Dear Dr. Wisneski, 
Thank you so much for giving us the opportunity to revise the manuscript and my sincere apologies for the delay with revising the manuscript. We agreed with the very helpful feedback and thus followed your and the reviewers’ suggestions. 
This means that, in the revised version of the manuscript, we included a more thorough discussion of the theoretical basis for our hypotheses in the General Introduction. Furthermore, we completely agree with your and the reviewers’ concerns about the sample limitations in our studies and we address this issue by a) providing a clearer definition of who activists and non-activists are in the General Introduction and more consistent operationalization of the two groups b) reflecting on how different contexts/samples of activists may lead to opposing results in the introduction to Study 3; and c) highlighting the limitations of our studies in the General Discussion. 
Below, we address each of the concerns raised by the reviewers in more detail. 
[bookmark: _GoBack]Yours Sincerely,
Maja Kutlaca, Martijn van Zomeren & Kai Epstude 

Reviewer #1: 

1) The patterns observed here are almost inevitably contingent on a whole range of factors—what is the ideology of the activists? Who is the target of activism? What is it’s goal? How do non-activists stand to benefit (or suffer) if the goal is achieved? How large is the movement? Is it radical or supported by large majorities of non-activists? For that reason, I am a concerned that about the way the paper presents activists and non-activists as “one-size-fits-all” labels, and suggests that the patterns observed here are generalizeable across activist contexts. To me, it seems more appropriate to consider how these evaluations emerge out of particular kinds of activist contexts. I think this general issue need to be raised and addressed in the intro, and in the general discussion, with particular reference to the claims about how activists perceive non-activists.
Response: We agree with the reviewer’s concerns and we reflect on this issue more specifically in the introduction of Study 3 (page 19-20). Prior research differentiates between specific contexts of activism such as structural vs. incidental disadvantages vs. issue-based activism (e.g., Curtin& McGarty, 2016), which are characterized by more or less established group identities (and associated group norms). The presence vs. absence of these identities may lead to more or less negative perceptions of non-activists. However, our findings are in line with prior research on relations between activists and the broader ingroup that may lack commitment to the cause (see Becker et al.,2011; Zaal et al., 2017): in our view, the negative evaluations of non-activists which we observe can be seen as complimentary strategy to disidentification from the broader ingroup found by prior research. 

2) I think the authors also need to be a bit more careful with claims about how activists’ perceptions of non-activist might undermine the growth of the movement. That might happen, but we can’t actually be sure that the perceptions observed here actually DO result in behaviours by activists, or responses from non-activists that actually deter recruitment or more passive support. It might be worth qualifying those claims a bit more.

3) There is the implication that activists might have biased perceptions of non-activists, at list compared to the reverse. Of course, it might be that activists have perceptions that reflect a meaningful social reality, while non-activists bias there perceptions in a way that protects a superordinate or personal identity. Another way to approach the practical implications of the data is to suggest that activists might not fully tap into the support they might get from non-activists, given the rather positive impressions non-activists (sometimes) have of activists.

Response points 2&3 : We agree with the reviewer and we used the suggestion provided to now discuss in the General Discussion (pages 33-34) how the observed patterns may prevent activists from seeking the support from non-activists. We note that this conclusion also fits nicely with findings by Becker and colleagues (2011), as well as Zaal and colleagues (2017). 

4) The activists samples are all based on people who participated in an action. Is it fair to characterize that sample as an activist sample? To what degree do we know that participants identified themselves as activists? If this is the only action they ever take, are they activists? I think the authors need to address the limitations of their samples in this regard, and the degree to which the activist label fits, and how this might limit generalizeability to other operationalizations of “activist”.

Response: We agree with the reviewer that indeed one instance of participation in collective action cannot be fully equated with activism. We now include a better definition of activism in the General Introduction (see pages 4-5). More specifically we use participation in collective action and membership in a political organization as criteria to differentiate between activists and non-activists (this is also in line with the existing literature, see Curtin & McGarty, 2016).  Thus we included both novices and experienced activists, and we avoided the issues with the activist label (Drury et al., 2003), and the issues with defining activists according to their motivations, because they can also be context dependent. 
Importantly, the limitation pointed out by the Reviewer only applies to the sample of Study 1, whereas the samples in Study 3 and Study 4 consisted of predominantly experienced activists who identified as long-term members of various social movements (for more details please see method section in Study 3 and Study 4 – we added this information in Study 4, which was missing). 

5) In the concluding paragraph, the authors suggest that activists might distance from non-activists to such a degree as to “redefine group boundaries”. What group are we talking about here, and where is the evidence for that?
Response: We removed these too strong claims and now we discuss our findings in light of the support the activists may fail to garner to the fullest as suggested by the reviewer. 


Reviewer #2: 

1. The hypotheses are not always clear (eg., H2b) and appear to be based more on assumptions than engagement with theory and evidence. For instance in relation to H1b it could equally be argued that in some interactional contexts activists might place a premium on individual responsibility to act (if you don't act who will). It would be good to see more consideration of counter-arguments and evidence as well as engagement with literature that does pertain to the relationship between activists and non-activists (e.g., around politicisation and movement building). Activists and non-activists are treated here as static de-contextualised categories which limits theorisation of the intergroup relationship.

