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In a recent address to the media, European 
Commissioner Cecilia Malmstrom used the term 
“breathtaking” to qualify corruption in Europe. 
She pointed out that whereas some EU countries 
have adopted sound anticorruption measures, oth-
ers have been less than effective in that endeavor. 
Simultaneously, Commissioner Malmstrom 
reported that about 75% of  Europeans consider 
that corruption is widespread, and about 50% con-
sider that it is increasing (“Corruption across EU,” 
2014). Recent investigation has focused on the way 
people represent “corruption” as a social object 
(e.g., Davis, Camp, & Coleman, 2004; De Sousa, 

2008; Heidenheimer, 2002; Poeschl & Ribeiro, in 
press), but did not consider the impact of  the 
effectiveness of  countries’ anticorruption 
measures on their citizens’ beliefs and expectations 
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about, and identification with, their national group. 
We propose that such (in)effectiveness affects indi-
viduals’ emotions about the ingroup, trust in the 
group’s normative system, and perceived emo-
tional climate which, in turn, mediate individuals’ 
social identification.

Deviance and the responses it triggers are 
important components of  social life. As was rec-
ognized both by earlier (e.g., Becker, 1963; 
Durkheim, 1982, 1997; Merton, 1938, 1968; 
Simmel, 1955) and by contemporary scholars 
(e.g., Ben-Yehuda, 1985; Clinard & Meier, 2004), 
deviance may harm group cohesiveness and 
encourage anomie, but it may also allow norma-
tive group members to express their disapproval, 
either overtly or tacitly. When this is the case, 
deviance ultimately increases group members’ 
awareness of, and compliance with, the group’s 
normative system, thus boosting the group’s nor-
mative cohesiveness (e.g., Erikson, 1964; Garland, 
1996; Gibbs, 1977; Hamilton & Rauma, 1995; 
Harris & Hill, 1982; Inverarity, 1980).

Subjective Group Dynamics 
Theory (SGDT)
Partly based on the aforementioned ideas, 
Marques, Paez, et  al. (1998; see also Marques, 
Abrams, Paez, & Taboada, 1998; Marques & 
Paez, 1994; Pinto, Marques, Levine, & Abrams, 
2010) proposed subjective group dynamics the-
ory (SGDT). SGDT establishes a parallel between 
judgments of  deviant ingroup members in large 
social categories, or “common-identity” groups 
(cf. Prentice, Miller, & Lightdale, 1994), and social 
pressures exerted upon deviants in face-to-face 
groups. Another foundation of  SGDT is the 
social identification approach, including social 
identity theory (e.g., Tajfel, 1978) and self-catego-
rization theory (e.g., Turner, Hogg, Oakes, 
Reicher, & Wetherell, 1987; cf. Hogg & Abrams, 
1988), with the core assumption that people 
define themselves and others in terms of  their 
respective inclusions in meaningful, distinctive, 
social categories (Turner, 1975). Self-inclusion in 
a category can often generate an attitude of  
ingroup favoritism, reflected by preferences for 

ingroup members, performances, and products, 
as compared to similar occurrences in relevant 
outgroups. This would ensure the ingroup’s com-
parative superiority, or positive social identity 
(Tajfel, 1978; Turner, 1981). In that case, accord-
ing to this view, social identification should pri-
marily be an antecedent of  group-related beliefs, 
perceptions, and judgments.

SGDT claims that social identification may 
be both an antecedent and a function of  group-
related beliefs, perceptions, and judgments, spe-
cifically regarding how the ingroup responds to 
deviance (cf. Marques, Paez, et  al., 1998). As a 
case in point, differentiation between normative 
and deviant ingroup members leads people to 
reinforce their identification with the group. 
This occurs because differentiation between 
normative and deviant members increases per-
ceived intragroup consensus around normative 
standards that legitimate positive ingroup differ-
entiation. This idea is supported by previous 
evidence. For example, Marques, Abrams, and 
Serôdio (2001, Experiments 1 and 2) showed 
that participants differentiated more strongly 
between normative and deviant ingroup mem-
bers when the ingroup lacked consensus regard-
ing a prescriptive norm that legitimated belief  in 
the ingroup’s superiority. Also Marques, Abrams, 
et al. (1998), Marques, Robalo, and Rocha (1992), 
and, more recently, Hutchinson and Abrams 
(2003) found that differentiation between nor-
mative and deviant ingroup members is associ-
ated with a more positive evaluation of  the 
ingroup than the outgroup as wholes. Although 
these and other studies (e.g., Hutchison & 
Abrams 2003; Hutchison, Abrams, Gutierrez, & 
Viki, 2008; see also, Branscombe, Wann, Noel, 
& Coleman, 1993) have traditionally considered 
ingroup identification to moderate evaluative 
differentiation between normative and deviant 
ingroup members, we believe the group’s ability 
to respond to deviance (e.g., by derogating or by 
punishing its deviant members) should also be 
an important mechanism through which indi-
viduals increase their identification with the 
ingroup (Marques, Abrams, et  al., 1998; Pinto 
et al., 2010)
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The Current Studies
SGDT proposes that individuals’ perception that 
the group is able to uphold its normative stand-
ards affects ingroup identification. Socialization 
pressures, derogation, or punishment of  ingroup 
deviants (Levine, 1989; Orcutt, 1973; Pinto et al., 
2010) should restore group standards and legiti-
mate group members’ claim for a positive social 
identity. In turn, if  deviance goes unpunished, the 
standards that legitimate a positive social identity 
appear jeopardized in group members’ eyes.

We propose that the strength of  people’s social 
identification is not only an antecedent of  indi-
viduals’ normative judgments and behavior and 
correlated emotional beliefs about deviance, but 
that it may also be a function of  those judgments 
and beliefs. We hypothesize that such strength 
should increase with the perception that the group 
is able to sustain its standards in the face of  devi-
ance. Ability to sustain ingroup standards in such 
conditions should trigger positive ingroup emo-
tions, trust in the group’s social control system, 
and a perceived positive ingroup emotional cli-
mate, which, in turn, should mediate the rein-
forcement of  ingroup identification. Conversely, 
if  the group is perceived to be unresponsive to 
deviance, ingroup emotions, perceived ingroup 
emotional climate, and trust in the group’s institu-
tions should become more negative, and social 
identification should be weakened.

To our knowledge, the previous idea has never 
been tested. However, it appears consistent with 
evidence that shows that positive ingroup emo-
tions (e.g., security, trust, pride in being a group 
member, or the belief  that the group will over-
come current injustices and threats) are associ-
ated with individuals’ ability to recover from 
negative collective emotional experiences, indi-
viduals’ well-being, and perception that the 
ingroup contributes to general human welfare 
(De Rivera & Paez, 2007; Fredrickson, 2009; 
Paez, Espinosa, & Bobowik, 2013; Paez & Rimé, 
2014). In turn, negative emotions about the 
ingroup (e.g., despair, hopelessness, shame, inse-
curity, mistrust, moral outrage, or collective 
anger) seem to be associated with perceived 

group ineffectiveness, for instance in preventing 
social exclusion or loss of  power (O’Mara, 
Jackson, Batson, & Gaertner, 2011; Tangney, 
Stuewig, & Mashek, 2007; cf. also Bar-Tal, 
Halperin, & De Rivera, 2007; De Rivera & Paez, 
2007; Fischer & Manstead, 2008). We may assume 
that ingroup identification is, to a large extent, a 
function of  these factors.

