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Abstract

In recent years social psychologists have displaygbwing interest in examining
morality — what people consider right and wronge Timajority of work in this area has
addressed this either in terms of individual-lguelcesses (relating to moral decision making
or interpersonal impression formation) or as a wagxplain intergroup relations (perceived
fairness of status differences, responses to gikegd-moral transgressions). We complement
this work by examining how moral standards and ijadgements play a role in the
regulation of individual behaviowvithin groupsand social systems. In doing this we take
into account processes of social identification selficategorization, as these help
understand how adherence to moral standards manbgonal as a way to improve group-
level conceptions of self. We review a recent reseprogram in which we have investigated
the importance of morality for group-based ideesitand intra-group behavioural regulation.
This reveals convergent evidence of the centrafityjoral judgments for people’s
conceptions of the groups they belong to, and dstrates the importance of group-specific

moral norms in identifying behaviours that conttédto their identity as group members.
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1. INTRODUCTION AND OVERVIEW

Morality refers to “principles concerning the digtiion between right and wrong or
good and bad behaviour” (Oxford American dictiona@n the one hand, this explains the
importance of morality in guiding individual behaur (Beauchamp, 2001), in particular in
communities of people living together in groups 1tG&£988). On the other hand, it has been
noted that shared ideas about what is the “riglaty to behave may vary, depending on the
cultural, religious, or political context in whichis is defined (Haidt & Kesebir, 2010; Haidt
& Graham, 2007; Rai & Fiske, 2011). When peopleeagibout the “supremely important”
goals and values that characterize their groupomeunity (Giner-Sorolla, 2012), these may
come to function as a moral standard that is uselgtine whether an individual can be
considered a virtuous and “proper” group membeoPyo& Cosmides, 2010). Even though
such analyses suggest that intra-group dynamicshendesire to establish a distinct group
identity are highly relevant to understand the iogilons of morality for the regulation of
individual behaviour, this context has not beeneaysitically taken into account in research
on morality.

Extant work on moral psychology has mainly addréssdividual-level moral
decision making (e.g., Kohlberg, 1969; Piaget, 18Hhwartz, 1970; see also, Turiel, 1983;
2006), or has identified the implications of grdepel moral transgressions (e.gehaji-
Clancy, Effron, Halperin, Liberman, & Ross, 2011irdh, Branscombe, & Biernat, 2010;
Tarrant, Branscombe, Warner, & Weston, 2012). is iiview we examine hoimtra-group
moral judgments impact upon people’s social idergtiand behavioural coordination in
groups (see also Ellemers & Van den Bos, 2012 iBhdifferent from current approaches
aiming to identify moral values that are univeealoss groups and cultures (such as
fairness, or harm/care; Haidt, 2001). We complere&isting insights by focusing on how

moral behaviour in groups can be explained by caiegorization and social identification
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processes (Tajfel & Turner, 1979; Turner, 1991)dmg this, we explicitly take into
account the possibility that moral values thatsrared by members of a particular group
may be context-dependent and group-specific. Tingtgad of considering how generic
moral guidelines and moral judgments (e.g., fasnempathy, altruism) may help suppress
selfish and/or aggressive behaviour (e.g., TomageNaish, 2013), we introduce a group-
level analysis to address tgpup-dynamic functioof shared moral values. In this
contribution we review a program of research tixain@nes how adherence to the moral
standards of the group can help achieve or maiat@iositive group-level conception of self
(see also Ellemers & Van den Bos, 2012; LeachJiBdaPagliaro, forthcoming; Pagliaro,
2012).

We propose that our analysis may help understarydpebple adhere to shared moral
norms, even when these prescribe behaviours merabetiser groups may consider
immoral (see also Giner-Sorolla, 2012). We demansthat group-specific moral norms
impact upon behavioural choices of individual groog@mbers, regardless of the content
(e.g., the individualistic vs. collectivistic nag)rof the behaviour prescribed. We also show
that moral guidelines provided by members of armagineup fail to have similar effects,
because people consider moral judgments of outgrmbers less relevant to their social
identity.

This contribution is structured as follows: firate explain our group-level approach
to morality, in which we consider the differdnnhctionsshared moral values may have for
the way people define and maintain a positive astihdt social identity. We note how this
differs from work that examines the impact of speenoral concerns on individual moral
decision making, and explain how our reasoningdsuiin and extends research that
illustrates the social implications of moral trautaluations in individual impression
formation. We then review a recent program of resethat specifically addresses the role of

social identity and self-categorization processebthe way these are relevant to moral
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concerns within groups, by examining the sociatfioms of shared moral values and moral

evaluations in regulating the behaviour of indiatiin group contexts.

2. THE SOCIAL FUNCTIONSOF MORALITY

Morality refers to standards of human virtue (Bta8dReyna, 2011), that direct
people's actions (Beauchamp, 2001). Moral standaetjs coordinate social interactions in
communities of people living together, for instanmg suppressing selfish or aggressive
behaviour (De Waal, 1996; Rai & Fiske, 2011). Hoarewvhat people consider morally
"good" (see also Giner-Sorolla, 2012) may diffetwsen groups and cultures (Sachdeva,
Singh, & Medin, 2011). Indeed, group-specific mat@ndards can be used to judge whether
the individual is a “proper” and good group mem{@ert, 1988; Lind & Tyler, 1988), with
social exclusion being the ultimate consequencegHose who do not behave in line with
group morals (Tooby & Cosmides, 2010). In a recmlysis, Ellemers and Van den Bos
(2012) elaborated on this possibility, and noteat tbdentifying what is “right” or “wrong”
can serve various social regulatory functions, Whitay a role at different levels of analysis.
In addition to seeing moral goals and values asigigy a guideline for the resolution of
intra-personal moral dilemmas, Ellemers and Van Bes (2012) thus explore the role of
moral judgments in interpersonal, group-level amerigroup processes, to argue that shared
moral standards can be part of people’s socialtiiesh This helps individuals define who
they are and where they belong, by providing thath gelf-relevant behavioural guidelines
they can use to express a distinct and specifiepgbmsed identity.

In line with this analysis, we approach moralitgrfr a social identity and self-
categorization perspective (Tajfel, 1978; TajfeT&rner, 1997; Turner, 1987; see also
Ellemers & Haslam, 2011). This allows us to consideral guidelines and moral
transgressions in relation to group-level conceystiof self, group-based behavioral

guidelines, and intra-group respect. A social idemerspective helps us to understand the
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role of morality in the value people attach to ¢ineups they belong to, and the importance of
moral judgments in establishing a distinct grougniaty (Ellemers & Van den Bos, 2012).
This also elucidates that individual behaviouralichs are made in the context of moral
goals shared by self-relevant social groups. Ewaary accounts of morality consider the
necessity for cooperation in groups as the prinoaigin for the development of moral
guidelines (see Tomasello & Vaish, 2013, for anraesv). Such accounts see empathy,
altruism, and cooperation in social communitiek@sindicators of moral behaviour that
explain why appeals to moral values benefit socidwever, such analyses of universal
moral values cannot explain moral value confligsa®en different groups in society, nor do
they help understand why what some consider “imthbehaviour (e.g., euthanasia,
abortion, the use of firearms) can be seen as ‘ffnoyanembers of other political, religious,
or ethnic groups (Giner-Sorolla, 2012; Haidt & Gaath) 2007).

The notion that shared moral values may functioddbne a distinct social identity
thus fundamentally differs from approaches thatsater morality as a generic guideline that
helps suppress selfish or aggressive behavioud{H2008). When members of a particular
social group agree upon specific moral standahils provides them with a definition of what
is considered right and wrong within their group—ethis not necessarily shared with other
groups. To the extent that individual group membleehave in line with these moral
guidelines, they can anticipate being respectéd@sd” group members. The social identity
approach explicitly takes into account the possjbihat people try to differentiate their
group from relevant other groups. As a result,edé@ht behaviours, values, or goals may be
seen to characterize one’s group, depending onhe@hand how these may contribute to the
group’s distinct identity. Indeed, in principle,e#vnegatively valenced group characteristics
may fulfill the aim of establishing a distinct gmudentity (Mlicki & Ellemers, 1996). This

perspective allows us to understand that sharets gwavalues that characterize the group
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may come to be seen as the only “right” way forugranembers to behave, thus elevating
them to the level of group morals.

