15 (0.09) −0.07 (0.07)

Discrimination 0.50 (0.15)** 0.61 (0.17)*** 0.70 (0.15)*** 0.33 (0.11)**

Adj. R2 = 0.08** Adj. R2 = 0.08** Adj. R2 = 0.14*** Adj. R2 = 0.07*

ΔR2 = 0.05** ΔR2 = 0.06*** ΔR2 = 0.10*** ΔR2 = 0.05**

Note: VIF values were all within an acceptable range (1.01–2.87).
***p < .001; **p < .01; *p < .05.
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Given that this study was a correlational survey, we cannot from

these results draw causal conclusions. Thus an experimental study

was conducted in the next step to disentangle the causal direction of

effects.

5 | STUDY 2: EXPERIMENT

5.1 | Methods

5.1.1 | Research design and participants

The study presented here is a 2 × 2 between‐measures factorial

design, where the first factor is source (ingroup/outgroup), and the

second factor is manipulated social exclusion (excluded/included).

A sample of 400 participants was recruited from the online

study platform Prolific Academic. To be eligible to participate,

individuals had to be British citizens and had to have voted Remain

in the EU referendum. Of the 400 participants, 384 provided

complete data and passed the manipulation check (Mage = 34.48,

SD = 11.41; women = 266; men = 110; Other = 8) and were included

in the analyses. Participants were randomly allocated to one of the

four experimental conditions. In the Included‐Ingroup condition

there was a total of 93 participants (Mage = 34.0, SD = 9.37;

men = 26; women = 65; other = 2), in the Included‐Outgroup condi-

tion there was a total of 107 participants (Mage = 33.93, SD = 10.97;

men = 23; women = 81; other = 3; mean age of 33.93), in the

Excluded‐Ingroup condition there was a total of 91 participants

(Mage = 35.82, SD = 13.49; men = 28; women = 62; other = 1) and

finally, the Excluded‐Outgroup condition had a total of 93

participants (Mage = 34.26, SD = 11.62; men = 33; women = 58;

other = 2). On completion of the study participants were rewarded

£3.00 for their participation.

5.1.2 | Procedure and measures

Participants were invited to complete an online survey on their

thoughts and feelings on Brexit. Again, they were first informed

about ethics. They were informed that their data would be

confidential, that they had the right to withdraw at any time, and

were asked for their informed consent. Following this, the survey

began by collecting data on a variety of demographic variables, such

as age, gender, education, political affiliation, and some measures on

Brexit (e.g., how they voted in the 2016 Referendum).

The participants were then asked to take part in a social media

task. To manipulate social exclusion, we used the Online Ostracism

Paradigm, which is a social‐media mimicking paradigm in which

individuals present themselves and see “others” profiles

(Wolf et al., 2015). Participants were asked to provide a name/

nickname and to choose an avatar. Further, they were asked to write

a short introduction of their thoughts and feelings about Brexit.

Participants were given instructions that this would be presented to

some other participants on a platform similar to Facebook. It was

explained that the other participants would see their profile, and they

would see the other participants' profiles, and all participants would

have the opportunity to “like” any profiles they found interesting.

After providing the information for their profile and clicking continue,

the participants were told they would have to wait for a few seconds

while they were being connected to the other participants. No other

participants were actually participating in the study and the other

profiles were computer generated.

Once connected, participants were presented with 12 profiles

including their own. The profiles included the name/nickname and

their short statement on their thoughts on Brexit. To manipulate the

source of exclusion, we created a set‐up where the majority of the

profiles (10 out of 11 profiles) were either Leave‐sympathizers or

Remain‐sympathizers. Since our sample consisted of only Remain‐

TABLE 3 Parallel mediation models for willingness to join and collective action intentions, with identity as mediators and perceived
discrimination as an independent variable.