Overview and Hypotheses
We test the previous idea in three studies. In 
Study 1, participants read a description of  an 
embezzlement case.1 According to conditions, 
the offender was presented either as a Portuguese 
(ingroup condition) or as a Spanish (outgroup 
condition) citizen. Furthermore, half  of  the par-
ticipants learned that the case had gone to trial 
(effective reaction condition), whereas the other 
half  learned that the deadline for the trial had 
expired so that the case had not been brought to 
justice and the defendant had been “automatically 
acquitted” (ineffective reaction condition). 
Participants then responded to items assessing 
their perception that ingroup members do not 
value relevant standards and lack commitment to 
the group (anomie), their trust in the ingroup’s 
social control system, and their level of  ingroup 
identification. We expected participants to per-
ceive more anomie, to trust less in the ingroup’s 
social control system, and to identify less with the 
ingroup in the ineffective ingroup reaction condi-
tion than in all other conditions. In turn, in the 
effective ingroup reaction condition, participants 
should perceive less anomie, trust more in the 
ingroup’s social control system, and identify more 
with the ingroup than in all other conditions. We 
also predicted that trust in the social control sys-
tem and perceived anomie would mediate the 
association between induced group reaction and 
ingroup identification. That is, induced effective-
ness of  the ingroup’s social control system should 
be associated with greater trust in that system and 
lower perceived anomie, which, in turn, should be 
associated with stronger ingroup identification. 
These mediations should occur only in the 
ingroup condition, in which the group’s reaction 
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has direct implications for the participants’ social 
identity (Hutchinson et al., 2008; Marques, Paez, 
et al., 1998).

Study 2, though similar, differed from Study 1 
in three ways. Firstly, participants learned that a 
survey conducted in the Portuguese (ingroup 
condition) or Spanish (outgroup condition) 
courts had allegedly shown that across that coun-
try there was a high frequency of  reported crimes 
of  corruption. Participants in the effective reac-
tion condition read that these crimes had been 
brought to trial, whereas those in the ineffective 
reaction condition read that the crimes had not 
been judged due to expiring deadlines. Secondly, 
instead of  asking about participants’ trust in the 
social control system, we decided to more directly 
tap their perception of  the ingroup’s emotional 
climate: positive emotional climate or collective 
hope and optimism, and negative emotional cli-
mate or anomie. Thirdly, we used an alternative 
measure of  anomie that we consider more suita-
ble to the context of  our study. We expected par-
ticipants to be the most hopeful and optimistic 
about, to perceive the least anomie in, and to be 
the most identified with the ingroup, in the effec-
tive ingroup reaction condition, and to perceive 
the highest anomie, to be the least hopeful and 
optimistic, and to be the least identified in the 
ineffective ingroup reaction condition, as com-
pared with the remaining conditions. We also 
expected hope and optimism, and perceived ano-
mie to mediate between induced group reaction 
effectiveness and ingroup identification. In this 
experiment, we also propose that this should 
emerge only in the ingroup condition.

In Study 3, participants completed a question-
naire in which they indicated their perception of  
the efficacy of  the Portuguese system in control-
ling corruption. Similar to Study 2, participants 
reported their perceptions of  anomie, hope and 
optimism about the ingroup, as well as ingroup 
identification. In addition, we measured partici-
pants’ trust in the group’s social control system 
and ingroup emotions. We tested the mediation 
role of  positive ingroup emotions in the associa-
tion between group effectiveness and trust in the 
social control system, collective hope and opti-
mism about the group, and lower perceived 

anomie. Indeed, the perception of  successful 
ingroup social control should generate positive 
ingroup emotions and a perceived positive ingroup 
emotional climate. Conversely, the less effective 
individuals perceive the group to be, the less posi-
tive emotions about the group they should feel, 
and the more negatively they should perceive the 
group’s emotional climate (higher anomie and 
lower hope and optimism). Trust, hope and opti-
mism, and lower perceived anomie should predict 
stronger ingroup identification.

Study 1

Method
Participants and design.  A convenience sample of 
72 female and seven male Portuguese respond-
ents, aged 18 to 48 years old (M = 19.87,  
SD = 4.25) participated in this study. Male par-
ticipants varied between one and three by condi-
tion. There were no significant differences in sex, 
χ2(3) = 1.90, p = .593, or age, F(3, 75) < 1, across 
experimental conditions.

We employed a 2 (offender’s country: ingroup 
vs. outgroup) x 2 (reaction: effective vs. ineffec-
tive) full between-participants factorial design.

Procedure.  We informed participants that they 
were taking part in a study about criminal pro-
files. They read an embezzlement case allegedly 
perpetrated either by a Portuguese (ingroup con-
dition) or by a Spanish (outgroup condition) citi-
zen. Participants in the effective reaction 
condition learned that the case had been 
instructed and brought to trial in the Portuguese 
(vs. Spanish) National Court. Participants in the 
ineffective reaction condition learned that the 
case had been instructed but it had not been 
brought to trial, because the legal deadlines had 
expired. To ensure that participants in both group 
reaction conditions would ignore the verdict, no 
information about the outcome of  the process 
was provided.

Dependent measures.  We measured participants’ 
agreement (1 = I totally disagree; 7 = I totally agree) 
with statements tapping perceived anomie, trust in the 
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social control system, and ingroup identification. Per-
ceived anomie was an adaptation of  the nine-item 
version of  Srole’s (1956, cited in Seeman, 1991) 
Anomia Scale (e.g., “Nowadays, a person has to 
live pretty much for today and let tomorrow take 
care of  itself,” “It’s hardly fair to bring children 
into the world with the way things look for the 
future”). However, instead of  using a 2-point 
scale, as suggested by the author, we used a 
7-point scale for each item, consistent with the 
remaining response scales in the questionnaire 
(Cronbach’s α = .65). The statements employed 
to measure trust in the social control system, 
were: (a) “I think social control measures protect 
citizens and society against criminals”; (b) “I 
think social control reinforces our society’s core 
values”; (c) “I think social control helps congre-
gate collective forces to fight deviance”; and (d) 
“I think social control strengthens society.” We 
averaged these items to a trust in the social con-
trol system score (Cronbach’s α = .90). Finally, 
seven statements measured ingroup identifica-
tion: (a) “I am committed to Portuguese society”; 
(b) “I am proud of  being Portuguese”; (c) “I feel 
emotionally involved with Portuguese society”; 
(d) “I think I am similar to Portuguese citizens in 
general”; (e) “Being Portuguese is important for 
me”; (f) “I really like the Portuguese culture”; and 
(g) “I think there are plenty of  nice things about 
Portugal.” Answers were averaged to an ingroup 
identification score (Cronbach’s α = .81).

Results
Perceived anomie.  We expected participants to per-
ceive more and less anomie in the ineffective and 
effective ingroup reaction condition, respectively, 
than in the outgroup conditions. An Offender’s 
Country x Reaction ANOVA computed on the 
perceived anomie score, yielded a marginally sig-
nificant effect of offender’s country, F(1, 75) = 
3.28, p = .074, ηp

2 = .042, a significant effect of 
reaction F(1, 75) = 5.38, p = .023, ηp

2 = .067, and a 
nonsignificant interaction, F(1, 75) < 1. Partici-
pants perceived marginally more anomie in the 
offender’s national group when the offender was 
an ingroup (M = 3.92, SD = 0.90) than an out-
group member (M = 3.60, SD = 0.79), and 

perceived more anomie when the crime had not 
been judged (M = 3.96, SD = 0.82) than when it 
had been brought to justice (M = 3.54, SD = 0.86).

Although the interaction was nonsignificant, 
the two main effects reveal different mean scores 
between experimental conditions. We thus have 
some support to inspect the means by using a 
planned comparison analysis (cf. Rosenthal, 
Rosnow, & Rubin, 2000). On inspection, the 
means within conditions (see Table 1), show a 
pattern consistent with our prediction that per-
ceived anomie should be higher in the ingroup 
ineffective reaction condition than in all other 
conditions. However, it did not confirm the com-
plementary prediction that perceived anomie 
should be the lowest in the ingroup effective 
reaction condition. We therefore conducted a 
contrast analysis to test the former prediction. We 
assigned the contrast scores of  +3 to the ingroup 
ineffective reaction condition, and −1 to the 
remaining conditions. Consistent with this pre-
diction, the significant contrast showed that per-
ceived anomie was higher in the ingroup 
ineffective reaction condition than in all other 
conditions, t(75) = 2.55, p = .013 (see Table 1). 
Further inspection of  the means indicates that 
within the ingroup condition participants in the 
ineffective condition tended to perceive more 
anomie in the group than did participants in the 
effective condition, t(37) = 1.77, p = .086. In the 
outgroup condition, no differences in perceived 
anomie emerged as a function of  reaction, t(38) = 
1.50, p = .142.