Thus, against the background of generic moral @msc(e.g., harm/care) that may
shape personal values, beliefs and preferenceawhereness of specific moral values and
guidelines that are characteristic for one’s gralgo tend to impact on what people consider
the “right” way to behave. The importance of otheople’s (anticipated) judgments in moral
behaviour has been considered before (see fonicest@&search on consumer intentions to
protest against retail organizations; e.g., CroReysen, & Branscombe, 2012). For example,
it has been argued that what is generally considasea personal belief about the moral
nature of a specific behaviour can be based on athats around us regard as moral (e.g.,
Manstead, 2000). Likewise, Batson (2008; see aldedd, Kobrynowicz, Dinnerstein,
Kampf, & Wilson, 1997; Batson, Thompson, & ChenQ20Batson, Thompson, Seuferling,
Whitney, & Strongman, 1999) has noted that the elsal choices people make in moral
dilemmas do not necessarily reflect their own pefees, but are also determined by the
concern ofappearingmoral in the eyes of others. Batson and colleagefes to this
phenomenon as indicating “moral hypocrisy”, andtast this with the tendency to behave
in line with one’s own moral principles which thdgsignated as “moral integrity” (Batson,
2008).

Our current analysis builds on these insights jtadiffers from these prior approaches
in two ways. First, we consideothpersonal beliefs and social norms as relevant coade
determining moral behaviour. That is, we explicalydress how group-specific moral norms
impact upon personal preferences held by indivigualip members to determine their
behavioural choices. Second, we specify the natitiee ‘others’ whose moral judgment is
anticipated. That is, we argue for the role of tha$ho share the same group identity (rather
than outgroup members) as defining what is moral,thus also as relevant judges of the

morality of one’s actions. Thus, we focus on grapecific moral norms as these prescribe
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how “a good group member” should behave. In the segtion we will elaborate on the
importance of intra-group evaluations of moral hetar, by considering empirical evidence
that illustrates the impact of moral concerns amdathevaluations in social judgments.

2.1 Theimportance of morality in social judgments

There is a long-standing tradition in psychologwtluress individual differences in
the tendency to cooperate, show empathy, behawe fand to adhere to or deviate from
social norms (see also Haidt, 2001; Turiel, 1988gn if these are not always explicitly
referred to as indicating differences in “moraliffiaidt & Kesebir, 2010). The way people
tend to behave towards others is considered abasig dimension of social judgment that is
highly relevant to impression formation of indivals as well as of groups (e.g., De Bruin &
Van Lange, 1999; 2000; Cuddy, Fiske, & Glick, 2008ach, Ellemers, & Barreto, 2007;
Martijn, Spears, van der Pligt, & Jakobs,1992; Bh&lPoppe, 1997; Vonk, 1996;
Woijciszke, 2005). Some of this work organizes théad that people tend to ascribe to
themselves and others into two broad clusters |llysederred to asvarmthandcompetence
(e.g., Cuddy et al., 2008). More recent empiric@dlence suggests that the broad cluster of
interpersonal behaviours subsumed under the laleiith” actually encompasses two
separate and more specific dimensions, distingugsbetween morality and sociability
(Leach et al., 2007; see below for more detail)il®\sociability refers to a target’s ability
or intention to form social connections with othérg., friendliness), morality speaks to the
perceived correctness or (contextual) appropriaeoésocial behaviour (e.g.,
trustworthiness), that is relevant to our currerdlgsis.

Several studies suggest that people respond monedimtely and spontaneously to
social information indicating morality rather theompetence or sociability. For instance,
less time is required to detect trustworthiness face than to detect competence or
sociability (Willis & Todorov, 2006). Furthermoreyidence from a memory confusion

paradigm revealed that same sex individuals wewatapeously categorized on the basis of
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positive or negative information about their mdyahaviour, rather than their competence
(Van Leeuwen, Park, & Penton-Voak, 2012). Self-repalso indicate that in social
interactions people primarily express an intenestnderstanding whether someone’s
intentions are beneficial or harmful, rather thdmetiher or not they are competent in enacting
those intentions (e.g., Cuddy et al., 2008).

The great importance people attach to moralityorriad interactions also emerges
from work examining whether and how information absgpecific behaviours impacts upon
broader trait inferences. That is, so-called neggteffects—in which observers place
greater weight on negative than positive infornratidien forming an impression of others—
are particularly pronounced for behaviours relevamhorality. As a result, a single instance
of dishonest behaviour can spoil previous expemtatof honesty. By contrast, a single
instance of honest behaviour is not sufficientieroome or repair an expectation of
dishonesty (Reeder & Coovert, 1986; Reeder & Bre@r9). More generally, behaviours
indicating (the absence of) morality are thoughteécasymmetrically related to trait
inferences, with negatively valenced behavioursrtaa larger impact than positive moral
behaviours (Reeder, Pryor, & Wojciszke, 1992; Tnafiv & Trafimow, 1999). In line with
this reasoning, Skowronski and Carlston (1987) destrated that dishonest behaviours are
more predictive of perceived immorality than hortgsthaviours are seen as diagnostic of
morality. This is the case because people anteipett moral individuals would never be
dishonest, while immoral individuals may sometirdesplay honest behaviour (see also
Rothbart & Park, 1986).

Thus, a substantial amount of research (e.g., DenBr Van Lange, 1999; 2000;
Matrtijn et al., 1992; Vonk, 1996; Wojciszke, 2008pjciszke, Bazinska, & Jaworski, 1998)
attests to the importance people attach to infaonatonveying the moral implications of

people’s behaviours, rather than their competedoeality dominates impression formation,
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even in situations where competence would appeae tughly relevant, such as when the
ultimate goal is to achieve optimal task performeanc

It is important to note that in some of this resbahis was examined by contrasting
competence information with information implyinggpée’s broader social intentions,
encompassing traits indicating morality (e.g., lsipesincerity) as well as sociability (e.qg.,
helpful, good-natured). Nevertheless, a seriesudfiss by Leach et al. (2007) demonstrated
that judgments of morality and sociability emergdtaeoretically and empirically distinct
dimensions in positive evaluations of the ingroligking into account this more precise
distinction between morality, sociability, and castgnce proposed by Leach et al. (2007),
Brambilla and colleagues examined the way peopla fopressions about other individuals
(Brambilla, Rusconi, Sacchi, & Cherubini, 2011) amdups (Brambilla, Sacchi, Rusconi,
Cherubini, & Yzerbyt, 2012) based on trait inforroatindicating morality vs. sociability or
competence. In this research morality and soctgmbnsistently emerged as conceptually
distinct dimensions in the evaluation of socialdeburs (see also Anderson & Sedikides,
1991; Trafimow & Trafimow, 1999). Additionally, thiresearch revealed that individuals are
more interested in gathering information about riyré&han sociability and competence)
when asked to form an impression about other iddafs or groups (Brambilla et al., 2011,
2012).

To examine the further implications of such impr@sgormation, a recent study
examined people’s behavioural intentions towardsvacomer at work, depending on the
information they had received about the moralitg aompetence of this individual (Pagliaro,
Brambilla, Sacchi, D’Angelo, & Ellemers, in presSeventy-nine employees of primary
schools (teachers and administrative staff) receas&able, allegedly reporting a description
of the characteristics of a prospective school gan&pecifically, following the procedure
developed by Brambilla and colleagues (2011; 20dri2ployees received a short page in

which the prospective school manager was desciibetms of six characteristics, three
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referring to morality and three indicating competnThe trait information participants
received in this way characterized the new managééeing high vs. low in morality (e.g.,
honesty, sincerity) and high vs. low in competefecg., intelligence, skilfulness). The school
employees in this study reported a more positivetemal response towards the prospective
new manager who was described as a moral (vs. ialjmmerson (see Table 1). As a result,
employees also indicated a greater willingnessgage in discretionary behaviours
favouring the new school manager (e.g., spend ts&ow him/her the city) when they
thought this individual was moral rather than imaloBy contrast, information indicating

the (lack of) competence of the prospective nevogcimanager impacted less strongly upon
the emotional responses reported by school emptoyere importantly, their intentions to
behave in ways that might benefit the new managee wot affected by information
indicating competence or lack thereof.

Similar results were obtained by Barreto, Haslamdl, lgerridge (2012) who examined
the impressions participants formed of an ingraaulér. Participants read about an ingroup
leader who had reported on the ingroup’s finanoesgays that were described as competent,
incompetent, honest (moral), or dishonest (immomala 2(dimension) X 2(valence) design.
Importantly, the exact same behaviour (e.g., regulh mistakes in the financial report) was
described as either due to incompetence or to iraliyrcontrolling for the content of the
actual behaviour (within negatively and within go&ly valenced conditions) and its most
immediate consequences for the group. Group memiEFesmore positive about and more
willing to endorse an ingroup leader who was dégctias moral or as competent, than a
leader who was described as immoral or as incompeteowing an unsurprising effect of
valence. Importantly, however, leadership endorsgnvas significantly more affected by
information about the leader’s morality than byommhation about the leader's competence.
As a result, participants were significantly lagelly to be positive about and to endorse the

immoral leader than the incompetent leader.
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In sum, different strands of research convey tloéopind implications of traits and
behaviours that indicate morality in social impresgormation. We propose that the
predominance of moral evaluations in the impresspeople form of other individuals and
groups also resonates in the way people thirtkerhselveand the impression they evoke
among others that are important to them. In the section we therefore examine the
implications of moral evaluations for people’s mvation to be (considered) moral by others
— and other ingroup members in particular.

