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Summary of the present work

Crimes perpetrated by migrants and asylum seekers in different European cities
sparked debates about the integration of citizens and refugees from predominantly Muslim
countries. Media analyses demonstrate that perpetrators’ religion or cultural background
are often connected with the deviant acts. However, people punish a deviant ingroup
member more harshly compared to an outgroup counterpart for maintaining the positivity
of the ingroup, thus expressing the so-called black sheep effect.

Considering both the literature on the black sheep effect and the stereotypes towards
Muslims as stigmatized outgroup, we tested several characteristics affecting the evaluation
of ingroup deviance relying on the coping with ingroup deviance model and beyond. More
importantly, we provide empirical tests and results beyond the coping with deviance model,
while taking into account victim’s ethnicity as well as group characteristics, and shed light
on differential patterns on not only individual deviance level but on cultural level.

We provided participants with alleged newspaper articles and asked them to evaluate
perpetrators, victims and their cultures depending on the specific Experiment. Across eight
experiments (three pre-registered experiments) with a total of N = 4642 participants
(analyses sample), we operationalized designs which were complementing each other while
examining the robustness of the observed patterns.

The first empirical contribution of the present dissertation examined whether German
participants rely on (non)stereotypic information categories as interesting information
sources to know further about. In line with the biased media representation of foreign
perpetrators, participants indicated higher interest towards stereotypic information
categories (e.g., religious affiliation, ethnic background) in face of an outgroup than an
ingroup (German) perpetrator.

As part of the second contribution, we examined the impact of guilt certainty, crime
type, and infrahumanization on perpetrator and victim blaming. We observed an interesting
shift of blame: the victim was judged more harshly when the perpetrator stemmed from the
outgroup. We partly observed the black sheep effect which was independent of guilt
certainty. Perpetrators of sexual violence received harsher judgments than perpetrators of
property crime. We further expected increased perceptions of humanness (less
infrahumanization of the outgroup) coming along with equal judgments of in- and outgroup
perpetrators or even outgroup discrimination. This prediction was not confirmed, however,
we observed valence differences which were not predicted based on the infrahumanization

theory. We further replicated the pattern of manuscript one: participants indicated higher
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interest towards stereotypic information categories in face of an outgroup than ingroup
perpetrator.

The third contribution of the present dissertation examined more in depth the shift of
blame from the outgroup perpetrator to the ingroup perpetrator and ingroup victim in the
context of sexual violence. We further used the dimensions of the stereotype content model
for describing the perpetrator further beyond manipulating his ethnicity. We observed the
expected black sheep effect. In addition, we observed that warm and competent perpetrators
were exonerated compared to their cold and incompetent counterparts. Again, participants
judged the victim more harshly when the perpetrator stemmed from the outgroup.
Manipulating the victim’s ethnicity indicated the same pattern: ingroup victim blaming
when the perpetrator stemmed from the outgroup. Further, the ingroup victim was judged
more harshly compared to the outgroup victim. More importantly, besides the judgments
of individual level, here we examined attributions of blame towards the culture of the
perpetrators and victims. Participants perceived the outgroup culture as more responsible
for the deviant act than the ingroup culture.

As part of the fourth contribution of the present dissertation, we examined the
protection of the ingroup on individual level (black sheep effect) and on cultural terms
(exoneration of the ingroup culture). In addition, we tested whether these would be affected
by the mere presence of the outgroup (priming), the intergroup context and the degree of
the ingroup’s entitativity (high vs. low). We observed robust effects on culture blaming:
the ingroup culture was treated more leniently than the outgroup culture. In two out of three
experiments, we observed the black sheep effect on individual level which was specifically
prevalent when the intergroup context was salient. Priming and ingroup entitativity did not
affect the judgments.

The present dissertation hints to a shift of blame on individual level from the outgroup
perpetrator to the ingroup victim and ingroup perpetrator. However, while one outgroup
individual is not judged more harshly the outgroup culture is at stake. This is to the best of
our knowledge the first empirical work hinting to ingroup favoritism on both individual
and cultural level which may translate to the derogation of the outgroup as a whole. In sum,
we recommend differentiating on attributional levels (individual and culture) as the
discrepancies observed (individual: ingroup perpetrator > outgroup perpetrator, cultural:
outgroup > ingroup) have remained hidden in case of examining the judgments only on
individual level. Future work may benefit from investigating further the loss of

individuality of outgroup deviant members who represent a homogenous culture.
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German summary of the present work: Zusammenfassung der vorliegenden Arbeit

Verbrechen, die von Migranten und Asylsuchenden in verschiedenen europdischen
Stddten begangen wurden, losten Debatten (ber die Integration von Birgern und
Gefllchteten, Gberwiegend aus muslimischen Léndern, aus. Medienanalysen zeigen, dass
die religiose oder kulturelle Herkunft der Tater haufig mit den devianten Taten in
Verbindung  gebracht  wird.  Allerdings  beurteilen  Menschen  deviante
Eigengruppenmitglieder extremer als vergleichbare Fremdgruppenmitglieder, um so die
Positivitat der Eigengruppe aufrechtzuerhalten. Dies wird als der sogenannte black sheep
effect bezeichnet.