Trust in the social control system.  We expected par-
ticipants to report higher and lower trust in the 
social control system in the ingroup effective and 
ineffective reaction condition, respectively, than 
in all other conditions. An Offender’s Country x 
Reaction ANOVA computed on the trust in the 
social control system score yielded a significant 
effect of  offender’s country, F(1, 75) = 8.49,  
p = .005, ηp

2 = .102, a marginally significant effect 
of  reaction F(1, 75) = 3.08, p = .083, ηp

2 = .039, 
and a significant Offender’s Country x Reaction 
interaction F(1, 75) = 4.24, p = .043, ηp

2 = .053. 
The offender’s country effect shows that partici-
pants trusted in the social control system more in 
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the ingroup (M = 4.98, SD = 1.17) than in the 
outgroup condition (M = 4.18, SD = 1.32). 
Moreover, participants tended to show more 
trust in the social control system in the effective 
condition (M = 4.83, SD = 1.33) than in the inef-
fective condition (M = 4.33, SD = 1.25).

To directly examine our predictions, we con-
ducted two contrast analyses on the trust in the 
social control system score. In one analysis, we 
assigned the value +3 to the ingroup effective 
reaction condition and the value −1 to the 
remaining conditions. In the other analysis, we 
assigned −3 to the ingroup ineffective reaction 
condition and +1 to the remaining conditions. 
The analyses partially supported our predictions. 
Indeed, the first contrast was significant, but the 
second was not, t(75) = 3.90, p < .001 and t(75) < 
1, respectively; see Table 1. Further inspection on 
the means indicate that, similarly to what we 
observed with the perceived anomie score, within 
the ingroup condition, participants trusted the 
group’s social control system more in the effec-
tive than in the ineffective condition, t(37) = 3.06, 
p = .004. No such difference emerged in the out-
group condition, t(38) < 1.

Ingroup identification.  An Offender’s Country x 
Reaction ANOVA conducted on the ingroup 
identification score yielded significant effects of  
reaction, F(1, 75) = 10.07, p = .002, ηp

2 = .120, 
indicating that participants showed stronger 
identification in the effective condition (M = 6.03, 
SD = 1.01) than in the ineffective condition  

(M = 5.23; SD = 1.27). The effect of  offender’s 
country was not significant, F(1, 75) < 1. More 
relevant to our hypothesis, we obtained a signifi-
cant Offender’s Country x Reaction interaction, 
F(1, 75) = 4.26, p = .043, ηp

2 = .054.
We expected participants to report higher and 

lower levels of  national identification in the 
ingroup effective reaction, and in the ingroup 
ineffective reaction conditions respectively, than 
in both outgroup conditions. In order to test our 
prediction that national identification would be 
higher in the ingroup effective reaction condition 
than in all other conditions, we assigned +3 to the 
ingroup effective reaction condition and −1 to all 
other conditions. In order to test the prediction 
that national identification would be weaker in 
the ingroup ineffective reaction than in all other 
conditions, we assigned −3 to the ingroup inef-
fective reaction condition and +1 to all other 
conditions. Both contrasts supported our predic-
tion, t(75) = 2.71, p = .008 and t(75) = 3.39,  
p = .001, respectively. Participants reported the 
highest and lowest national identification in the 
ingroup effective reaction condition and in the 
ingroup ineffective reaction condition respec-
tively (see Table 1). Again, consistent with the 
previous dependent measures, further inspection 
of  the means indicated that, within the ingroup 
condition, participants showed stronger identifi-
cation with the ingroup in the effective than in 
the ineffective condition, t(37) = 3.79, p = .001, 
whereas, in the outgroup condition, reaction did 
not significantly affect identification t(38) < 1.

Table 1.  Means and standard deviations of anomie, trust in the social control system (trust), and ingroup 
identification as a function of offender’s country and reaction (Study1).

Reaction Offender’s country

  Ingroup Outgroup

Effective Ineffective Effective Ineffective

  M SD M SD M SD M SD

Anomie 3.68 0.94 4.18 0.81 3.40 0.75 3.77 0.80
Trust 5.49 0.79 4.45 1.29 4.13 1.44 4.21 1.24
Ingroup identification 6.21 0.88 4.86 1.33 5.84 1.15 5.56 1.14
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Mediation.  We expected trust in the social control 
system and anomie to mediate the association 
between reaction and ingroup identification, but 
only in the ingroup condition. Product-moment 
Pearson correlations between these measures 
were significant only when trust in the social 
control system was involved (when anomie was 
involved all rs ⩽ .279, all ps ⩾ .086). As can be 
seen in Table 2, only in the ingroup condition 
was reaction significantly associated with trust in 
the social control system (r = .449, p = .004) and 
with ingroup identification (r = .528, p = .001). 
Trust in the social control system was also sig-
nificantly and positively associated with ingroup 
identification (r = .368, p = .021). In the out-
group condition, all correlations were nonsignifi-
cant (all rs ⩽ .236, all ps ⩾ .142) providing no 
support for further inspection of  the mediation 
process in this condition. We thus conducted a 
mediation analysis using the PROCESS macro 
with 10,000 bootstraps (Model 4; see Hayes, 
2013) only within the ingroup condition, taking 
reaction as the predictor variable, ingroup identi-
fication as the dependent variable, and trust in 
the social control system and perceived anomie 
as the mediator variables. The joint effect of  
reaction, trust in the social control system, and 
anomie significantly explained ingroup identifi-
cation, F(3, 35) = 5.14, p = .005. This model 
accounted for 31% of  the variance. Neverthe-
less, the predicted mediation was not supported, 
indirect effect: b = 0.14, SE = 0.23; 95% CI = 
[−0.25, 0.69]; total effect: b = 1.35, SE = 0.36, t 
= 3.79, p = .001; 95% CI = [0.63, 2.07]; direct 
effect: b = 1.22, SE = 0.42, t = 2.92, p = .006; 

95% CI = [0.31, 2.06]. Indeed, in the mediation 
model, neither the indirect effect regarding ano-
mie, b = −0.05, SE = 0.11; 95% CI = [−0.38, 
0.10] nor that regarding trust in the social control 
system, b = 0.19, SE = 0.21; 95% CI = [−0.11, 
0.75] significantly predicted identification. 
Together, these results suggest that reaction 
directly predicts identification, as well as trust in 
the social control system and anomie. Neverthe-
less, trust in the social control system (b = 0.18, 
SE = 0.17; t = 1.04, p = .304) and anomie (b = 
0.11, SE = 0.21; t < 1) do not directly predict 
identification.

Discussion
On balance, results supported our hypotheses 
fairly well. We found that perceived anomie, 
increased more as a function of  ingroup than 
outgroup deviance. In addition, the group’s abil-
ity to effectively react to this deviance affected 
perceived anomie, trust in the group’s social con-
trol, and social identification, in the case of  the 
ingroup, but not of  the outgroup. The predicted 
interaction between group effectiveness and 
offender’s group was marginally significant in the 
anomie score. Thus, the results supported our 
prediction that perceived anomie should be 
higher in the ineffective ingroup condition than 
in all other conditions and that participants who 
learned that the ingroup was effective in dealing 
with deviance should trust more in the social 
control system than should participants in the 
other conditions. Another prediction that was 
fully supported concerns the effect of  group 

Table 2.  Pearson moment-product correlations between reaction, anomie, trust in the social control system 
(trust) and ingroup identification (identification) by offender’s country (Study 1).

Ingroup Outgroup

  1. 2. 3. 1. 2. 3.

1. Reaction  
2. Anomie −.279† −.236  
3. Trust .449** −.127 −.032 −.210  
4. Identification .528*** −.078 .368* .127 −.031 −.149

Note. *p ⩽ .05; **p ⩽ .01; ***p ⩽ .001; †p ⩽ .10.
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effectiveness on social identification. Participants 
who had been informed that the ingroup was 
ineffective identified less, whereas those who had 
been informed that the ingroup was effective 
identified more with the ingroup, as compared to 
the outgroup conditions. This suggests that per-
ceived ingroup effectiveness can, indeed, be a 
powerful determinant of  ingroup identification.