2.2 Themotivation to be (considered) moral

Morality not only dominates the impressions pedpten of others around them, it
also is a primary determinant of self-views. Fatamce, morality emerged as the most
important guiding principle for individual behavioacross cultures (Schwartz, 1992).
Likewise, Rodriguez Mosquera, Manstead, and Fis2@®92), examining samples in
different cultural groups, consistently found thatividuals who were asked to report how
they would feel if they were thought to be dishdre@untrustworthy (vs. honest or
trustworthy) were more likely to report negativelfegs about themselves (see also the
holier than thoweffect; Epley & Dunning, 2000). A similar conclusimay be drawn from
Monin and Jordan’s (2009) work omoral self-regard that part of the self-concept that
indicates the extent to which people think of thelwss as a moral person in a particular
situation.

Because of the importance people attach to moebgmd moral self-views, and the
severe and far-reaching implications of being deact immorally, people are highly
concerned when their moral values are called iogstion by others who are important to
them, and are extremely motivated to behave in \egtshelp them appear as being moral in
the eyes of these others. This was demonstratethstance, in a series of studies in which
research participants were asked to reach a jerisidn with a team mate who indicated

disagreement with their moral values (vs. someohne eld opposing material interests).
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Results of these studies revealed that within-tdesagreement about moral values (rather
than interests) was more likely to impact upon pessense of self and identity
(Kouzakova, Ellemers, Harinck, & Scheepers, 20A2¢ordingly, cardiovascular indicators
showed that moral value disagreements within tamteduced a negative physiological
state suggestive of threat — indicating the peszkinability to cope with the situation. By
contrast, within-team disagreement about matartakests raised a positive state of
challenge — a cardio-vascular response patteroatidg that the body mobilizes energy to
address the situation (Kouzakova, Harinck, Ellem&rScheepers, under review).

Additional evidence that people are motivated tiodve in ways that their group
considers moral was obtained in a series of stublesexamined implications of having an
ingroup representative frame the achievement odlegqmployment opportunities for ethnic
minorities in the Netherlands as a moral idealtéad of an obligation). Results revealed that
white student participants or white employees wieoenasked by an ingroup representative
to consider the achievement of equal opportunégea moral ideal were more successful in
generating ideas about what they might do to aehileis ideal, and were more inclined to
endorse affirmative action measures (Does, Derksli&ners, 2011). Additionally,
contemplating ways in which they might contribudeathieving the moral ideal of equal
employment opportunities raised a cardiovasculgparse pattern indicative of a positive
state of challenge, rather than a negative statereat (Does, Derks, Ellemers, & Scheepers,
2012).

The motivation to be considered a moral group memias also examined in a series
of studies in which an Implicit Association Tessgaciating pictures of women with or
without a headscarf with positive and negativeyes) was presented to female white
participants either as a test of moral values @ &st of the ability to combine different
stimuli with specific key presses. Results of atfget of studies revealed that participants

were more concerned about the social implicatidrieedr test performance when they
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thought the test assessed their morality rather titnair competence. Accordingly, research
participants were more inclined to suppress tmeplicit behavioural bias against Muslim
women on the IAT when they thought the test wagrthatic of their morality rather than
their competence (see Table 2). In a follow-up puglng the same experimental design,
indicators of brain activity assessed with eveltdtesl electro-encephalogram measures
(ERP’s) revealed that participants who thoughheftask as a test of their morality (rather
than their competence) showed evidence of increat$edtion for the task stimuli and
greater concern about giving a correct responsa (amspeet, Ellemers, Derks, &
Nieuwenhuis, in press).

Based on this initial work, a further series ofds#s was conducted, to examine
whether the tendency to suppress bias as a wgptmamoral would be more pronounced
when being evaluated by an ingroup audience, réltlaer an outgroup audience. This time, at
the outset of the study participants were allegetiged into minimal groups, based on their
style of decision making (Van Nunspeet, Derks, fatles, & Nieuwenhuis, 2013). While
working on the IAT (associating pictures of womeithvor without a headscarf with positive
and negative pictures), participants received faekifirom a female white confederate. This
individual was introduced either as a minimal ingganember or as a minimal outgroup
member, by specifying their preferred style of dem making. After each trial of the IAT,
participants were presented with a video still imeh the confederate non-verbally indicated
approval — smile and ‘thumbs up’ for correct resgem- or disapproval — frown and ‘thumbs
down’ for incorrect responses. Two studies using tiethodology revealed converging
results. The greater tendency to suppress implitvioural bias against Muslim women
and to show increased attention and response mioigiio ERP’s when the IAT was
presented as a test of morality (rather than coempet as in Van Nunspeet et al., in press)

most clearly emerged when participants thought thelhaviour was monitored by a minimal
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ingroup member, rather than an outgroup membemn (\Manspeet, Derks, Ellemers, &
Nieuwenhuis, 2013).

In sum, results from a range of psychophysiolog®alf-report, and behavioural
measures obtained in different research paradiglinsyggest that people try to behave in
ways that make them seem moral, and suffer distvbses their morality is called into
guestion, especially by ingroup members (for ovemg, see: Ellemers, & Van Nunspeet, in
press; Ellemers, Van Nunspeet, & Scheepers, irsprigsthe next section, we will elaborate
on the implications of the motivation to be (comsetl) moral for people’s group-based
identities, as we examine the morality of one’sugras a potential source of positive
identity.

2.3 Morality as a source of positive identity

The social identity approach (Tajfel & Turner, 89proposes that — in principle - any
evaluative dimension can form the basis for a pasgvaluation of the ingroup. Thus, much
of the empirical work in this area has not systéradly considered the nature of the
dimension on which groups are compared as beirggehieally meaningful. As a result, the
majority of research on positive ingroup evaluatibas in fact examined effects of the
relative competence of the group - indicated fetance by the group’s performance on an
experimental task, or the societal status of defieinatural groups. Only recently have
researchers begun to explicitly address the relatnportance of morality (vs. competence
and sociability) as a source of positive ingrougnitity, in order to examine the role of
morality for the group-level self-concept (Leachakt 2007).

A series of studies clearly established that eatadns of the group’s morality are
statistically distinct from evaluations of the gpdsicompetence as well as its sociability
(Leach et al., 2007). That is, in four differentalaets (Leach et al., 2007; Studies 1, 2a, 2b,
and 3) exploratory as well as confirmatory factoalgises revealed that different

characteristics that were used to evaluate thepgnare best represented in a three factor
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solution. Although these factors were allowed teasy, they consistently showed only weak
intercorrelations or cross-loadings (below .30). foother analyses, partial correlations were
used to establish the unique relation between eftttese evaluative components and other
variables of interest.

In a first study, Dutch student participants was&ed to indicate the extent to which
they deemed important that the various groups ticiwiey belong possess traits referring to
morality, competence, and sociability. Participanticated that they considered traits
referring to morality (honest, sincere, trustwojthg more important indicators of the value
of a group they belonged to than traits indicatimggroup’s competence (competent,
intelligent, skilled) or sociability (likable, warnfriendly). In a second study participants
were assigned to experimental groups of globalletiled perceivers, allegedly on the basis
of their performance on a bogus task that asse¢bs@doerception style. Then, identification
with the ingroup was measured, participants weked$o rate the ingroup on characteristics
relating to morality, sociability, and competenard to provide an overall evaluation of their
group. The results of this study revealed thatekel of identification with the
experimentally created ingroup was uniquely relavegarticipants’ ascription of ingroup
morality. That is, the more they thought their gravas moral, the more participants were
inclined to report that they identified with thisogp. The ascription of competence or
sociability to the ingroup was not related to thedl of ingroup identification participants
reported (Leach et al., 2007; Study 2).

These initial studies were followed up with askestudies examining students from
Leiden University as a natural group. The ingrougiden University students) was
compared with an outgroup consisting of studemshfthe University of Amsterdam (Leach
et al., 2007, Study 3); experimental instructioragrfed the ingroup as relatively successful or
unsuccessful, compared to the outgroup, on vadousains allegedly valued by prospective

employers. Regardless of whether the ingroup wasenmted as relatively successful or
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unsuccessful, the morality of the ingroup emergetha most important determinant of a
positive evaluation of the ingroup.