Remain ID (M1) EU fusion (M2) Willingness to join (Y) Collective action (Y)
Coefficient Coefficient Coefficient Coefficient

Antecedent

Constant 5.48 (0.86)*** 2.95 (0.64)*** 0.62 (0.87) −0.13 (0.99)

Discrimination 0.70 (0.15)*** 0.33 (0.11)** 0.20 (0.14) 0.29 (0.16)

Remain ID (M1) ‐ ‐ 0.29 (0.07)*** 0.23 (0.08)**

EU Fusion (M2) ‐ ‐ 0.33 (0.09)*** 0.49 (0.10)***

Age(C1) −0.00 (0.01) −0.01 (0.01) −0.01 (0.01) −0.01 (0.01)

Gender (C2) 0.44 (0.29) 0.13 (0.21) −0.12 (0.26) −0.37 (0.29)

Political orientation (C3) −0.15 (0.13) −0.07 (0.07) −0.11 (0.08) −0.08 (0.09)

R2 = 0.15 R2 = 0.06 R2 = 0.27 R2 = 0.26

F(4, 194) = 8.82*** F(4, 194) = 3.35* F(6, 192) = 11.55*** F(6, 192) = 11.39***

Gender is dummy coded with men = 0, women = 1.
***p < .001; **p < .01; *p < .05.
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sympathizers, this set‐up imply that when the majority of the profiles

were Leave‐sympathizers, this essentially was an outgroup condition

and when the majority of the profiles were Remain‐sympathizers, this

constituted an ingroup condition2. Further, a timer was visible

indicating that they had 3min to read the profiles. After 12 s, the

participant received their first like (which pops up at the bottom

right‐hand corner of the screen) from one of the fictive participants

to ensure all participants are aware they can receive likes and that the

lack of likes in the excluded condition was not based on some

technical error (Williams, 2007; Wolf et al., 2015). For participants in

the excluded condition this was the only “like” they received. The

participants in the included condition received five “likes” in total

which is similar to the number of likes received by the other fictional

profiles. The “likes” function as the experimental manipulation of

exclusion/inclusion. Thus, the first factor manipulated the political

affiliation of the profiles such that the participant was presented with

either mainly Leave‐sympathizers or Remain‐sympathizers, and since

all participants identified as Remainers, the profiles functioned as a

cue to being ingroup or outgroup. All likes received were from profiles

corresponding to the condition, for example, in the ingroup condition

participants only received likes from Remain profiles, and vice versa

in the outgroup condition participants only received likes from the

outgroup. The second factor manipulated exclusion such that

participants were either included or excluded by these profiles.

Following the social media task, the participants were asked

questions on their thoughts and feelings on Brexit. Included in this

section were the questions of interest regarding their identity to the

Remain cause and their EU Identity fusion. Once they completed the

identity measures, participants were informed that the next section

would include questions from a (fictional) third‐party group that was

supporting the research. The description presented the group and

participants were asked about willingness to join the group and

collective action intentions. On completion of the “group survey,” par-

ticipants completed a manipulation check. Finally, participants were

debriefed on the research purpose of this study and thanked for

their time.

The main independent variables—exclusion/inclusion and source

(ingroup/outgroup)—were manipulated with the ostracism online

paradigm, as described above.

The main dependent variables were willingness to join the group

and participate in collective actions with the group (α = .87). Both

were measured as in Study 1.

The mediating variables were Remain identity (α = .94) and EU

identity fusion (α = .94), both measured as in Study 1.

The manipulation check consisted of three items from Wolf

et al. (2015) and asked participants to indicate what they were

feeling during the social media task. Then they rated for each of the

following how much they agreed with each statement on a scale

from 1 = not at all to 5 = Extremely: “I was ignored,” “I was

excluded,” and “the others liked my profile” (reversed). A mean

index of these items was created, α = .87. In addition to the above

manipulation check index, one item assessed the number of likes and

asked “Considering that there was some average number of “likes”

in the task (e.g., around 5), how would you consider the number of

“likes” you received?” and participants selected under average,

average, or over average.