Although these preliminary results look prom-
ising, we did not find support for our predictions 
that perceived anomie should be lower in the 
ingroup effective reaction condition, or that trust 
in the social control system should be lower in the 
ingroup ineffective reaction condition, as com-
pared to all other conditions. One possible, 
though speculative, explanation for these results 
may be the fact that the items employed were too 
general to account for participants’ opinions 
regarding the specific context of  the study. 
Another possibility is that the fact that there was 
a single case of  deviance induced participants to 
view this case as only mildly representative of  the 
group’s typical reactions to deviance.

The results did not support the predicted 
mediation model either. Indeed, neither perceived 
anomie nor trust in the social control system 
emerged as factors likely to reinforce the associa-
tion between induced group reaction and ingroup 
identification. This may have been due to a com-
bination of  three reasons. First, the small size of  
our sample may have increased the likelihood of  
Type II error, thus making it difficult for signifi-
cant correlational results to emerge. Second, the 
reaction manipulation may have failed to induce a 
perception of  group effectiveness in controlling 
deviance in general. Indeed, participants may have 
dismissed this single case by making dispositional 
attributions to the deviant target-person, or by 
constructing lack of  group response as a low-
probability event of  little relevance to a general 
appraisal of  the group. Third, and most likely, we 
may have missed an important step in the media-
tion process between trust in the social control 
system or perceived anomie and ingroup identifi-
cation. Indeed, based on findings by De Rivera 
and Paez (2007), Fredrickson (2009), and Swann 
and colleagues (Swann, Gómez, Seyle, Morales, & 
Huici, 2009), it is possible that a positive 

emotional climate is an important missing link 
between trust in the social control system and per-
ceived anomie, on the one hand, and social identi-
fication, on the other hand. In this vein, we may 
expect trust in the social control system and per-
ceived anomie to be positively and negatively 
associated, respectively, with positive emotional 
climate in the ingroup, which, in turn, should be 
associated with stronger identification. In Study 2, 
we tested this additional mediation step, by includ-
ing emotional climate measures (collective hope 
and optimism), and by using a more context-
dependent measure of  perceived anomie. In addi-
tion, we increased our sample size, and changed 
the reaction manipulation.

Study 2
In Study 2 we measured perceived anomie, 
ingroup identification, and collective hope and 
optimism about the ingroup as a means of  add-
ing a further dimension of  emotional climate 
(besides the perceived negative anomic climate) 
in association with the (in)effectiveness of  the 
group’s reaction. We expected higher hope and 
optimism about the ingroup, lower perceived 
anomie, and higher ingroup identification to be 
affected by the induced perception that the 
ingroup is able to control deviance. 
Complementarily, we expected participants to 
report higher perceived anomie in the ingroup, 
lower hope and optimism, and weaker ingroup 
identification facing an ineffective ingroup reac-
tion. Finally, as mentioned before, we expected 
anomie and hope and optimism to mediate group 
reaction and ingroup identification, through a 
serial multiple mediator model. Specifically, we 
expected (a) (in)effectiveness of  the group’s reac-
tion to predict perceived anomie (as we found in 
Study 1), (b) perceived anomie to predict collec-
tive hope and optimism, and (c) collective hope 
and optimism to predict ingroup identification.

Method
Participants and design.  Participants were 100 
female and 73 male Portuguese respondents, 
aged 15 to 42 years old (M = 21.37, SD = 4.41). 
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There were no significant differences in sex χ2(3) 
= 1.51, p = .681, or age F(3, 169) = 1.50, p = .217, 
across experimental conditions. In the inspection 
of residuals, the answers of three participants 
were not considered due to outlier scores (± 3 
SD) in the identification measure (n = 1; score = 
4.20) and in the hope and optimism (n = 2; both 
scores = 2.25) scores.

We employed a 2 (offender’s country: Portugal 
vs. Spain) x 2 (reaction: effective vs. ineffective) 
full between-participants factorial design.

Procedure.  To manipulate reaction, we informed 
participants that a previous survey conducted in 
courts in both Portugal or Spain (respectively in 
the ingroup or outgroup conditions) had shown 
that, “from the 856 crimes of  corruption that had 
been reported in 2008,” either the majority had 
been brought to justice (effective reaction condi-
tion) or that most had not been brought to justice 
as the legal deadlines had expired (ineffective 
reaction condition).2

Dependent measures.  After reading the informa-
tion, participants responded to items about per-
ceived ingroup’s emotional climate and ingroup 
identification.

Emotional climate.  Participants responded to 
the following items (1 = I totally disagree; 7 = I 
totally agree): “Considering the way things happen 
in Portugal, it is true that crime does pay”; “Peo-
ple cannot get what they deserve by legal means”; 
“In Portugal anything goes”; “It is worthwhile 
fighting for social justice in Portugal”; “I believe 
that the Portuguese will overcome their difficul-
ties”; “In Portugal, people can feel safe”; “The 
Portuguese people are committed to creating a 
better country.”3 A principal components analysis 
with varimax rotation computed on these items 
extracted two factors accounting for 55.60% of  
the total variance (32.61% and 22.99% respec-
tively; see Table 3). We named the first factor 
Hope and Optimism (Cronbach’s α = .75) cor-
responding to a positive emotional climate, and 
the second factor Anomie (Cronbach’s α = .53), 
corresponding to a negative emotional climate.

Ingroup identification.  This measure is identical 
to the one employed in the previous study. We 
averaged the identification items to an ingroup 
identification score (Cronbach’s α = .84).

Results
Emotional climate.  We predicted that perception 
of the ingroup should, respectively, be more 
positive (hopeful and optimistic) and less nega-
tive (anomic), and more negative (anomic) and 
less positive (hopeful and optimistic) in the 
ingroup effective reaction and in the ingroup 
ineffective reaction conditions (respectively), 
than in all other conditions.

An Offender’s Country x Reaction ANOVA 
computed on the hope and optimism score 
yielded significant effects of  offender’s country, 
F(1, 169) = 3.92, p = .049, ηp2 = .023, reaction, 
F(1, 169) = 6.42, p = .012, ηp2 = .037 and 
Offender’s Country x Reaction F(1, 169) = 4.04, 
p = .046, ηp2 = .023. Participants showed higher 
hope and optimism in the ingroup (M = 4.21, SD 
= 1.14) than in the outgroup (M = 3.88, SD = 
1.20) condition. Moreover, participants showed 
higher hope and optimism in the effective (M = 
4.25, SD = 1.08) than in the ineffective condition 
(M = 3.83, SD = 1.24). To examine this result 
further, we conducted two contrast analyses to 
test the idea that hope and optimism should be 
higher in the ingroup effective reaction condi-
tion as compared to the remaining conditions. 
We thus ascribed +3 to the ingroup effective 
reaction condition and −1 to the remaining con-
ditions. We also tested the idea that hope and 
optimism should be lower in the ingroup ineffec-
tive reaction condition. Therefore, we ascribed 
−3 to the ingroup ineffective reaction condition 
and +1 to the other conditions. Only the first 
contrast proved to be significant, t(169) = 3.64,  
p < .001, and t(169) = 1.48, p = .141. Nevertheless, 
inspection of  the means indicates that within the 
ingroup condition participants showed higher 
hope and optimism in the effective than in the 
ineffective condition, t(77.78) = 3.38, p = .001. 
In the outgroup condition, participants did not 
significantly differentiate hope and optimism by 
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reaction (t < 1). This result is consistent with our 
findings in Study 1.