In a final set of studies (Leach et al., 2007,d&ts 4 and 5) bogus information was
provided to induce high vs. low ingroup moralityg(e the alleged tendency of Leiden
University students to cheat on exams), and thsamassed with information indicating high
vs. low competence (the alleged quality of Magteses of students from Leiden University;
Study 4) or sociability (the alleged tendency ofdeints from Leiden University to behave in
a friendly manner; Study 5). In both studies, piidée ingroup only depended on the
perceived morality of the group (see Table 3). Tisgparticipants who thought students from
their university were more moral than students faiher universities reported more pride in
their group membership than participants who wedetd believe students at their university
were relatively less moral. Importantly, when imf@tion about different dimensions of
group virtue was available, the perceived moralityhe ingroup impacted upon the level of
ingroup pride reported, regardless of the infororaparticipants had received about the
perceived competence (Study 4) or sociability ($tb)dof the ingroup. Likewise, only when
the morality of the ingroup seemed deficient didipgants distance themselves from the
group, by emphasizing intra-group differences ($tidor claiming they were different from
other group members (Study 5; see Table 3). Aganen explicit information about the
group’s morality was available, informing partiaipa that their group was lacking in
competence or sociability did not contribute to txredency to distance the self from the
ingroup.

Further evidence for the link between perceptminsmorality and group identity can
be gathered from research by Barreto et al. (201kf®2gd above, where participants were
asked to indicate their impressions of an ingragulér described as competent, incompetent,
moral, or immoral (in a 2 (dimension) X 2 (valendekign). In a series of studies,

participants indicated that the leader describeidhasoral and the leader described as
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incompetent were equally damaging to the ingroupley rated the immoral leader as
significantly less prototypical of the group th&e incompetent leader. A separate study
replicated this effect and additionally showed tliaen no information about leader morality
was provided, leaders who were described as pmtatlyof the group were seen as more
moral than leaders who were described as atypfaakogroup.

Together, these studies demonstrate that moralé@yprimary source of ingroup
virtue, and suggest that positive evaluations gfaaup in terms of morality can contribute
more to a positive social identity than other disiens of ingroup value — relating for
instance to the group’s competence or sociablioflowing the analysis proposed by
Ellemers and Van den Bos (2012), and in view ofciin@ent goal to understand the relation
between morality and behavioural regulation in gguhis raises the question of how the
morality of the ingroup impacts upon emotional @sges and behavioural intentions of
individual group members

This question was addressed in a series of stbgi®&ambilla, Sacchi, Pagliaro, and
Ellemers (in press). After pretesting stimulus mate for comparability and credibility (to
rule out alternative explanations for effects)i¢talstudent participants were asked to
evaluate a target individual who was presentechasgoup member (someone of Italian
descent) or outgroup member (someone of Indianet)scl o introduce this target
individual, some additional information was prowida the form of a score-card, allegedly
indicating whether the individual had scored higltogv on a series of traits. In the first study
(N = 83), participants only received informatiomhetang to the morality of the target
individual (e.g., honesty, sincerity). In follow-gpudies, additional information was provided
to convey high vs. low competence (e.g., competesiculness; Study 2; N = 165) or
sociability (e.g., warmth, friendliness; Study 3=NL.08), in addition to information
indicating the morality of the target individualul&equently, participants were asked to

indicate whether and how (i.e., in terms of theugrs identity or the group’s safety) they felt
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threatened by the target individual. Finally, pap@ants were invited to indicate their
behavioural intentions to approach (e.g., coopexét® or avoid (e.g., distance themselves
from) the target individual.

The results of all three studies showed convergesglts. The morality of the target
individual significantly affected participants’ esqpences of threat as well as their
behavioural intentions (in Studies 1, 2 and 3), ma@omparable effects were observed as a
result of differences in the competence (StudyrZaaiability (Study 3) of the target.
However, the impact of the target’s morality difdrdepending on whether the target
represented an ingroup or an outgroup member. gmoup target lacking in morality was
experienced primarily as a threat to theageof one’s group, whereas an immoral outgroup
target was seen to represent a threat tedhetyof one’s group. Even though both ingroup
and outgroup targets raised behavioural avoidaaiterr than approach intentions when
lacking in morality, the desire to avoid the targets mediated by the experience of group
image threat in the case of an ingroup target,gngroup safety threat in the case of an
outgroup target.

Prior work on the black sheep effect has also destnated that people tend to
distance themselves from and exclude ingroup mesnkleo fail to meet the group’s norms
or standards (e.g., Marques, Yzerbyt, & Leyens8)98owever, the studies reviewed above
are the first to establish the specific importaatmoral shortcomings (rather than a lack of
competence or sociability) in this context. Addiadly, the studies reviewed here
demonstrate thprocessunderlying group-members’ responses to the maealequacy of an
ingroup target and clarify how this differs fromethresponses to an outgroup target.
Specifically, intentions to avoid morally deficigngroup targets are motivated by the far-
reaching implications of such shortcomings forithageof the group — not because of group
safety concerns. Even though people are equabyylilo avoid an outgroup target that is

lacking in morality, they do so for different reaspas group safety concerns predominate
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and are cause for behavioural avoidance when awteflonvith an immoral outgroup member.

3. MORALITY AND BEHAVIOURAL REGULATION IN GROUPS

So far we have identified the social functions afratity, and have presented
empirical evidence to demonstrate how moral evadoatrelate to people’s individual and
group-based identities. In the remainder of thisticbution we will consider the further
implications of these processes for behaviouralleggpn within groups. We have noted
above that the social identity approach (Tajfel &rer, 1979) clarifies how membership in
social groups can help individuals define who taey, where they belong, and how they
should behave. As a consequence, social groupkelseto affect individual behaviour, not
only because of interdependence and instrumentaitgerns, but primarily for more
abstract meaning-seeking and social-distinctiveressons (Turner, 1991).

Group norms — indicating what the group consideesright and “proper” thing to do
— constitute an important guideline for the behawiof individual group members (Turner,
1991). Consequently, adherence to group norms gdhalip earn respect from other ingroup
members, as it demonstrates one is a “good” groamimer, who is willing to let go of
individual behavioural preferences in order to lvehia ways that are approved by the group
(see for instance, Barreto & Ellemers, 2000). Coselg, the transgression of moral norms
can have severe social implications. In fact, mnoain transgression should be seen as more
socially consequential than the transgression oipaience-based norms (see also
Skowronski & Carlston, 1987). In the next sectiareswill review research examining when
and why this is the case, and explore whethereheéeancy to adhere to morality-based group
norms actually can be explained from social idgrdgncerns.
3.1 Organizational ethics and employee cooper ation

As a first illustration of the implications of madmorm adherence for behavioural

regulation in groups, we examine organizationalalityras a relevant concern in the
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coordination of individual effort in organizationabntexts. Prior efforts to examine how
social identity concerns impact upon behaviourrgjaaizations have revealed thia¢
willingness of individual employees to cooperatéhvadach other and to exert themselves
towards the achievement of organizational goaledép on the extent to which they feel
committed to their work team or organization (Eless) De Gilder, & Van den Heuvel,
1998; Ellemers, De Gilder, & Haslam, 2004; Haslarkl&mers, 2005; 2011). Prior work
has also shown that employees who take pride iorthenization report greater work
satisfaction and organizational commitment. In fuese relations were even observed
among volunteer workers who are not bound to tgameation by instrumental concerns or
contractual obligations (Boezeman & Ellemers, 2001 experimental research reviewed
above suggests that perceiving the organizationaaal may constitute an important source
of organizational pride. As a result, organizatiaivities or practices that attest to the
morality of the organization should elicit positm@rk attitudes that foster cooperative
behaviour and rule compliance among employeeseobthanization. Thus, we reasoned that
the ethical behaviour of the organization (ratlhamntits financial performance or efficiency)
contributes to perceived organizational moralitg @ande, which in turn raise employee
satisfaction, organizational commitment, and coarge. The validity of this reasoning was
tested in a series of studies among different sasnpil employees working in a range of
organizations.

Ellemers, Kingma, Van den Burgt, and Barreto (9CGisked employees in a variety
of work contexts to indicate their evaluations nflattitudes towards their own organization.
This work was done in the context of a broaderaedetradition on organizational
behaviour, in which a social identity approach jdeg added value in understanding the
work attitudes and behaviours of individual emplkes/€e.g., Ashfort & Mael, 1989; Haslam
& Ellemers, 2005; Hogg & Terry 2000). Work in thiessearch tradition tends to address work

satisfaction and commitment to work teams and argdions as relevant outcome variables,
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as these related to the motivated behaviour o¥iddal employees, such as the willingness
to engage in discretionary efforts on behalf ofwleek team or organization (e.g., Ellemers,
2001; Ellemers, De Gilder, & Haslam, 2004; Haslar&lg&mers, 2005).