6 | RESULTS

6.1 | Manipulation check

To check that our manipulation of inclusion and exclusion worked as

intended, a t‐test was run between the two conditions on the

manipulation check scale. There was a significant difference, t

(385) = −4.42, p = .001, Cohen's D = 0.47 between the included

(M = 2.31, SD = 0.49) and excluded (M= 2.60, SD = 0.80), with higher

values indicating higher feelings of exclusion. In addition, a χ2 test was

conducted on the perception of the number of likes. It revealed that

those excluded selected under average likes significantly more than

those included who were more likely to indicate average number of likes,

X2 (2, N = 387) = 269.56, p < .001. Thus, our exclusion manipulation

seems to successfully have induced feelings of being socially excluded.

6.2 | Descriptive analyses

Means, SDs, and correlations for all variables are presented inTable 4.

As can be seen all outcome variables are significantly correlated.

Further, in Table 5 means and SDs across the conditions are

presented.

6.3 | Main analyses

To test Hypotheses 1 and 2, a series of ANOVAs were conducted.

Hypothesis 1 stated that individuals who perceive social exclusion from

an outgroup will be more willing to join and participate in collective

action on behalf of a political ingroup, compared to individuals who

perceive social exclusion from their ingroup. This was tested in two

two‐way between measures ANOVAs, one for each dependent

variable; willingness to join and the collective action intentions index,

with the independent variables exclusion condition (inclusion/exclu-

sion) and the source (ingroup/outgroup). There was no main effect of

either inclusion/exclusion or the source (ingroup or outgroup) on the

dependent variables willingness to join or collective action intentions.

In line with the hypothesis, there was a significant interaction

between exclusion and the source on both willingness to join, F(1,

380) = 4.104, p = .04, ηp
2 = 0.01, and collective action intentions 3, F(1,

378) = 6.15, p = .01, ηp
2 = .02.

A simple effects analysis on willingness to join showed that the

effect of exclusion when the outgroup was the source of exclusion

did not reach conventional significance levels, but was close, F(1,

380) = 3.67, p = .06. For those excluded by the ingroup, the effect

was not significant, F(1, 380) = 0.94, p = .33. Hence, there was a

tendency for individuals excluded by the outgroup to show higher
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willingness to join the fictive group, compared to individuals

excluded by their ingroup, as seen in Table 5. Further, the

manipulation of exclusion on collective action intentions was

significant when the outgroup was the source of exclusion, F(1,

378) = 5.40, p = .02 but not significant when the ingroup was the

source of exclusion, F(1, 378) = 1.44, p = .23. Cell means are shown

in Table 5. As can be seen, this result indicates that individuals

excluded by their outgroup showed more willingness to engage in

collective action as compared to individuals who were excluded by

their ingroup. The results are illustrated in Figures 1 and 2. Thus,

Hypothesis 1 was supported.

Hypothesis 2 stated that individuals who perceive social

exclusion from an outgroup will show increased identification to

their ingroup, compared to individuals who perceive social exclusion

from their ingroup. To test this, two‐way ANOVAs were conducted

on the dependent variables of Remain identity and EU identity fusion

with the independent variables of condition (inclusion/exclusion) and

the source (ingroup/outgroup). As expected, there was no main

effect of either inclusion/exclusion or the source. In contrast to the

hypothesis, there was no significant interaction of condition and the

source on the Remain identity. However, in line with the hypothesis,

there was a significant interaction of exclusion and source on EU

identity fusion, F(1, 376) = 7.24, p = .01, ηp
2 = .02. A simple effects

analysis revealed that the effect of exclusion was only significant for

those excluded by the outgroup, F(1, 376) = 6.41, p = .01, and not

significant for those excluded by the ingroup F(1, 376) = 1.68, p = .20.

As seen in Figure 3, those excluded by the outgroup showed

significantly higher levels of EU identity fusion. The results indicate

that individuals excluded by the outgroup showed stronger identifi-

cation compared to those excluded by the ingroup, as seen inTable 5.