The Offender’s Country x Reaction effect 
ANOVA computed on the anomie score yielded 
no significant main effects (both Fs ⩽ 1.52, p ⩾ 
.220), and a marginally significant Offender’s 
Country x Reaction effect, F(1, 169) = 3.42,  
p = .066, ηp2 = .020 (see Table 4). To examine this 
interaction, we conducted two contrast analyses, 
testing the prediction that perceived anomie 
should be higher in the ingroup ineffective reac-
tion condition as compared to all other condi-
tions. We thus ascribed +3 to the ingroup 
ineffective reaction condition and −1 to remain-
ing conditions. We also tested the prediction that 
participants should perceive lower anomie in the 
ingroup effective reaction condition as compared 
to the remaining conditions. Thus, we ascribed 
the value −3 to the ingroup effective reaction 
condition and +1 to the other conditions. Again, 

the former contrast was significant, but the latter 
was not, t(169) = 2.36, p = .020, and t(169) = 
1.16, p = .249, respectively. In line with our pre-
dictions and, again, consistent with the findings 
of  Study 1, participants perceive more anomie in 
the ingroup ineffective than in the ingroup effec-
tive condition, t(80) = 2.48, p = .015. In the out-
group condition, reaction did not affect perceived 
anomie (t < 1).

Ingroup identification.  We expected participants to 
identify with the ingroup the most and the least in 
the ingroup effective reaction and ingroup inef-
fective reaction conditions, respectively. To test 
this prediction, we conducted an Offender’s 
Country x Reaction ANOVA on the ingroup iden-
tification score. We found a marginally significant 
effect of  offender’s country, F(1, 169) = 2.94,  
p = .088, ηp2 = .017, and significant effects of  
reaction, F(1, 169) = 19.25, p < .001, ηp2 = .102, 

Table 3.  Emotional climate: Item factor scores after varimax rotation (Study 2).

Emotional climate Factor 1 Hope and Optimism Factor 2 Anomie

In Portugal, people can feel safe .821 −.025
I believe that the Portuguese will overcome their 
difficulties

.810 −.205

The Portuguese people are committed to creating a 
better country

.719 −.010

It is worthwhile fighting for social justice in Portugal .608 −.288
People cannot get what they deserve by legal means .016 .750
Considering the way things happen in Portugal, it is 
true that crime does pay

−.224 .703

In Portugal anything goes −.118 .654

Table 4.  Means and standard deviations of anomie, hope and optimism, and ingroup identification by 
offender’s country and reaction (Study 2).

Reaction Offender’s country

  Ingroup Outgroup

Effective Ineffective Effective Ineffective

  M SD M SD M SD M SD

Anomie 4.00 1.20 4.60 0.97 4.16 1.50 4.04 1.33
Hope and optimism 4.62 0.91 3.83 1.20 3.93 1.11 3.84 1.28
Ingroup identification 6.21 0.88 4.86 1.33 5.84 1.15 5.56 1.14
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and of  Offender’s Country x Reaction interaction, 
F(1, 169) = 14.86, p < .001, ηp2 = .081. Partici-
pants identified more with the ingroup in the 
ingroup (M = 5.50, SD = 1.14) than in the out-
group (M = 5.26, SD = 1.02) condition. Moreo-
ver, identification was higher in the effective (M = 
5.70, SD = 0.94) than in the ineffective (M = 5.07, 
SD = 1.12) condition. As we did in Study 1, we 
conducted two contrast analyses on the ingroup 
identification score. In order to test the idea that 
national identification would be stronger in the 
ingroup effective reaction condition than in all 
other conditions, we assigned +3 to the ingroup 
effective reaction condition and −1 to all other 
conditions. In order to test the idea that national 
identification would be weaker in the ingroup 
ineffective reaction than in all other conditions, 
we assigned −3 to the ingroup ineffective reaction 
condition and +1 to all other conditions. In sup-
port of  our prediction, both contrasts were sig-
nificant, t(169) = 5.56, p < .001 and t(169) = 3.77, 
p < .001, respectively (see Table 4). Again consist-
ent with our results in Study 1, inspection of  the 
means indicates that, within the ingroup condi-
tion, participants identified more with the ingroup 
in the effective than in the ineffective condition, 
t(64.16) = 6.04, p < .001. In the outgroup condi-
tion, participants did not significantly differentiate 
identification with the ingroup by reaction (t < 1).

Mediation.  We expected anomie and, subse-
quently, hope and optimism to mediate the asso-
ciation between reaction and ingroup 
identification only in the ingroup condition. As 
we expected, product-moment Pearson correla-
tions between these measures showed significant 
associations only in the ingroup condition (all rs 
⩾ .267, all ps ⩽ .015; see Table 5). In the out-
group condition, the only significant correlation 
was between hope and optimism and ingroup 
identification (r = .597, p < .001; for the remain-
ing associations: r ⩽ .186, p ⩾ .077). Based on 
these results we conducted two serial multiple 
mediator model analyses using the PROCESS 
macro with 10,000 bootstraps (Model 6; see 
Hayes, 2013). One such analysis was conducted 
within the ingroup condition. The other analysis 

was conducted within the outgroup condition. In 
both models we took anomie as the first mediator 
and hope and optimism as the second mediator 
variables. Reaction was the predictor and ingroup 
identification was the dependent variable. Within 
the ingroup condition, the joint effect of  reac-
tion, anomie, and hope and optimism, signifi-
cantly predicted ingroup identification, F(3, 78) = 
16.97, p < .001. The model accounted for 39% of  
the variance. The predicted mediation was signifi-
cant; indirect effect of  the serial model: b = 0.08, 
SE = 0.05, 95% CI = [0.01, 0.25]; total indirect 
effect: b = 0.26, SE = 0.11; 95% CI = [−0.08, 
0.51]; direct effect: b = 0.99, SE = 0.22, t = 4.59, 
p < .001; 95% CI = [0.56, 1.42]. Indeed, in the 
regression model, reaction predicts anomie, 
which, in turn, predicts hope and optimism. 
Hope and optimism seems to be a determinant 
variable to explain ingroup identification. Within 
the outgroup condition, the joint effect of  reac-
tion, anomie, and hope and optimism signifi-
cantly predicted ingroup identification, F(3, 87) = 
16.23, p < .001. This model accounted for 36% 
of  the variance. Nevertheless, the predicted 
mediation was not significant; indirect effect of  
the serial model: b = −0.01, SE = 0.03, 95% CI = 
[−0.09, 0.05]; total indirect effect: b = 0.046, SE 
= 0.13; 95% CI = [−0.22, 0.31]; direct effect: b = 
0.04, SE = 0.17, t < 1. In brief, these results indi-
cate that effective ingroup reaction is associated 
to a higher level of  ingroup identification, lower 
perceived ingroup anomie, and consequent 
higher hope and optimism regarding the ingroup.

Discussion
These results are consistent with our predictions 
and with the results of  Study 1. They suggest 
that belief  in the ingroup’s ability to control 
deviance is a powerful determinant of  people’s 
perceptions of  the group’s emotional climate 
and of  their identification with that group, 
whereas ingroup inefficacy induces a perceived 
negative emotional climate in the form of  per-
ceived anomie. Indeed, participants who were 
informed that the ingroup effectively imple-
mented social control, reported higher hope and 

 by guest on February 9, 2016gpi.sagepub.comDownloaded from 

http://gpi.sagepub.com/


Pinto et al.	 247

optimism and stronger ingroup identification 
than did participants who received similar infor-
mation about the outgroup. Conversely, partici-
pants who received information that the ingroup 
was ineffective perceived higher anomie in, and 
reported weaker identification with, the ingroup 
than did participants who learned about the out-
group’s ineffectiveness. It is worthwhile noting 
that contrary to what could be expected, but 
consistent with the results of  Study 1, perceived 
ingroup effectiveness did not appear to decrease 
perceptions of  ingroup anomie, whereas per-
ceived ingroup inefficacy did not affect perceived 
ingroup hope and optimism. Finally, hope and 
optimism mediated between perceived anomie 
and ingroup identification.