A first study (Ellemers et al., 2011, Study 1) exaed the relation between perceived
organizational morality on the one hand, and ogtonal commitment and work
satisfaction on the other. Based on Tyler's (19€#)al identity model of cooperation with
the organization, the perceived value of the ogtion was thought to elicit feelings of
organizational pride, which in turn should deterenihe tendency of employees to report
feelings of attachment to the organization in trenf of positive job attitudes such as
satisfaction and commitment. To assess the rgbexfeived organizational morality as a
potential source of group value (Leach et al., 20@8@ addressed a convenience sample
consisting of employees in the Netherlands (N =) 1@8ough a consultancy firm offering
advice for organizations on possible Corporate 8desponsibility activities. Participants
working at five different organizations were askedndicate in an internet questionnaire to
what extent they considered their organizationetbnest, sincere, and trustworthy.
Subsequently, they were asked whether they weredgmwork for their organization, and
indicated their level of affective organizationahemitment and work satisfaction on rating
scales. Structural equation modelling revealeddifédrences in perceived morality of one’s
organization were strongly related to differencesmployee’s attitudinal responses to the
organization. That is, perceived organizationalatty directly related to pride in
organization and — through pride — showed an ictirgation with affective commitment to
the organization and work satisfaction (see Figyrélternative causal order models (e.g.,
in which employee attitudes or pride were exam@e@ossible predictors of perceived
organizational morality) fit the data less well.

A second study (Ellemers et al., 2011; Study 2)ed to uncover potential

antecedents of perceived organizational moralitgragra larger sample of workers in a



Morality and Groups23

specific organization (N = 649). A range of orgaianal activities indicating Corporate
Social Responsibility (CSR; Basu & Palazzo, 200804/ 1991) were listed to assess the
extent to which this organization was perceivedigplay ethical behaviour (e.g., by
refraining from making false promises to customerspe involved with the local
community, or to show concern for the environmé&uich activities have been found to
covary with organizational attractiveness (Schmidibjinger, & Freeman, 2000) and
reputation (Turban & Greening, 1997). Accordindgjlemers et al. (2011, Study 2)
investigated whether perceived engagement of tiy@naration in specific CSR activities
induces perceptions of organizational morality angdacts upon employees’ attitudes
relevant to work motivation. The results of thisdst confirmed that perceived engagement
of the organization in CSR activities contributegperceptions of organizational morality. In
this context, organizational displays of ethicahd&@aour (e.g., towards customers) was more
strongly related to perceived organizational mgyahan community involvement or
environmental awareness. More importantly, peraeganizational morality mediated the
effect of CSR activities on employees’ affectivergnitment to the organization and job
satisfaction - work attitudes that are relevarthtodiscretionary motivation of employees.
A potential drawback of this research was thatctrext of CSR activities —
conveying the interest of the researchers in omgdi@inal moral behaviour — was made
explicit as the focus of the survey. This was het¢ase in another study, which was based
on an ongoing large scale annual survey in a wodewperating financial service
organization (Ellemers & Boezeman, under reviewyoligh secondary analyses of this
survey, Ellemers and Boezeman constructed indieatioperceived competence of the
organization (organizational performance relatwether organizations, and internal
efficiency of the organization) as well as of tlexqeived morality of the organization
(integrity of organizational practices and behavsoof others in the organization). These

were related to measures of work satisfaction ampl@yee compliance: the willingness of
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individual workers to adhere to and enforce ruled @egulations of the organization.

This analysis relied on pre-existing data thatenaallected by the organization to
develop their HR policy — not for scientific reselarHence, the measures that were available
were not ideally suited to assess the theoretmadtcucts or interest. Furthermore, even
though surveys were taken at different pointsnretidifferent numbers and sub-samples of
employees were surveyed each year, making it inigles® trace longitudinal developments
over time. Nevertheless, the same pattern of iesolisistently emerged in responses from
different samples of middle managers in this org@atnon, even though they were working in
a range of job types (operations, information tetbgy, sales), in different parts of the
world and surveyed at different points in time (F&aN=359; Year 2: N=4760; Year 3:
N=7579). Across the board, perceived organizatioraiality had an incremental value in
predicting pride in the organization and employatesaction, above and beyond the impact
of organizational competence. Furthermore, perceorganizational morality emerged as the
only reliable predictor of employee compliance,simg regression weights between .30 and
.45. Here too, reverse causal modelling (in whitipleyee satisfaction or compliance were
examined as potential predictors of perceived argdional morality) fit the data less well.

Thus, the evidence for the importance of mordbtypeople’s social identities
extends beyond experimental findings obtained uadéicially created conditions. Among
different samples of workers working in a largeie®yr of work contexts, perceptions of
organizational morality were found to play a kelenm predicting pride in the organization
and organizational attachment. Moreover, activiied perceptions indicating the morality of
the organization reliably predicted the job attéadf individual employees relevant to work
motivation and work performance. It is importanhtae that organizational morality was the
primary predictor of employees’ job attitudes, @mierged above and beyond the effects of
organizational competence, even in a work contdwrer competence clearly matters.

3.2 Group norms and behavioural choices
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Whereas these studies among employees in differgahizations yield results in line
with our reasoning, the data available to us wereetational, making it difficult to draw
unambiguous conclusions about the causality obbdserved relations. This is why we more
specifically examined the impact of morality onragroup behavioural regulation, in a series
of experiments. In all these experiments we preskparticipants with relevant group norms
conveying approval of specific behaviours. We coragdhe impact of the same group
norms, depending on whether behaviour in line wise norms was said to indicate
superior competence or morality (i.e., someone béftaves in this way is considered
smart/moral by the group). The general aim of tistgdies was to examine whether the
importance of morality for individuals’ collectiwself-concept also implies that they are more
inclined to adhere to group norms when these tefeshared moral judgments.

A first series of studies, conducted with botlifiarélly created and natural groups
(Ellemers, Pagliaro, Barreto, & Leach, 2008), exadithe role of moral group norms on the
behaviour of individual group members (in this ¢dke willingness to work at group —
instead of individual — status improvement). Inyooes work on the influence of group
norms on group members’ behaviour, individuals wengally led to believe that a general
norm established which behaviour was valued byrajheup members (e.g., Barreto &
Ellemers, 2000; Jetten, Postmes & McAuliffe, 200 Auliffe, Jetten, Hornsey, & Hogg,
2003). This series of studies adapted the procestn@oyed by Barreto and Ellemers (2000)
to manipulate group norms — i.e., providing bogexdback on the right way to behave,
allegedly derived from a previously interviewed gdanof ingroup members — by
additionally specifying whether the normative babavwas seen by the group as attesting to
the individual’s morality or to the competence foé individual. That is, a comparison was
made between morality-based group norms — suggesiat individuals should behave in a
given way because it is the moral thing to do -hwidmpetence-based group norms —

suggesting that individuals should behave in argivay because it is the smart thing to do.
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Thus, participants were presented with group natefmed in terms of morality or
competence considerations, to examine the diffedesffectiveness of these two types of
norms, while the behaviour approved by these noemsined the same. The central
prediction tested in this series of studies wasni@ality norms should have a greater
impact on individual behavioural choices than cotepee norms. In this case, the focal
behavioural choice was whether members of a lowusigroup decided to pursue individual
or group status improvement, depending on the mvascribed by other group members.
The specific group norm was manipulated by mearsgtis feedback in which the focus of
the normative behaviour was counterbalanced. Bhatairticipants were led to believe that
their fellow in-group members considered individaafroup status improvement as
desirable, either because it is the moral or tmepedent thing to do. The primacy of morality
over competence norms was not only investigateaisbgssing the extent to which people
adapt their behaviour to these norms, but alsesbgssing how much time group members
take to decide how to behave. If moral norms ctutstisuch a powerful guideline for
individual behaviour, then norms referring to mqualgments (rather than competence
judgments) should more quickly and easily resoieedilemma members of low-status
groups face when deciding between individual amadigistatus improvement.