Consequently, there was partial support for Hypothesis 2, in that

there were only significant shifts in the EU identity fusion, but not the

Remain identity. The results for EU identity fusion are illustrated in

Figure 3.

Power analysis using G*Power showed that this study was a bit

underpowered. The achieved power was 0.43, and estimated sample

size for a power of 0.80 was 864.

6.4 | Moderated‐mediation analyses

Hypothesis 3 stated that the effect of social exclusion on willingness

to join and participate in collective action is mediated by increased

identification with the ingroup. To test this hypothesis a moderated‐

mediation analysis was conducted to explore if the interactional

effect of the exclusion and the source on willingness to join was

mediated by the shifts in EU identity fusion.

The moderated‐mediation analysis was conducted by using Model

8 in the SPSS macro PROCESS (Hayes, 2013). Using bias‐corrected

bootstrapping with 95% confidence intervals with 5000 bootstrapping

samples, the indirect effect of exclusion on willingness to join and

collective action intention through EU identity fusion. The control

TABLE 4 Means, SDs, and correlations for all variables in Study 2, N = 384.

Mean SD Willingness to join Collective action Remain ID EU fusion Age

Willingness to join 4.33 1.98

Collective action 2.79 0.95 0.74**

Remain ID 7.76 1.96 0.44** 0.40**

EU identity fusion 4.10 1.52 0.51** 0.51** 0.45**

Age 34.48 11.41 −0.13* −0.12* 0.06 0.01

Political orientation 3.87 1.70 −0.24** −0.27** −0.13* −0.17** 0.21**

***p < .001; **p < .01; *p < .05.

TABLE 5 Means and SDs for excluded and included participants
split across Ingroup and Outgroup, Study 2, N = 384

Condition Source Mean SD

Willingness to join

Included Ingroup 5.12 2.71

Outgroup 4.66 2.67

Excluded Ingroup 4.73 2.83

Outgroup 5.41 2.79

Collective action

Included Ingroup 2.81 0.89

Outgroup 2.67 0.91

Excluded Ingroup 2.65 0.96

Outgroup 2.98 0.97

Remain identity

Included Ingroup 7.66 1.94

Outgroup 7.83 1.93

Excluded Ingroup 7.55 2.24

Outgroup 7.95 1.71

EU Identity fusion

Included Ingroup 4.23 1.47

Outgroup 3.84 1.47

Excluded Ingroup 3.94 1.67

Outgroup 4.38 1.40
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variables age, gender (only men and women were used due to the

small number who classified as “other”), and political orientation were

added. Then the source (ingroup/outgroup) was entered as a

moderator of the pathways between exclusion and EU identity fusion

and between exclusion and willingness to join and collective action

intention. The results are presented in Table 6. Our findings revealed

there was a significant indirect pathway from the interaction of the

source and exclusion condition on willingness to join through EU

identity fusion, Effect = 0.46, BootSE = 0.19, LLCI = 0.08, ULCI = 0.86.

Specifically, this indirect pathway was only seen among those excluded

by the outgroup Effect = 0.28, BootSE = 0.13, LLCI = 0.02, ULCI = 0.54,

but not those excluded by the ingroup, Effect = −0.18, BootSE = 0.14,

LLCI = −0.46, ULCI = 0.09, indicating significant moderated mediation.

Similarly, we found a significant indirect pathway from the interaction

of the source to participation in collective action through EU identity

fusion, Effect = 0.23, BootSE = 0.09, LLCI = 0.05, ULCI =0.41. Again,

this indirect pathway was only significant among those excluded by

the outgroup Effect = 0.27, BootSE = 0.06, LLCI = 0.02, ULCI =0.27,

but not among those excluded by the ingroup, Effect = −0.09,

BootSE = 0.07, LLCI = −0.23, ULCI = 0.05, again showing significant

moderated mediation. No significant direct pathway was found for

either dependent variable when the indirect pathway was accounted

F IGURE 1 Means for the included and
excluded participants, split on Ingroup and
Outgroup condition for willingness to join. Error
bars show 95% confidence intervals.