In spite of  the fact that results of  Study 2 gen-
erally support our predictions, three questions 
remain to be addressed. Firstly, it might be argued 
that participants in the effective reaction condi-
tion were implicitly led to believe that the devi-
ants had actually been punished, whereas in the 
ineffective reaction condition, it was clear that the 
deviants had not been punished. Consequently, 
the results may have been due to the fact that par-
ticipants felt satisfied or unsatisfied with respect 
to the retributive motive that, supposedly, often 
underlies punishment (e.g., Carlsmith, 2006; 
Carlsmith, Darley, & Robinson, 2002). Secondly, 
our results do not yet provide direct evidence 
about the process through which perceived 
ingroup effectiveness sustains or undermines 
people’s trust in, and commitment to, the ingroup 

and its values. Thirdly, results of  Studies 1 and 2 
do not directly inform on whether it is (positive 
or negative) ingroup beliefs that stem from 
ingroup identification, as is implicit in most social 
identification analyses, or, if  as we propose, it is 
the strength of  social identification that stems 
from beliefs about the ingroup. Our third study 
aimed to address these questions directly.

Study 3
In our third study, instead of  inducing group (in)
effectiveness as we did in the previous studies, we 
adopted a correlational strategy. We also included 
measures tapping all the concepts employed in the 
previous studies (ingroup identification, trust in 
the social control system, and positive and negative 
emotional climate). Finally, participants responded 
to measures designed to check for perceived 
ingroup effectiveness and ingroup emotions. We 
included ingroup emotions based on the assump-
tion that emotions generated by the group’s per-
ceived effectiveness to deal with deviance can be 
an important mediator of  ingroup identification 
(cf. De Rivera & Paez, 2007; Fredrickson, 2009; 
Swann et al., 2009). Based on the idea that positive 
ingroup emotions (e.g., security, trust, pride in 
being a group member, belief  that the group will 
overcome current injustices and threats) are associ-
ated with individuals’ ability to recover from nega-
tive collective emotional experiences, individuals’ 
well-being, and perception that the ingroup con-
tributes to general human welfare (De Rivera & 

Table 5.  Pearson moment-product correlations between reaction, anomie, hope and optimism, and ingroup 
identification (identification) by offender’s country (Study 2).

Offender’s country

  Ingroup Outgroup

  1. 2. 3. 1. 2. 3.

1. Reaction  
2. Anomie −.267* .043  
3. Hope and optimism .350** −.468*** .038 −.145  
4. Identification .549*** −.269* .479*** .040 −.186 .597***

Note. *p ⩽ .05; **p ⩽ .01; ***p ⩽ .001; †p ⩽ .10.
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Paez, 2007; Fredrickson, 2009; Paez et  al., 2013; 
Paez & Rimé, 2014), and on the evidence collected 
in the previous studies, we reasoned that perceived 
effectiveness should generate positive ingroup 
emotions which, in turn, should predict increased 
trust in the social control system and decreased 
perception of  anomie, and trigger collective hope 
and optimism about the ingroup. This should rein-
force ingroup identification. Accordingly, this 
model summarizes the results of  the preceding 
studies.

Method
Participants.  Participants were 115 Portuguese 
nationals (nfemale= 75; nmale = 40), aged from 17 to 
45 years old (M = 20.64, SD = 3.26).

Procedure.  One researcher approached partici-
pants in several institutions—universities, employ-
ment agencies, and small companies—and invited 
them to respond to a self-administered question-
naire dealing with “people’s opinions about how 
several EU countries, including Portugal, deal 
with corruption.”

Measures
Perceived effectiveness.  A first set of  items tackled 

participants’ perception of  Portugal’s effective-
ness in detecting, prosecuting, and punishing cor-
ruption: “The Portuguese society can effectively 
track down corruption cases when they occur”; 
“The Portuguese society can effectively spot the 
people involved in corruption crimes”; “Corrup-
tion is prosecuted effectively by the Portuguese 
system”; “Corruption cases are prosecuted effec-
tively by the Portuguese courts”; “The Portu-
guese system sanctions corruption effectively” 
(1 = I disagree; 7 = I agree). Thus, we created a 
perceived effectiveness score by averaging the 
responses to these items (Cronbach’s α = .94; M 
= 3.02, SD = 1.53).

Ingroup emotions.  The second set of  measures 
tapped ingroup emotions (positive, negative 
antagonist, and negative resignation) associated 

with participants’ perceived group effectiveness. 
Participants stated the extent to which they felt 
each of  12 emotions, “When I think about how 
corruption is dealt with in Portugal, I feel: out-
raged, shocked, embarrassed, ashamed, resigned, 
indifferent, distant, unconcerned, confident, 
secure, hopeful, and cheerful” (1 = I totally disa-
gree; 7 = I totally agree).

A principal components analysis computed on 
these items extracted three factors accounting for 
26.80%, 25.55%, and 23.98% of  the 76.34%, 
respectively, of  the total variance. We named the 
three factors, respectively, Negative Antagonistic 
Emotions (including negative moral emotions 
and moral outrage), Positive Emotions (including 
security and hope), and Negative Resignation 
Emotions (including resignation and indiffer-
ence; see Table 6). We thus computed a negative 
antagonistic emotions, a positive emotions, and a 
negative resignation emotions indexes, as the 
mean score of  items that presented the highest 
factor loadings (Cronbach’s α = .90, .90, and .85, 
respectively; negative antagonistic emotions: M = 
4.43, SD = 1.57; positive emotions: M = 3.39, SD 
= 1.46; negative resignation emotions: M = 2.53, 
SD = 1.31).

Trust in the social control system.  In the third set 
of  measures, participants indicated how much 
they agreed or disagreed that the ingroup social 
control mechanisms are trustworthy: “We should 
trust our political leaders more”; “Our laws 
against corruption are effective”; “Our justice 
system is effective” (1 = I totally disagree; 7 = I 
totally agree). We averaged these items to a trust in 
the social control system score (Cronbach’s α = 
.90; M = 3.05, SD = 1.53).

Emotional climate and ingroup identification.  Finally, 
emotional climate (hope and optimism, and ano-
mie) and ingroup identification measures were 
identical to those employed in Study 2 (Cron-
bach’s α = .83, .78, and .93, respectively; hope 
and optimism: M = 4.43, SD = 1.33; anomie:  
M = 4.08, SD = 1.76; ingroup identification:  
M = 4.72, SD = 1.45).
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Results

Product-moment correlations.  We expected perceived 
effectiveness to predict participants’ identifica-
tion with the Portuguese national group. More 
specifically, we expected that the more partici-
pants consider that the ingroup is able to control 
deviance, the stronger their identification with 
the Portuguese society would be. We also 
expected this association to be mediated by posi-
tive ingroup emotions, stronger trust in the social 
control system, lower perceived anomie, and, 
stronger hope and optimism about the ingroup. 
We also expected this process to be more effec-
tive in explaining variance in our data than if we 
considered ingroup identification as the predictor 
of group effectiveness, positive ingroup emo-
tions, trust in the social control system, and emo-
tional climate. In order to test this hypothesis, we 
first correlated all the measures (see Table 7).

As expected, perceived effectiveness was sig-
nificantly associated with positive emotions, emo-
tional climate (hope and optimism, and anomie), 
trust in the social control system, and ingroup 
identification. The more effective participants 
perceived the group to be, the more they reported 
positive emotions (r = .563, p < .001), the less 
they perceived the group to be anomic (r = −.316, 
p = .001), the more they expressed trust in the 
social control system (r = .722, p < .001), the 
more hopeful and optimistic they were about it  

(r = .514, p < .001), and the more they identified 
with it (r = .404, p < .001).

Moreover, perceived anomie is significantly 
and negatively correlated with positive emotions 
(r = −.301, p = .001) and with trust in the social 
control system (r = −.245, p = .008). Perceived 
anomie correlated positively with negative resig-
nation emotions (r = .212, p = .023). The more 
participants perceived the group to be anomic, 
the less they trusted its national social control 
system, the more resignation they expressed, 
and the less positive ingroup emotions they 
manifested. Anomie tended to be negatively 
correlated with ingroup identification  
(r = −.155, p = .098) with hope and optimism 
about the ingroup (r = –.316, p < .001), and with 
perceived effectiveness (r = –.316, p < .001). 
Hope and optimism about the ingroup was posi-
tively associated with trust in the social control 
system (r = .594, p < .001), with positive emo-
tions (r = .388, p < .001) and with ingroup iden-
tification (r = .722, p < .001).