A first study in this series (Ellemers et al., 2088dy 1, N = 89) tested participants
in a laboratory situation, where they were workamga personal computer. Their responses
were obtained after orthogonally manipulating weetiroup norms referred to competence
or morality judgments, and whether these suggeahktadyroup or individual status
improvement was favoured by the group. Particpanthis study were divided into groups,
by means of a bogus “associative thinking” taskq§)e, Spears, & Koomen, 1995; see also,
Barreto & Ellemers, 2000). Then they performedaugrtask, after which low group status
was induced based on false task performance fekd8absequently, participants were told

that a second task would follow to investigate hogividual and group performance could
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be optimized. This task consisted of a series gawizational problems. However, on each
trial participants had to decide whether they wadntebe tested individually or with their
group. It was stressed that participants couldeeitlecide to contribute to their individual
self-improvement (by deciding to be tested indiwillly) or to the improvement of the group
(by deciding to be tested as a group).

In-group norms were induced by informing particitsamow their fellow in-group
members evaluated those who pursue individualresipystatus improvement. In the
morality norm condition, in-group members were gaidvaluate one strategy of status
improvement as more moral and the other stratedgsasnoral. In the competence norm
condition, in-group members were said to evaluatesirategy of status improvement as
more “smart” and the other as more “stupid.” Thartipipants’ decisions to adopt a strategy
of (individual vs. group) status improvement wessessed, and the decision latencies were
monitored to be able to examine the time neede@tale whether or not follow the group
norm.

Results of this first study revealed that partiogsavere more likely to go along with
the norm to pursue group status improvement whismtirm was described in terms of
morality rather than competence (see Table 4).grbater impact of morality rather than
competence norms was also evident from participaggponse latencies. As hypothesised
participants took less time to decide on a stratdgtatus improvement when this was
advocated by a morality norm rather than a competeorm. They quickly decided to
follow the moral group norm, even when the strategscribed by the norm was in conflict
with personal gains. This was different in the cetepce norm condition, where participants
showed evidence of a decision delay (indicating@sional dilemma) when the norm
advocating group status improvement was in conwdhktpersonal gains.

A subsequent study (Ellemers et al., 2008, Study 2,123) was designed to more

directly compare the relative impact of morality gsmpetence norms against each other.
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Whereas participants in Study 1 either receivedrmétion about what the group considered
moral or about what the group considered compeieititjs second study participants were
simultaneously provided with information about greup’s evaluation of different status
improvement strategidsothin terms of morality and competence. Thus, in scorelitions
the group approved of a particular strategy asgoeath moral and competent, and
disapproved the opposing strategy as being imnaorélincompetent (while
counterbalancing the content of approved behawasureing either individual or collective
status improvement). In other conditions, the mgraind competence norms diverged in
advocating opposite strategies for status improveifeeg., when the group considered
individual status improvement to be smart but imahofThis created a trade-off in which the
decision to follow a particular strategy - becamiseas approved by the group as being moral
— would at the same time imply going against whatgroup considered competent, or vice
versa. If it is true that moral judgments represkatmost powerful guideline for intragroup
behavioural regulation, participants should follihe@ moral norm even when this decision
implies that they will be considered less compebsntheir group.

Results of this second study again showed thatlmorans have a greater impact on
the behaviour of individual group members than cetapce norms. Even though both types
of norms influenced the behavioural decisions gnmgmbers made, the effect of the moral
norm was much stronger (partial eta squared =th#0) the effect of the competence norm
(partial eta squared = .04). Moreover, participatesision latencies indicated that morality
norms provoke less of a decisional dilemma thanpsiance norms, in that participants
quickly decided to go along with the moral norngaelless of how this would reflect on
their perceived competence. This further confirrtied people attach more importance to
morality norms than to competence norms in makigtgglvioural choices.

Results of a third study in this series (Ellenetral., 2008; Study 3, N = 100), further

confirmed these findings with a different methodplpexamining members of a natural
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group namely inhabitants of Southern Italy. Throagteper-and-pencil procedure, a sample
of Southern Italians was asked to anonymously ceta@ questionnaire regarding
employment in the South of Italy. Low ingroup statuas induced by informing participants
that a previous survey conducted by the Nationstitlite for Statistics — comparing
employment opportunities in different areas ofyitalhad demonstrated that the economic
situation was relatively unfavourable in the Soofthtaly. Subsequently, participants were
informed that this prior survey had focused on tifterent ways in which people may deal
with this difference in opportunities, namely bygraving their personal position or by
aiming to redress the disadvantageous employmediiteans in the South more generally.
Different group norms were then induced by indiogthow other inhabitants from the South
of Italy had evaluated these different strategies prior survey, in terms of morality and
competence. For instance, participants were infdrthat personal position improvement
was considered as smart, but also as immoralcerwarsa. Results of this study again
confirmed that only the moral norm provided by tjneup affected participants’ choice of
strategy, while evaluating a particular behaviaaibaing competent or incompetent had no
significant effect on participants’ preferencesdoe strategy or the other.
3.3 Moral norm adherence and intragroup respect

The studies reviewed in the previous section ekpior research that showed that
moral judgments can be more important than competeatings in the evaluation ofhers
(e.g., Skowronski & Carlston, 1987), by showingtttpeoup members are more willing to
comply with moral group norms than with norms otiise framed. This suggests that it is
also important for theelfto be seen as moral by other members of an inpgibthis is
indeed the case, adhering to moral norms shoutbsidered the best way to be a "good”
group member, as a way to ensure individual inolusind centrality in the group. The
validity of this reasoning was examined in a seofestudies asking participants to indicate

how they experienced being evaluated by other gnoembers, depending on whether these
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evaluations referred to their competence or theiratity (Pagliaro, Ellemers, Barreto, & Di
Cesare, in preparation). In these studies we gsagtipants to consider how other members
of their group would think of them if they wered@play moral or immoral behaviour
(indicating honesty, sincerity or trustworthiness)f they were to behave in ways indicating
their (lack of) competence, intelligence or skill.

The first study in this series (Study 1, N = 126jed research participants to indicate
for different evaluative judgments how pervasiveyticonsidered these to be, and to what
extent each of these judgments would predict thpeet received from other ingroup
members. Results revealed that people consider exahuations by other ingroup members
as more pervasive and as more consequential f@amtio@int of respect they expect to receive
from the ingroup. The second study (Study 2, N €)28plicated these results and
additionally revealed that participants thought ttiaplays of immoral behaviour would be
more consequential for their long term image ingheup than displays of incompetent
behaviour. A third study (Study 3a, N = 138) furthevealed that participants were prepared
to engage in more effort to repair and justify theimoral (compared to their moral)
behaviour towards their own group of friends, wiilégments of their incompetent vs.
competent behaviours did not yield differentialaegtion efforts. A fourth study (Study 3b,

N = 99) demonstrated that there was no similarenad of increased motivation to repair
and justify immoral behaviour when this behavio@swebserved and evaluated by others
outside the group of friends, who were not congdeself-relevant.

A further study (Study 4, N = 156), crossed thesmaé of ingroup judgments with the
dimensions on which these judgments were made.tithés participants were asked to
indicate how they would respond if their closeride would evaluate them positively or
negatively in terms of their morality or competenResults of this study again confirmed
that moral judgments were seen as more pervasavredbmpetence judgments. Furthermore,

even though participants anticipated receiving nmespect from the ingroup after a positive
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than after a negative evaluation, this effect wasenpronounced for judgments pertaining to
their morality than for judgments of their competenDue to the greater perceived
pervasiveness, participants subsequently indicatgeater willingness to invest effort to
justify and repair their behaviour when they hadrbevaluated in terms of morality rather
than competence. A final study (Study 5, N = 32d)Her corroborated these effects, and
additionally revealed that the anticipated leveindfa-group respect relates to stress and
coping appraisals which in turn explain the willegs of individuals to engage in attempts to
repair their image as a moral group member. Thatesfound that a negative moral
evaluation stemming from the ingroup lowers theel@f anticipated ingroup respect. A
series of mediation analyses subsequently shoveecgsha consequence of this, individuals
report experiencing higher levels of situation-redbstress and at the same time indicate
perceiving their abilities to cope with the sitaatito be decreased. Both the enhanced stress
and the reduced coping appraisals in turn predittedndividual’s increased willingness to
invest effort to justify and repair their behaviour

Together these studies indicate that people ateplarly concerned about appearing
moral to other ingroup members, and are motivatdzehave in ways that secure their
standing in the group as a moral group memben, Ifreen this should have implications for
the extent to which individuals adhere to groupnm®ras a function of whether or not these
are perceived to be diagnostic of morality. Witgmoups, the pressure to be moral should be
greater than the pressure to be competent, bettaisadorsement of diverging moral values
in the group is experienced as more problematigifoups than diversity in competencies
(Kouzakova, Ellemers, Harinck, & Scheepers, in xebhis is due to the fact that moral
issues tend to be seen as self-identifying, andnegotiable (Fiske & Tetlock, 1997),
causing lack of tolerance for those who adherefterdnt moral values (Skitka, Bauman, &
Sargis, 2005; Turiel, 1983). Accordingly, interpmral differences in moral values have been

found to reduce the desire for social interactidaidlt, Rosenberg, & Hom, 2003; Wainryb,
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Shaw, Laupa, & Smith, 2001). As a result, devidnos moral values endorsed by the
ingroup should be problematic for individual grampmbers, who run the risk of
jeopardizing their inclusion in the group. Convéyseompliance with shared moral values
communicates that the individual is motivated tarfiand respects the behavioural
guidelines proposed by other ingroup members (Elsm& Jetten, 2013). As a result, group
members should anticipate that enacting moral npnmades a way to earn respect and
acceptance from other ingroup members, while bavware that they might elicit social
sanctions, in the forms of ridicule or ostracismewlthey transgress these norms (Fry, 2006;
Sleebos, Ellemers, & de Gilder, 2006; Smith & TylE997; Tyler & Lind, 1992; see also
Tafarodi & Milne, 2002).