F IGURE 2 Means for the included and
excluded participants, split on Ingroup and
Outgroup condition for collective action. Error
bars show 95% confidence intervals.
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for. Thus, following exclusion by the outgroup participants increase in

ingroup identity and this mediates the increased willingness to join and

participate in collective action on behalf of a group consisting of

ingroup members. Thus, supporting Hypothesis 3.

7 | DISCUSSION

The aim of this article was to expand on the understanding of what

drives willingness to join a political group and engage in collective

action. Building on previous literature that has shown that social

exclusion functions as a fuel for political engagement (H. Bäck

et al., 2021; Knapton et al., 2015; Pfundmair, 2019), we aimed to

elaborate on the specific mechanisms involved. Specifically, we have

argued that exclusion by an outgroup will increase ingroup identifica-

tion, which in turn will increase willingness to join a political group and

intentions to engage in collective action with that group. In two studies,

we found support for this proposed mechanism. To enhance external

validity, the studies were situated in the Brexit context. The findings

from the first study, which was a survey, revealed that perceived

discrimination by an outgroup (in this case Leave‐sympathizers) resulted

in Remain voters being more willing to join and participate with an

F IGURE 3 Means for the included and
excluded participants, split on Ingroup and
Outgroup conditions for EU Identity fusion. Error
bars show 95% confidence intervals.

TABLE 6 Moderated mediation
analysis for willingness to join and
collective action intentions, with
Inclusison/Exclusion as independent
variable, Source of exclusion (ingroup/
outgroup) as moderator and EU identity
fusion as mediator.

EU Fusion (M1) Willingness to join (Y) Collective action (Y)
Coefficient Coefficient Coefficient

Antecedent

Constant 4.59 (0.33)*** 3.12 (0.47)*** 2.14 (0.22)***

EU Fusion (M1) 0.61 (0.06)*** 0.29 (0.03)***

Inclusion/Exclusion (X) −0.30 (0.22) −0.10 (0.26) −0.04 (0.12)

Ingroup/Outgroup (W) −0.33 (0.22) −0.08 (0.25) 0.04 (0.12)

Exclusion × Source (X ×W) 0.78 (0.31)* 0.07 (0.36) 0.17 (0.17)

Age(C1) 0.01 (0.01) −0.02 (0.01) −0.01 (0.00)

Gender (C2) .04 (.17) −0.11 (0.20) −0.06 (0.09)

Political Orientation (C3) −.17 (.05)*** −0.17 (0.05)** −0.09 (0.03)**

R2 = .05 R2 = .28 R2 = .30

F(6, 362) = 3.40** F(8, 360) = 17.32*** F(7, 359) = 22.12***

Gender is coded with men = 0, women = 1; Condition is coded with inclusion = 0, exclusion = 1. Source
is coded ingroup = 0, outgroup = 1.

*p < .05; **p < .01; ***p < .001.
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ingroup (a pro‐EU group). Further, mediation analysis revealed that

identification measures, in this case Remain identity and EU identity

fusion fully mediated this pathway such that perceived discrimination

resulted in increased ingroup identification and this in turn led to

increased willingness to join and participate with the ingroup. To

confirm causality, an experimental study was conducted in which

preselected Remain voters were either included or excluded by the

ingroup (Remain‐sympathizers) or the outgroup (Leave‐sympathizers)

using the Online Ostracism Paradigm (Wolf et al., 2015). Our analyses

confirmed the results from the survey, showing that there was no

difference in willingness to join or participate between individuals

included or excluded by the ingroup. However, when excluded by the

outgroup, individuals were significantly more likely to join and

participate on behalf of a pro‐EU group than when they were included.