Finally, positive emotions were also associ-
ated with ingroup identification (r = .256,  
p = .006). The more participants expressed posi-
tive ingroup emotions, the more they identified 
with the group. This was not the case for corre-
lations involving negative antagonistic emotions 
and negative resignation emotions. Negative  
antagonistic emotions were negatively and sig-
nificantly associated with perceived effectiveness 

Table 6.  Ingroup emotions: Item factor scores after varimax rotation (Study 3).

Emotions Factor 1 Negative Antagonist Factor 2 Positive Factor 3 Negative Resignation

Shocked .913 −.046 −.091
Outraged .903 −.108 −.128
Ashamed .818 −.188 .170
Embarrassed .789 −.178 .084
Cheerful −.156 .882 .040
Hopeful −.050 .877 −.172
Secure −.217 .850 .042
Confident −.075 .839 .067
Distant −.138 −.073 .895
Unconcerned −.187 −.026 .879
Indifferent .102 .065 .835
Resigned .362 .021 .715
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(r = –.245, p = .008) and with trust in the social 
control system (r = –.248, p = .008) but not with 
the other measures (all rs < .169, p > .077). 
Negative resignation emotions correlated sig-
nificantly with hope and optimism (r = –.329,  
p < .001) and with ingroup identification  
(r = –.194, p = .044), but not with perceived 
effectiveness. These results suggest that positive 
emotions are the most important component of  
the mediation of  all three types of  ingroup 
emotions, between perceived effectiveness and 
ingroup identification.

It is worthy of  note that the previous results 
support the two predicted serial multiple media-
tor models. One of  these models takes perceived 
effectiveness as the predictor, ingroup identifica-
tion as the dependent measure, trust in the social 
control system as the first mediator variable, and 
hope and optimism as the second mediator. The 
other model takes perceived effectiveness as the 
predictor, ingroup identification as the dependent 
measure, anomie as the first mediator variable, 
and hope and optimism as the second mediator. 
All associations between these variables are, 
indeed, significant.

Mediation analyses involving perceived effectiveness, trust 
in the group’s social control system, anomie, hope and opti-
mism, and ingroup identification.  Based on our 
hypotheses and on the bivariate product-moment 
correlations reported before, we tested the two 

predicted serial multiple mediator models with 
PROCESS macro with 10,000 bootstraps (PRO-
CESS, Model 6; see Hayes, 2003; Figure 1).

Both predicted serial multiple mediator mod-
els were significant. Indeed, Model 1 stated that 
perceived effectiveness would predict ingroup 
identification via trust in the social control system 
and hope and optimism. This model was fully 
supported. The joint effect of  perceived effec-
tiveness, trust in the social control system, and 
hope and optimism on ingroup identification was 
significant; F(3, 111) = 42.44, p < .001. The 
model accounted for 53% of  the variance; indi-
rect effect regarding the serial multiple mediator 
model: b = 0.28, SE = 0.08, 95% CI = [0.16, 
0.47]; total effect: b = 0.38, SE = 0.08, t = 4.69,  
p < .001; 95% CI = [0.22, 0.54]; total indirect 
effect: b = 0.42, SE = 0.09; 95% CI = [0.27, 0.62]; 
direct effect: b = −0.04, SE = 0.09, t < 1. Model 2 
was identical to the one tested in Study 2. 
According to this model, perceived effectiveness 
should predict ingroup identification via anomie, 
and hope and optimism. This model was also sup-
ported. The joint effect of  perceived effective-
ness, anomie, and hope and optimism on ingroup 
identification was significant; F(3, 111) = 43.25,  
p < .001. The model accounted for 54% of  the 
variance; indirect effect regarding the serial multi-
ple mediator model: b = 0.04, SE = 0.02, 95% CI 
= [0.01, 0.10]; total effect: b = 0.38, SE = 0.08, t = 
4.69, p < .001; 95% CI = [0.22, 0.54]; total indirect 

Table 7.  Bivariate correlations matrix and descriptive statistics (Study 3).

M SD 1. 2. 3. 4. 5. 6. 7.

1.  Perceived Effectiveness 3.02 1.53  
2.  Positive Ingroup motions 3.39 1.46 .563***  
3. � Negative Antagonistic 

Emotions
4.43 1.57 −.245** −.293**  

4. � Negative Resignation 
Emotions

2.53 1.31 −.148 −.018 .045  

5. � Trust in the Social 
Control System

3.05 1.53 .722*** .625*** −.248** −.136  

6.  Anomie 4.08 1.76 −.316*** −.301** .169† .212* −.245**  
7.  Hope and Optimism 4.43 1.33 .514*** .388*** −.041 −.329*** .594*** −.316***  
8.  Ingroup identification 4.72 1.45 .404*** .256** .154 −.194* .535*** −.155† .722***

Note. *p ⩽ .05; **p ⩽ .01; ***p ⩽ .001; †p ⩽ .10.
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effect: b = 0.36, SE = 0.07; 95% CI = [0.23, 0.50]; 
direct effect: b = 0.02, SE = 0.07, t < 1.

In brief, these results show that perceived 
effectiveness predicts ingroup identification to 
the extent that participants have trust in the 
group’s social control system and perceive a low 
level of  anomie in the group, and, consequently, 
are hopeful and optimistic about the group. The 
positive emotional climate seems to be the crucial 
link between trust in the social control system 
and perceived low anomie, and commitment to 
the group.

Mediation analyses involving positive emotions.  Regard-
ing positive emotions, we adopted a more explor-
atory approach. The product-moment correlation 
analyses allow us to suppose that positive emo-
tions may mediate between perceived effective-
ness and both trust in the social control system 
and perceived anomie. We explored this idea by 
means of  two simple mediation models (PRO-
CESS, Model 4, with 10,000 bootstraps; Hayes, 
2013). The mediation analysis using perceived 
effectiveness as the predictor, positive emotions 
as the mediator, and trust in the social control 
system as the dependent variable was significant. 
The joint effect of  perceived effectiveness and 
positive emotions on trust in the social control 

system was significant; F(2, 112) = 81.03,  
p < .001. The model accounted for 59% of  the 
variance; indirect effect: b = 0.18, SE = 0.05; 95% 
CI = [0.09, 0.29]; total effect: b = 0.72, SE = 0.06, 
t = 11.11, p < .001; 95% CI = [0.59, 0.85]; direct 
effect: b = .54, SE = 0.07, t = 7.46 p < .001; 95% 
CI = [0.40, 0.69].

We also explored the idea that positive emo-
tions would affect the association between per-
ceived effectiveness and anomie. However the 
results did not support this idea. In fact, the 
mediation analysis of  perceived effectiveness on 
anomie using positive emotions as the mediator 
was not significant. Although the joint effect of  
perceived effectiveness and positive emotions 
was significant towards anomie, F(2, 112) = 7.79, 
p = .001 (the model accounted for 12% of  the 
variance), this effect is mainly due to the direct 
effect of  perceived effectiveness on anomie; indi-
rect effect: b = 0.12, SE = 0.07; 95% CI = [−0.28, 
0.02]; total effect: b = −0.36, SE = 0.10,  
t = −3.54, p = .001; 95% CI = [−0.57, -0.16]; 
direct effect: b = −.25, SE = 0.12, t = −2.00  
p = .048; 95% CI = [−0.49, 0.00].

Together, these results indicate that the more 
participants perceived the ingroup to be able to 
react effectively against deviance, the more they 
were emotionally positive about the ingroup, 

−.13*

−.36***

Perceived anomie

Perceived ingroup 
effectiveness

Hope and 
optimism

Ingroup 
identification

.74***.72***

Trust in the social 
control system

.52***

b = −.04 (.09), ns

Hope and 
optimism

Perceived ingroup 
effectiveness

Ingroup 
identification

.81***

Model 1

Model 2

b =.02 (.07), ns

Figure 1.  Serial multiple mediation models (1 and 2), with unstandardized effects (Study 3).
Note. *p ⩽ .05; **p ⩽ .01; ***p ⩽ .001; †p ⩽ .10.
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which was associated with trust in the group’s 
social control system. Positive emotions seem to 
be irrelevant to explain the relationship between 
ingroup’s perceived ineffectiveness and perceived 
anomie.