Angesichts der black sheep effect Literatur sowie der Stereotype gegentiber Muslimen
als stigmatisierter Fremdgruppe haben wir zahlreiche Charakteristika, die die Beurteilung
von devianten Eigengruppenmitgliedern beeinflussen, manipuliert. Hierbei basiert die
vorliegende Arbeit auf dem Modell der coping with ingroup deviance. Wir legen
empirische Uberpriifungen vor, die iiber das genannte Modell hinausgehen, indem wir die
Ethnie der Betroffenen sowie Gruppen-Charakteristika berlicksichtigen. Dartiber hinaus
beleuchten wir unterschiedliche Muster, nicht nur auf der individuellen, sondern auch auf
der kulturellen Beurteilungsebene.

Wir haben den Versuchspersonen vermeintliche Zeitungsartikel préasentiert und sie
gebeten, Tater, Betroffene und ihre Kulturen (je nach Experiment) zu bewerten. In acht
Experimenten (drei pra-registrierte Experimente) mit insgesamt N = 4642
Versuchspersonen, die in die Analyse eingingen, haben wir einander ergdnzende Designs
operationalisiert, die das Testen der Robustheit der bereits beobachteten Muster erméglicht
haben.

Der erste empirische Beitrag der vorliegenden Dissertation untersuchte, ob sich
deutsche Versuchspersonen auf (nicht-)stereotype Informationskategorien als interessante
Informationsquellen verlassen, wenn sie weitere Informationen (ber einen Tater erhalten
madchten. Im Einklang mit der medialen Darstellung ausléandischer Tater gaben die
Versuchspersonen bei einem Fremdgruppentéter ein groReres Interesse an stereotypen
Informationskategorien (z. B. Religionszugehorigkeit, ethnische Herkunft) an als bei einem
Eigengruppentéter (Deutscher).

Im zweiten Beitrag untersuchten wir den Einfluss von Schuldwahrscheinlichkeit,
Straftat und Infrahumanisierung auf Téater- und Betroffenenurteile. Wir beobachteten eine
interessante Verlagerung der Schuldzuweisung: Die Betroffene wurde starker beschuldigt,

wenn der Tater von der Fremdgruppe entstammte. Teilweise beobachteten wir den black
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sheep effect, welcher unabhéngig von der Schuldwahrscheinlichkeit war. Tater sexueller
Gewalt wurden starker verurteilt als Tater, die einen Diebstahl begangen hatten. Weiterhin
erwarteten wir, dass eine zunehmende Wahrnehmung der Humanisierung der Fremdgruppe
(weniger Infrahumanisierung der Fremdgruppe) zu einer gleichen Beurteilung von Eigen-
und Fremdgruppentater bzw. einer starkeren Verurteilung des Fremdgruppentéters fihren
sollte. Diese Vorhersage konnte nicht bestdtigt werden, allerdings beobachteten wir
Valenzunterschiede, die auf Basis der Infrahumanisierungstheorie nicht vorhersagbar
waren. Weiterhin replizierten wir das Muster von Manuskript 1: Versuchspersonen zeigten
mehr Interesse gegenliber stereotypen Informationskategorien im Falle eines
Fremdgruppentéters als im Falle eines Eigengruppentaters.