Response: We completely agree with the reviewer and we now include a thorough discussion of our hypotheses (see pages 6-7 in the General Introduction). We also acknowledge opposing predictions as suggested by the reviewer: personal responsibility is particularly important in the context of environmental activism, which is the case in Study 3. Lastly, we include the limitation of our cross-sectional designs which artificially reduces the definition of activists and non-activists to one instance of participation in a collective action (see Limitations on page 34). 

2. Studies 1 and 2 show few significant effects and certainly don't warrant the strong claims made in this paper. The authors might want to consider the similarity of the two samples (contrary to the authors' assertions, participants in Study 1 were not Left -- they were at the centre of the scale and would more accurately be described as moderate - the description given to participants in Study 2 who were also towards the centre of the scale). Moreover, rather than very different populations, the activists were predominantly novices. What was most different was the context -- Study 1 was conducted at a protest where a shared identity would be salient.

Response: We agree that it is wise to tone down our conclusions more. We now refer to the suggestion made by Reviewer 1 about activists’ failing to fully tap into the support they might get from non-activists (see pages 33-34 in the General Discussion). We corrected the political orientation in Study 1. We note that although the sample in Study 1 consisted of novices and inexperienced activists, this was not the case with samples in Study 3 (pages 20-21) and Study 4 (page 28 – we added the information that was missing originally). Moreover, the findings of Study 1 were replicated in Study 3, which was conducted after the protest has already taken place (rather than on-site). This suggests that the context of protest may not be problematic for the interpretation of our findings. 

3. The comparison of samples in Study 4 was equally problematic but for different reasons: 22 WILF activists compared with MTurk participants who were arguably unlikely to be part of WILF's movement potential (mostly men and no indication of their views on the activist issue) and who did not belong to a group that could provide the basis for self-categorisation.

Response: We agree with Reviewer’s concern and we mention the limitation of Study 4 more explicitly (see page 32). We included the questions about the extent to which both activist and non-activists in all studies endorsed the issue and identified with the group (we included this information in the Supplementary Materials). In Study 4 (but also in Study 2), the non-activist sample overall agreed with and supported the activists’ cause: the means were all larger than the medium scale point (please see Table S1 in the Supplementary Materials) therefore, they could have been part of the movement potential. To be consistent with our definitions of activists and non-activists, we excluded those M-turk participants who indicated that they were already politically active. Still, the sample now used in the analyses was relatively positive about the activists’ cause. 
Moreover, in the experimental studies (Study 1 & 3) the manipulations explicitly said that a non-activist agreed with the activists’ cause to ensure that the non-activist could be considered as part of the movement’s mobilization potential. Therefore, the reason for negative perceptions could not be due to disagreement in opinions between activists and non-activists, but their reason not to act. In Study 4, we only mentioned those who were not there, we did not specify that they would disagree with the activists’ cause. 
4. Related to the above two points, the asymmetrical effects that have been found in the research could be explained in terms of group processes of differentiation on salient dimensions arising from self-categorisation for those at a protest (Study 1) and those belonging to a well defined activist group (Study 4).
Response: We agree with the reviewer that this may be the case and also mentioned in the General Discussion that one explanation for activists’ responses to non-activists may be derived from their need for positive distinctiveness (please see pages 33-34). 

5. The suggestion that this research shows that social change may depend on the relations between activists and non-activists is not warranted as it was not tested (top p.29); the suggestion that inclusion in the activist category requires that one participate in collective action (be an activist) seems tautological (p.29); and the claim that activists differentiated more clearly between non-activists in Study 3 compared to Study 1 is problematic given that they were only given the opportunity to evaluate different types of non-activist in Study 3.

Response: We deleted these conclusions and we only discuss how our findings indicate that activists may not fully tap into the support they might get. Regarding the comparison between Study 1 and Study 3 – in both studies the activists were asked to evaluate different types of non-activists. The design of Study 3 included an additional condition, i.e., engagement in individual action as the reason not to take part in the collective action. Moreover, we cite prior research that found that more seasoned activists care more about the movement building than the novices (Blackwood & Louis, 2012), which indeed might make them less judgmental towards non-activists. Thus, instead of discussing how experienced activists may be better at differentiating between different types of non-activists, we propose that they may indeed have more positive views and feel less personally distant. However, our findings do not necessarily support this conclusion: although the activists generally evaluated the non-activists who engaged in individual action more positively, similarly to Study 1 they did not feel personally close to non-activists irrespective of the reason they communication for inaction. 

6. Given that activist groups spend so much time and effort trying to understand non-activists for the purposes of recruitment and mobilization (certainly more than the latter spends trying to understand them) it seems naïve to conclude that what is needed is for activists to simply see non-activists as more like them. Surely the fact of recruitment and mobilization shows that matters might be more dynamic and complex. Whilst this research was not designed to consider real world complexity it would be good to see some reflection on this and the limits to validity of the findings.
Response: We agree with the reviewer and we included this limitation in the General Discussion (see page 34). 
 
     
 