Alternative model.  In order to ensure that ingroup 
identification is an outcome (rather than a predic-
tor) of  the described process, we compared the 
results of  our predicted models to the results of  
two alternative models. In the first alternative 
model, we took ingroup identification as the pre-
dictor of  hope and optimism via perceived effec-
tiveness and trust in the social control system. In 
the second alternative model, we took ingroup 
identification as the predictor of  hope and opti-
mism, via perceived effectiveness and anomie. In 
terms of  these models, hope and optimism 
regarding the ingroup should be a function of  
ingroup identification as mediated by perception 
of  group effectiveness, trust in the social control 
system, and perceived anomie. Both alternative 
models were significant. As regards the first alter-
native model, the joint effect of  ingroup identifi-
cation, perceived effectiveness, and trust in the 
social control system on hope and optimism was 
significant; F(3, 111) = 70.06, p < .001. The model 
accounted for 65% of  the variance; indirect effect 
regarding the serial multiple mediator model:  
b = 0.08, SE = 0.03, 95% CI = [0.03, 0.16]; total 
indirect effect: b = 0.20, SE = 0.05; 95% CI = [0.12, 
0.31]; direct effect: b = .47, SE = 0.06, t = 7.68,  
p < .001; 95% CI = [0.35, 0.59]. As regards the sec-
ond alternative model, the joint effect of  ingroup 
identification, perceived effectiveness, and anomie 
on hope and optimism was also significant; F(3, 
111) = 62.86, p < .001. The model accounted for 
63% of  the variance; indirect effect regarding the 
serial multiple mediator model: b = 0.02, SE = 0.01, 
95% CI = [0.00, 0.05]; total indirect effect: b = 0.12, 
SE = 0.04; 95% CI = [0.05, 0.21]; direct effect: b = 
0.55, SE = 0.06, t = 9.50, p < .001; 95% CI = [0.44, 
0.67]. Importantly, however, the greatest amount 
of  variance accounted for by both alternative mod-
els comes from the direct effect of  ingroup identi-
fication on hope and optimism, rather than, as our 
model predicts, through the serial mediation path. 

In our model, in turn, the explained variable is 
accounted for more by the indirect than by the 
direct effects. In brief, our proposed model thus 
endows our assumption that perceived effective-
ness is a predictor and not a consequence of  
ingroup identification with higher statistical 
reliability.

Discussion
Perceived group effectiveness affected ingroup 
identification via positive ingroup emotions, trust 
in the group’s social control institutions, and 
lower perceived ingroup anomie. This suggests 
that individuals’ belief  in the ingroup’s ability to 
effectively respond to deviance is a determinant 
of  their national identification. It is the percep-
tion of  the ingroup in a positive or negative light 
that paves the way to higher or lower ingroup 
identification, respectively, rather than the reverse. 
In other words, the group’s perceived effective-
ness thus spurs the positive emotions, collective 
hope, optimistic expectations, and normative 
cohesiveness that boost social identification.

Conclusions
Overall, the results of  our three studies consist-
ently support the idea that the ingroup’s perceived 
capability to effectively respond to deviance is an 
important determinant of  members’ beliefs and 
attitudes towards that group. These beliefs and 
attitudes emerge in terms of  ingroup emotions, 
trust in the group’s normative system, and per-
ceived emotional climate of  the group. These, in 
turn affect ingroup identification.

In Study 1, we found that participants to 
whom it was made salient that the ingroup had 
not effectively dealt with deviance, perceived 
higher anomie in, and identified less with, the 
ingroup than did participants who judged the 
outgroup. In turn, participants to whom it was 
made salient that the ingroup had effectively dealt 
with deviance trusted the group’s social control 
system more, and identified more with it than did 
participants in the outgroup condition. Results of  
Study 2 were in line with those of  Study 1. 
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Participants who learned that the ingroup was 
ineffective perceived more anomie and identified 
less with the group than did participants who 
judged the outgroup. In turn, participants who 
learned that the ingroup was effective reported 
more hope and optimism about the ingroup and 
identified more with it than those who learned 
that the ingroup was ineffective. In both studies, 
outgroup effectiveness did not affect participants’ 
beliefs and attitudes.

Consistent with the aforementioned observa-
tions, the regression model analyses conducted in 
Studies 1 and 2 indicate that only in the ingroup 
condition does effective group reaction predict 
trust in the social control system (Study 1), and 
high levels of  ingroup identification (Studies 1 
and 2). Complementarily, ineffective ingroup reac-
tion predicted perceived anomie (Study 1), nega-
tive ingroup, anomic, emotional climate (Study 2), 
and weaker ingroup identification (Studies 1 and 
2). Hope and optimism mediated the negative 
association between perceived anomie and 
ingroup identification (Study 2). In line with these 
findings, the full predicted serial multiple mediator 
models tested in Study 3 show that belief  in the 
ingroup’s effectiveness predicts ingroup identifi-
cation via the expression of  positive ingroup 
emotions, trust in the group’s normative system, 
(and low perceived anomie), and consequent hope 
and optimism about the ingroup.

The present results are consistent with, and 
indeed extend, subjective group dynamics the-
ory and may have important practical implica-
tions on their own. They indicate that 
punishment of  ingroup deviants does restore a 
positive social identity (e.g., Abrams, Marques, 
Randsley de Moura, Hutchinson, & Bown, 2004; 
Marques, Paez, et  al., 1998; Pinto et  al., 2010), 
and that this occurs because it spurs trust in and 
commitment to the ingroup’s normative system, 
leading to optimistic expectations about the 
group (cf. also Bar-Tal et al., 2007; Swann et al., 
2009; Thomas, McGarthy, & Mavor, 2009). Our 
studies strongly suggest that by inducing the 
idea that the group is or is not effective in 
detecting and punishing ingroup offenders one 
may boost or sap, respectively, group members’ 

commitment to the standards that underlie their 
social identity. This should positively or nega-
tively affect group cohesiveness and morale, 
hence, increasing or decreasing the group’s resil-
ience and ability to cope with internal and exter-
nal strain, and, ultimately, its likelihood of  
continuing existence in the long run.

Lastly, but no less importantly, our studies 
were not directly intended as a challenge to the 
well-established assumption that the more iden-
tified individuals are with their group, the 
stronger is their motivation to exert social pres-
sure on the deviants, and to believe their group 
does the same, in order to maintain a positive 
social identity (e.g., Jetten & Hornsey, 2014; 
Marques, Paez, et al., 1998; Marques, Yzerbyt, & 
Leyens, 1988). However, our results indicate that 
groups that fail to allow their members to overtly 
or tacitly engage in prescriptive action against 
deviance may end up in a state of  disruption and 
anomie. In turn, groups that successfully provide 
their members with such a possibility may see 
their members’ identity reinforced. In this vein, 
social identification would not always be a pre-
dictor of  group attitudes and beliefs but these 
attitudes and beliefs may also be predictors of  
social identification.
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Notes
1.	 Participants were presented with the case of  a 

defendant accused of  selling counterfeit driving 
licenses.

2.	 In order to make this information more realis-
tic, participants were also informed that “if  the 
charges were proved, suspects would face harsh 
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penalties. Among these suspects are the mayor 
of  a small town who is charged with using the 
towns’ workers and machinery for personal profit 
in the restoration of  his country house, the real 
estate lawyer who allegedly bribed a senior officer 
of  the Ministry of  the Environment to allow the 
construction of  a tourist resort inside a protected 
area, the judge who allegedly conducted a trial of  
a corporation in which he was a stockholder, or 
the dean of  a public school who presided over 
a selection board that engaged one of  his close 
relatives to work at the school.”

3.	 Because the anomie scale employed in Study 1 
was not directly aimed at the issue of  our studies, 
we employed alternative items that would allow 
us to more directly tap perception of  anomie in 
Portuguese society as a consequence of  social 
control measures.
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