This supports previous research showing increased participation

following exclusion (E. A. Bäck & Altermark, 2016; E. A. Bäck, Knapton,

et al., 2018; Knapton et al., 2015; Renström et al., 2020) but also adds to

it by suggesting that exclusion is more powerful when the source is the

outgroup, which suggests that the exclusion is group based. However, it

should be noted that willingness to join did not reach traditional

significance levels, but showed a tendency in that direction. Similarly to

Study 1 and based on identity measures being a strong predictor of

collective action (Klandermans et al., 2002), we wanted to explore the

mediating pathway of the identity shifts following the exclusion. For

this, a moderated‐mediation analysis was run to explore if the

interactional effect of the exclusion and the source of exclusion

(ingroup vs. outgroup) on willingness to join and participate was

mediated by the shifts in ingroup identity. The results here indicated

that the interactional effect on willingness to join and collective action

intentions on behalf of the Pro‐EU group was fully mediated by EU

identity fusion. However, we did not find any effect on the Remain

identity measures as we had expected. That being said, the combination

of the two studies supports previous literature indicating shifts in

identity after perception of discrimination/exclusion (Branscombe

et al., 1999; Jasinskaja‐Lahti et al., 2009) and further, provide an

explanatory pathway for increased willingness to politically engage.

7.1 | Group‐based social exclusion, discrimination,
and collective action

The present article contributes to the research on willingness to

engage in collective action, how group‐based identities drive such

participation and the specific mechanisms involved in group‐based

social exclusion. The question as to why people participate in

collective action has been asked for decades. It is costly, and unlikely

to result in any social change (Olson, 1965). However, there are other

benefits to participating, such as social belonging, that may explain

participation (E. A. Bäck et al., 2015). This study adds to the

increasing amount of evidence showing a link between social

exclusion and participation in political groups, such that individuals

are motivated to participate to restore their belonging (E. A. Bäck &

Altermark, 2016; E. A. Bäck, Knapton, et al., 2018; Knapton

et al., 2015; Renström et al. 2020). However, we also show that

the source of exclusion moderates the effects on willingness to

engage in political actions. To date, little research has explored how

the source of exclusion may impact how individuals may go about

restoring their belongingness needs. Although exclusion is universally

painful in the initial reflexive stage, there is evidence that some

factors, such as the source of exclusion may impact behavior in the

later, reflective stage (Williams, 2007, 2009). This article adds to this

notion showing that all individuals in the experimental study who

were excluded, regardless of the source (ingroup/outgroup), had

thwarted belongingness needs; however it was only those excluded

by the outgroup that had changes in their willingness to join and

participate in collective action through increases in ingroup identity.

This result is important since it clearly shows that the initial hurt from

the social exclusion might not motivate collective action intentions,

but rather the downstream effects of the evaluations and construals

(e.g., it occurred due to discrimination) that occur in the reflective

stage. Although not directly tested in this study, given the moderating

effects of the ingroup/outgroup dynamic found and the predictive

effect of perceived discrimination in Study 1, it appears that the

attributed cause of the discrimination may be driving the political

engagement, not the hurtful reflexive experience. To our knowledge,

this later attribution of the cause of an exclusion episode and its

consequences has not been established previously. Thus the present

research highlights the need to explore the moderating factors of

social exclusion with regard to subsequent behavior and adds to the

previous literature that has found mixed results of the impact of

ingroup/outgroup dynamics in exclusion. Arguably, given the focus of

past research on the initial hurt and threatened social needs, this

study suggests that the cognitive and behavioral changes that follow

social exclusion in the reflective stage are more important to focus on

than the universally painful reflexive stage. Further, given that a large

proportion of exclusion may come from a societal level, with minority

groups being excluded by majority, this study highlights the need to

explore discrimination and social exclusion hand‐in‐hand.

The results also add to the literature on social exclusion in

relation to identity shifts and we connect the rejection‐identification

model (Branscombe et al., 1999) with temporary social exclusion

from an outgroup. The outcome of both the studies in this article

reveals the same mediating mechanism via identity shifts and ties

together the social exclusion literature and discrimination literature

which have both explored collective action independently. Identity

has been a well‐established predictor of collective action, with

researchers suggesting that a collective sense of identity results in a

feeling of group efficacy and a need to “protect” the group identity if

it is perceived to be under threat to uphold group self‐esteem

(Klandermans et al., 2002, Klandermans, 2014; Tajfel & Turner, 1986;

van Zomeren et al., 2008). However, most research has examined

how membership in an existing group and current identity levels with

that group predict willingness to participate in collective action, not

what may drive individuals to identify strongly to a political group.