This prior work led to the prediction that the etfef moral norms on the behaviour
of individual group members is driven by the nottbat this has more profound social
identity implications than adherence to competararens (Pagliaro et al., 2011; see also
Rodriguez Mosquera et al., 2002; Schwartz, 1992p $tudies were conducted to test these
predictions. Both were carried out among inhabgarfitSouthern Italy, and followed a design
similar to the study by Ellemers et al. (2008, $t@d The first study (Pagliaro et al., 2011,
Study 1, N = 82) aimed to compare the effects ofatity vs. competence based group norms
on the behaviour of individual group members. Agagrticipants were first informed about
the low status of their ingroup compared to inkeit#g of Northern Italy, and provided with
bogus results from a prior survey allegedly conmgynorality and competence based group
norms. However, this time participants were askeiddicate how they anticipatedher
members of their groufp respond when they opted for the normative dganter-normative)
strategy, that is, when they behaved in line wittatithe group norm advocated. Specifically,
participants estimated whether (counter-) normatefeaviours would earn them respect
from other ingroup members in terms of being ineldidnd valued as a group member

(Sleebos et al., 2006; Smith & Tyler, 1997; Tyletd, 1992). Then, participants indicated
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their willingness to invest effort in different ategies (i.e., individual and group status
improvement strategies) that had allegedly beesdras normative or counter-normative by
other members of their group.

Results of this study revealed that participam#lingness to invest in a particular
strategy only depended on whether or not it wasrdesd as the group’s moral norm (see
Table 5). This was regardless of the specific statyprovement strategy that was advocated
by the group (individual or collective status impement), and emerged on a variety
measures that were used to assess their behaviwefatences. Furthermore, this effect of
moral norms on the behaviour of individual groupnmbers’ behaviour was mediated by
anticipated ingroup respect (see Figure 2). Thdidth when the group norm prescribed
individual status improvement and when the nornsquibed collective status improvement,
participants anticipated being more included andewalued as a group member when
opting for the strategy that was considered moyadther ingroup members, and this
anticipation in turn determined their behavioutaices. This is in line with our reasoning
that people attach more importance to moral ratier competence group norms due to the
special role of morality for people’s social id¢ies. The effectiveness of moral norms
regardless of the strategy these prescribed allomthe exclusion of alternative explanations
in terms of intra-group interdependence or instnt@éy of cooperative behaviour in
groups. Indeed, the fact that participants alsot\amng with moral group norms that
advocated individualistic behaviour indicates thath norms have a specific identity-
defining function for the group and its membersheathan just constituting a tool to
suppress selfish behaviour.

A second study using this paradigm was conductguidvide further evidence that
the tendency to behave in line with moral normsi@tt stems from group-based social
identities, instead of reflecting a more generisidefor (moral) social approval (Pagliaro et

al., 2011, Study 2, N = 69). This study compareddfiect of moral norms stemming from
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the ingroup with those stemming from a higher stawtgroup. Thus, a sample of Southern
Italians were simultaneously presented with infaramaallegedly conveying ingroup (South
of Italy) as well as outgroup (North of Italy) nasnwith both groups either advocating the
same strategy or ingroup and outgroup norms stafpgsing preferences, depending on
experimental conditions. Again anticipated ingroegpect and participants’ own choice of a
strategy to improve their social standing were ss=g.

The results from this study revealed that thesdeeifactor in the effectiveness of
moral norms is the consensus within itgroup about what is morally appropriate. That is,
participants in this study responded to ingroupm®in the same way as in Study 1. Again,
moral ingroup norms influenced group members’ b&haal choices because participants
saw this as a way to earn respect from other irgroembers. However, no comparable
effects were observed when identical moral norm&wemmunicated by the outgroup. This
further illustrates that the tendency to follow @anorms relates to participants’ social
identity concerns, rather than reflecting a moneegal desire to be positively evaluated in
moral domains, and underlines the significanceistfrett group identities and the importance

of ingroup respect in this process.

4. CONCLUSION AND FUTURE DIRECTIONS

In this review we have considered the implicatiohmoral judgments within groups
for the behavioural regulation of individual grooqgmbers. This complements existing
approaches that either address individual-leveltmdgcision making, or consider how
people respond when they are asked to considgrogability that their group has behaved
immorally. The social identity approach we havepmsed here makes clear that — in addition
to generic and universal moral norms — specifi@bvedural guidelines may be elevated to the
level of moral group standards that come to detfiow the group is different from other

groups, and prescribe what is the ‘right’ way fooup members to behave. In support of this
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analysis, we have reviewed results from a recesdram of research, revealing the
importance of morality for group identification apdde, which in turn impacts on the
willingness of individual group members to adherenoral group norms.

When considering the social implications of moyae highlighted how morality is
identity defining(Ellemers & Van den Bos, 2012). People prefedemtify with moral (vs.
competent or sociable) groups, and they are manedaio belong to such groups (Leach et
al., 2007). This is also the case in organizatiaoakexts where perceptions of organizational
morality elicit pride in the organization which, tearn, determine organizational commitment
and employee work satisfaction (Ellemers et all,120Accordingly, the perceived morality
of an organization is more important than its pex competence in predicting the
likelihood that individual employees display joliistaction and are willing to comply with
organizational rules and regulations (Ellemers &Baman, under review). Given that group
leaders are preferred when they embody core gralyes (Haslam, Reicher, & Platow,
2011), leadership endorsement also relies on peddéeader morality, and more so than on
perceived leader competence. In addition, when teambers believe their leader is
prototypical of the group, they assume the leaslenaral, rather than immoral,
demonstrating the close relation between percdaeadlr morality and prototypicality
(Barreto et al., 2012).

These results demonstrate the fundamental rateoodlity in defining who we are
and where we belong. The more individuals psychobiky identify with and value the
ingroup, the more they should be motivated to stiwy are “good” group members. As a
consequence, since morality is central to grouissntt identity, an important way to
acquire respect within the group is to behavenmaaner that the ingroup defines as morally
right. Further consideration of thgsoup dynamidunction of morality allows for the
examination of the role of morality on the intradgp regulation processes as a source of

group influence which affects behavioural regulatrathin groups (see also Aquino & Reed,
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2002). In line with the reasoning we propose, teearch discussed in this review
consistently shows that people are particularlyceomed about the group’s evaluation of
their morality rather than about the group’s evatres of their competence and are more
motivated to behave in ways that demonstrate themality to the ingroup (Pagliaro et al., in
preparation). As a result of this process, indigidgroup members are more likely to adhere
to group norms when such norms are seen to coeeybral (vs. competence) evaluations
of other ingroup members (Ellemers et al., 2008jliBa et al., 2011). The effect of moral
norms on individuals’ behaviour is guided by thé@pation that pro-normative behaviour
allows individuals to earn respect from other ingranembers (Pagliaro et al., 2011). An
important consequence of this process is thattipact of moral group norms occurs
regardless of the specific (e.g., individualists gollectivistic) behaviour prescribed by the
norm. This allows us to understand that people siome persist in behaving in ways that
may be considered as immoral, due to group presasriong as the moral norms of the
group condone or prescribe such behaviour indivgdwil be motivated to display acts that
can earn them respect as a ‘good’ and ‘proper’ graamber. In this context, it is also
noteworthy that individuals do not adapt their bebtaral choices to moral norms when these
are conveyed by others who are not seen as relavém self (e.g. outgroup members). This
last result reminds us that there is scope in gbaygpnd a theorization of morality as a
generic tendency to suppress selfish behavioueddgit highlights the added value of
considering the group-dynamic and social identitplications of group-specific moral
judgments that help understand the role of moraliy moral judgments for the regulation of
individual behaviour in group contexts.