This article adds to the identity literature by providing a causal

mechanism that may explain why some individuals are more highly
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identified than others. Specifically, this paper highlights that

discrimination or exclusion from an outgroup based on ones political

opinion results in individuals identifying more with an ingroup. This

may not be surprising given that threats by an outgroup have been

related to increased intergroup stereotyping in line with the

integrated threat theory (Stephan et al., 2016). From a social identity

perspective, stronger identification with a group is related to more

investment in the group, and the group constitutes a vital part of the

self‐identity (Tajfel & Turner, 1986). Nonetheless, it is important to

establish that this identity increase mediates the pathway between

exclusion and individuals being more willing to join and participate in

collective action with a political ingroup. Moreover, it highlights a

need for a dynamic model of identity, showing that identity levels

fluctuate given the social context an individual is in. It complements

previous literature showing shifts in identity following discrimination

by a majority group (Branscombe et al., 1999), and ties together a

pathway of social exclusion and identity, both of which have been

associated with collective action.

7.2 | Social identity measures

Another important contribution of the paper is that we measured

both identity and identity fusion. Although similar constructs,

identity fusion is related to a merged sense of personal and

collective self, where one's social group is a defining factor for them

as an individual (Swann et al., 2009). Further, research suggests that

the difference between identity and identity fusion relates to the

way they may perceive other members of their social group, such

that highly fused individuals see other members of the group as

unique members that form a family around a social group, whereas

highly identified individuals see other members as similar but

interchangeable units (Gómez, Brooks, et al., 2011). Thus, although

related, they are distinct constructs. Study 1 found that both

Remain identity and EU identity fusion mediated the effect of social

exclusion/discrimination on collective action; however, in Study 2

only EU identity fusion had an effect on collective action. Hence, it

seems that identity fusion is a better construct to use when trying to

predict engagement in collective action. Moreover and to our

knowledge, this is the first study that has shown that identity fusion

is a construct that can shift depending on context, rather than

viewing it as a stable measure across contexts. This has been shown

in relation to social identity (Huddy, 2001). As a result, future

research may want to explore what happens within the social

exclusion mechanism that results in shifts to identity fusion

measures. One suggestion maybe that given the “familial” percep-

tion of group members in identity fused individuals, it may be that

the perception of group members being discriminated or excluded

against by an outgroup may tighten that ingroup bond and heighten

the importance of the group, similar to the way in which highly

fused individuals show more ingroup‐serving behavior when

excluded by an outgroup (Gómez, Brooks, et al., 2011).

7.3 | Limitations and suggestions for the future

Some limitations are worth noting. First, there was an overrepre-

sentation of women in our samples. However, in the experimental

study this imbalance was the same across all four conditions with no

significant difference in gender distribution between any of the

conditions. Thus, it cannot account for the effects observed. A

possible reason for the bias is that we recruited a Remain sample, and

analyses of voting in the referendum revealed that women were

more likely than men to vote Remain, and hence our samples are

fairly representative of the actual gender distribution among the

Remain‐sympathizers. However, this is not seen as a problem given

that most research suggests that men are more likely to participate in

collective action; thus, the effects seen may have been stronger given

a more equal gender representation in the sample (Coffé &

Bolzendahl, 2010).

Another issue to consider is that Study 2 was underpowered;

therefore, some caution should be taken when interpreting the

results. However, given the combination of the two studies and that

Study 1 achieved high power, examining together these results

provide some compelling results.

Further, the inconsistent effects in our identity measures in the

experimental study may be cause of concern. However, as stated

previously, future research may want to explore more into the

mechanism of social exclusion and identity fusion to see if there is a

distinct difference of the effect of social exclusion between the two

constructs. Specifically, given the long‐term nature of discrimination

compared to the short episode of exclusion in Study 2, may have

been more powerful to cause shifts in the Remain identity, and those

who were already tending towards identity fusion to the EU who

reacted in the short episode of exclusion in the experimental study.

The present research was situated in the Brexit context for two

reasons. First, it provided a natural setting that functioned to increase

credibility for Study 2, utilizing a topic of great concern to the

participants at the time of the studies. Second, we wanted to be able

to make claims about the political setting. However, the basic

mechanism of group‐based social exclusion, identity shifts, and

subsequent action intentions should be established in other contexts

as well. Future research may also want to consider examining

participants' perception of credibility of the groups and of the

exclusion paradigm to ensure credibility. There is nothing to suggest

that participants did not believe the paradigm and it has been well

established in previous studies (Wolf et al., 2015), but future studies

may want to consider including measures to ensure this continues to

be the case.

Finally, we used intentions to engage in collective actions and it

could be discussed to what extent intentions are related to actual

behavior. Even though this is the standard way in the literature (van

Zomeren & Iyer, 2009; van Zomeren et al., 2004, 2008), future

studies should try to implement behavioral measures, such as actually

signing a petition, or assess what actions individuals have previously

taken part in.
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7.4 | Implications and conclusion

The exclusion literature has reached a near consensus that exclusion

results in universal outcomes regardless of the source (see

Williams, 2007 for review). However, much of that research has

focused on the reflexive pain felt, rather than the differences in

other measures, such as behavior following the reflective stage. As a

result, this study examines the changes that occur in behavior and

also identity shifts following exclusion and it reveals that the source

of exclusion impacts later judgments. Specifically, exclusion by the

outgroup can result in increased willingness to engage with the

ingroup. Arguably, this may be due to the perception of threat or

discrimination towards one's group which heightens ingroup bias

(Scheepers et al., 2006; Stephan et al., 2009). This may be

particularly important in cases where there is an unbalance in

group status. Research has shown when a “high status” outgroup

excludes a member of a “low status” ingroup it is more likely to be

perceived as discrimination and in such cases, lower status groups

may increase ingroup bias to try and bring about social change for

their ingroup (Scheepers et al., 2006; Spears et al., 2001). In the case

of the research here, the groups are arguably equal in perception of

status, but this study may have implications for societal level

exclusion, in which a majority excludes a minority. Most exclusion

research explores exclusion from an interpersonal or intergroup

level, but future research may want to explore how the source of

exclusion in a societal setting may impact identity measures and

political engagement. Feelings of exclusion as often discussed as a

driver in radicalization (E. A. Bäck, Knapton, et al., 2018;

Knapton, 2014; Renström et al., 2020) and the research here may

be a basis for considering sources of exclusion, identity, and

engagement in future studies. In sum, this study adds to the

literature on social exclusion, identity, and political engagement, and

highlights the need to continue to explore these factors from a

social and societal perspective.
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ENDNOTES
1 Note: These analyses were also conducted by splitting the collective

action index into normative (petition, demonstration, share information
online and donate money) and nonnormative (occupation, vandalize
buildings, and protest on social media, for example, posting offensive
messages on opposing groups). The results revealed that both
normative, B = 0.25, b = 0.24, SE = 0.11, p = .02, and nonnormative

actions, B = 0.12, b = 0.14, SE = 0.06, p = .04 were significantly posi-
tively predicted by perceived discrimination.

2 One of the profiles was presented to match that of the participant to
ensure it felt credible.

3 Note: These analyses were also conducted by splitting the collective
action index into normative and nonnormative collective action as in
Study 1. No main effect was found. There was a significant interaction
between condition and source for both normative, F(1, 380) = 5.85,
p = .02, p2 = .02 and nonnormative actions, F(1, 378) = 4.94, p = .03,

p2 = .01 where those excluded by the outgroup were most likely to
participate in both forms of collective action.
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