This approach to morality emphasizing intra-grdypamics aims at complementing
previous understandings of morality, as well asingi new and intriguing questions.
Considering specific social-regulatory functionsyadrality seems an important starting point

to develop new directions for future research.ikRstance, now that we have determined that
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morality helps individuals to define who they areldhe groups or organizations they want

to belong to, it would be interesting to investe#ie reverse process. That is, future research
might reveal specific circumstances under whiclviddals are prone to define themselves

in terms of shared moral values, and examine hey tespond to other ingroup or outgroup
members who either challenge or validate their titgrdoreover, given the centrality of
morality for people’s sense of self and social tdgnit would be of interest to investigate
whether and how people invoke claims of superigranp morality as a collective strategy to
improve or maintain a positive social identity.

Further consideration of the group-dynamic funtid moral judgments also raises
additional questions of interest. For instancegéms useful to reconsider some well-
established phenomena in the light of the recanirigs reviewed here. Although there is
abundant evidence in the literature attesting éanfipact of social norms on individual
behavioural choices, we have shown in this revieat adherence to norms that have
implications for one’s perceived morality is mom@mounced than adherence to norms that
are consequential for one’s perceived competenceldthe dimension of evaluation also
moderate the management of deviance either byrfgetpoup members improve their
behaviour or by excluding them from the group? present work suggests that counter-
normative behaviour should elicit more severe sanstwhen this implies a moral violation.
Thus, future research might establish whether aadéingroup member would be more
likely to be punished whether he/she transgressesral dictate than when a different type
of transgression takes place. However, it may laésthat the perceived severity of the
transgression in itself is already stronger whercdurs in a domain defined as moral. These
and related questions might be pursued in futseareh.

In sum, additional questions remain, and futuseaech can further advance our
comprehension of the dynamics of morality. Nevdebs the present review convincingly

shows that considering the role of intra-group ayita and group-based identities
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contributes to a better understanding of the ingym¢ of moral judgments. Indeed,
considering morality in terms of its social functs instead of focusing exclusively on the
implications of specific moral guidelines for indiuwal decision making, provides a new and

exciting perspective on this important area of aese.
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Table 1: School teachers’ mean emotional respaarsg®ehavioral approach intentions
towards a new principal described in terms of mtyréhigh vs. low) and competence (high

vs. low). Standard deviations are provided withiadkets (Pagliaro et al., in press; N = 79)

Emotional Responses Cooperatiteniions
Morality
High 5.84 (0.87) 5.29 (1.17)
Low 4.30 (1.33) 3.60 (1.34)

Note 0 (not at all) — 7 (very much).

(Source: Pagliaro, S., Brambilla, M., Sacchi, SArigelo, M., & Ellemers, N. (in press).
Initial impressions determine behaviours: Moraptedicts the willingness to help
newcomers. Journal of Business Ethics. DOI: 10.11@551-012-1508-y. Reprinted with

permission from Springer Science+Business Media)B.V
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Table 2: Implicit bias (IAT D-scores) towards womeith or without headscarves,
depending on whether the IAT is presented as itidig@articipant’s morality or
competence. Lower D-scores indicate less implieis bStandard deviations are
provided within brackets (adapted from Van NunspegtEllemers, N., Derks, B., &
Nieuwenhuis, S. (in press). Moral concerns incredisstion and response
monitoring during IAT performance: ERP eviden8ecial, Cognitive and Affective

Neurosciencedoi: 10.1093/scan/nss118).

Study 1 (N = 66) Study 2 (N9 44

Test of morality 13 (.43) .13 (040

Test of competence .34 (.36) (.38)
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Table 3: Group pride and perceived ingroup varnghieported by students of Leiden
University as a function of manipulations of theraly (high vs. low) and
competence (high vs. low) of the university (StddyN = 96), or the morality (high
vs. low) and sociability (high vs. low) of the uergity (Study 5; N = 87). Standard
deviations are provided within brackets (Adaptexnhfr Leach, C. W., Ellemers, N., &
Barreto, M. (2007). Group virtue: The importancerairality (vs. competence and
sociability) in the positive evaluation of in-graidournal of Personality and Social

Psychology93, 234-249).

Group Pride Ingroup Variability
Study 4
Morality High 4.76 (1.18) 3.85 (9)2
Low 4.39 (1.15) 3.52 (1.49)
Study 5 Group Pride Similarity of self to ingm
Morality High 5.16 (0.80) 4.34 (1)3
Low 4.73 (0.86) 3.85 (1.44)

Note 0 (not at all) — 7 (very much).
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Table 4: Choice of status improvement strategiesvior group vs. self) and decision
latencies as function of ingroup norms labelingugrstatus improvement as moral vs.
competent (Study 1; N = 89); and as a function ofahnorms (moral approval vs.
disapproval) compared to competence norms (comgeigpproval vs. disapproval)
in experimental (Study 2; N = 123) and natural ¢§t8; N = 100) groups. Standard
deviations are provided within brackets (Adaptexair Ellemers, N., Pagliaro, S.,
Barreto, M., & Leach, C.W. (2008). Is it bettertd® moral than smart? The effects of
morality and competence norms on the decision td&bgroup status improvement.

Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, $397-1410).

Study 1 Choice to work for grotip  Response Latency (in sec)
Moral Norm 3.71 (1.31) 4.22 (1.96)
Competence Norm 2.45 (1.95) 5.165p.7

Study 2 Choice to work for grofip Response Latency (in sec)

Approval Disapproval Approval Disapproval
Moral Norm 3.28 (1.40) 1.13 (0.67) 3.88@®.8 4.05(1.83)

Competence Norm  2.50 (1.70) 1.96 (1.63) 4.07 (1.74) 3.87 (1.96)

Study 3 Choice to work for grofip

Approval Disapproval

Moral Norm 6.76 (1.71) 5.89 (2.39)

Competence Norm  6.02 (2.22) 6.61 (2.00)

Note 20 (always individual status improvement) — 5 (al&gyoup status improvement).

PO (absolutely not) — 5 (absolutely).
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Table 5: Norm adherence and anticipated ingroupeictsas a function of ingroup norms
conveying moral approval vs. disapproval compaoecbimpetence approval vs. disapproval
(Study 1; N = 82), or compared to outgroup nornascating moral approval vs. disapproval

(Study 2; N = 69). Standard deviations are provig@tin brackets (Pagliaro et al., 2011).

Study 1 Ingroup Norm
Moral Approval Moral Disapproval
Norm Adherence 6.98 (1.59) 4349)
Anticipated Ingroup Respect 6.05 (2.17) 3.29 (1.81)
Study 2
Norm Adherence 7.46 (1.06) q1.26)
Anticipated Ingroup Respect 6.98 (1.39) 2.71 (1.12)

Note 1 (absolutely not) — 9 (absolutely).

(Source: Pagliaro, S., Ellemers, N., & Barreto,(R11). Sharing moral values: Anticipated
in-group respect as a determinant of adherencetality-based (but not competence-based)
group norms. Personality and Social Psychologyeiall 37, 1117-1129. by <<SAGE
Publications Ltd.>>/<<SAGE Publications, Inc.>>] Aghts reserved. © 2011)
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Figure 1.The effect of perceived organizational moralityptigh pride in the organization,
on affective commitment and work satisfaction ajamizational employees. Results of

Structural Equation Modeling (Ellemers et al., 203fudy 1; N = 126)

Affective
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Commitment

Perceived T 4xx* Pride in
Organizational Organization

Morality Work
Satisfaction

v

. 88***

Note: ***p < .001 (Fit indicesy” = 80.67N = 126, df = 41; NNFI = .95; CF| = 96; RMSEA
=.09; AIC =-1.34))

(Reprinted from: Journal of Organizational Moray&twlogy, 1. Corporate Social
Responsibility as a source of organizational mtyraéimployee commitment and satisfaction,
97-124; copyright (2011). Ellemers, N., Kingma, {an den Burgt, J., & Barreto, M.)
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Figure 2.Anticipated Ingroup Respect mediates the effechofal ingroup norms on
willingness to invest ingollectiveandindividual) strategies for status improvement (Pagliaro

et al., 2011, Study 1; N = 82).
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(Source: Pagliaro, S., Ellemers, N., & Barreto,(R011). Sharing moral values: Anticipated
in-group respect as a determinant of adherenceotality-based (but not competence-based)
group norms. Personality and Social Psychologydsinll 37, 1117-1129. by <<SAGE
Publications Ltd.>>/<<SAGE Publications, Inc.>>] Aghts reserved. © 2011)