Der dritte Beitrag der vorliegenden Dissertation befasste sich eingehender mit der
Schuldverschiebung  vom  Fremdgruppentater ~ zum  Eigengruppentiter — und
Eigengruppenbetroffenen im Kontext sexueller Gewalt. Wir haben die beiden
Dimensionen des Stereotype Content Model verwendet, um den Tater Uber die
Manipulation seiner ethnischen Zugehdrigkeit hinaus zu beschreiben. Es liel? sich der black
sheep effect finden. Dartber hinaus haben wir beobachtet, dass warm und kompetent
beschriebene im Vergleich zu als kalt und inkompetent beschriebenen Téatern entlastet
wurden. Auch hier verurteilten die Versuchspersonen die Betroffene starker, wenn der
Tater von der Fremdgruppe stammte. Die Manipulation der ethnischen Zugehdrigkeit der
Betroffenen  zeigte das gleiche  Muster: eine  stirkere  Eigengruppen-
Betroffenenverurteilung, wenn der Tater von der Fremdgruppe stammte. Dariiber hinaus
wurde die Betroffene der Eigengruppe im Vergleich zu der Betroffenen der Fremdgruppe
starker verurteilt. Wichtiger noch, neben den Urteilen auf individueller Ebene, untersuchten
wir hier Schuldzuschreibungen beziiglich der Kultur der Tater und der Betroffenen. Die
Versuchspersonen empfanden die Kultur der Fremdgruppe als starker verantwortlich fur
das deviante Verhalten als die Kultur der Eigengruppe.

Im Rahmen des vierten Beitrags der vorliegenden Dissertation haben wir die
Sicherung der Positivitat der Eigengruppe auf individueller Ebene (black sheep effect) und
auf kultureller Ebene (Entlastung der Eigengruppenkultur) untersucht. Darlber hinaus
haben wir getestet, ob durch die bloRe Anwesenheit der Fremdgruppe (Priming), den
Intergruppenkontext und den Grad der Eigengruppen-Entitativitat (hoch vs. niedrig) die
Urteile beeinflusst werden. Wir beobachteten robuste Effekte auf kultureller
Verurteilungsebene: Die Eigengruppenkultur wurde nachsichtiger behandelt als die

Fremdgruppenkultur. In zwei von drei Experimenten replizierten wir den black sheep effect

13



auf individueller Ebene, der besonders ausgeprégt war, wenn der Intergruppenkontext
salient war. Priming und Eigengruppen-Entitativitat hatten keinen Einfluss auf die Urteile.

Die vorliegende Dissertation deutet auf eine Schuldverschiebung auf individueller
Ebene vom Fremdgruppen-Tater zum Eigengruppen-Betroffenen und Eigengruppen-Tater
hin. Wahrend ein deviantes Individuum der Fremdgruppe nicht starker verurteilt wird, steht
die Kultur der Fremdgruppe auf dem Spiel. Dies ist nach unserem besten Wissen die erste
empirische Arbeit, die sowohl auf individueller als auch auf kultureller Ebene auf
Eigengruppen-Bevorzugung hinweist, was zu einer Diskriminierung der AuBRengruppe als
Ganzer fuhren kénnte. Zusammenfassend empfehlen wir, Attributionsebenen (Individuum
und Kultur) zu differenzieren, denn die vorliegenden Unterschiede (individuell:
Eigengruppen-Tater > Fremdgruppen-Tater, kulturell: Fremdgruppe > Eigengruppe) waren
bei der Untersuchung der Urteile nur auf individueller Ebene verborgen geblieben.
Zukulnftige Arbeiten konnten von der weiteren Untersuchung des WVerlusts der
Individualitdt von devianten Fremdgruppenmitgliedern, die eine homogene Kultur

reprasentieren, profitieren.
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Introduction

“Who am I? 1 am in the media more than Donald Trump and his Tweets, Erdogan
and his democracy or Putin and his policies. (...) For many citizens of this country, I am a
key issue that needs to be resolved, because I'm a bigger threat than old-age poverty,
domestic and child abuse, pollution, drug addiction, climate change or the shortage of
carers and teachers. I am the one who always feels responsible for other people’s mistakes,
people I don’t even know. When something has once again happened somewhere, I am the
one who is always too embarrassed to say hello to my neighbours. | am liable for every
single person’s mistakes and feel threatened by every media report.” (Gouma, 2019, as
cited in Gumisay, 2022 p. 56-57)

Maybe the reader already guessed to whom the writer of this letter is referring. If not,
the next paragraph is solving this riddle:

“Did you recognize me? I am the refugees! (...) And all refugees. I am not a doctor,
not a lawyer, neither a farmer nor a journalist, not an artist, not a salesman, neither a taxi
driver nor a teacher, but the refugees. Although I come from a small town in Syria and the
people in Damascus were already strange to me, since | have been in Europe, | have been
one of hundreds of thousands of refugees from Syria, Pakistan, Afghanistan, Iraq, Iran and
Africa. Even though we speak different languages, have different religions and pasts, let
alone worldviews and opinions. But who cares about such differences, in the end we are
all the refugees. Because of the war | lost friends and relatives, my apartment, job, car, my
past and my homeland. But a loss that | only felt later is my individuality, which I left
behind on the dinghy at the borders of Europe.”

This letter, addressed to one German newspaper by Syrian lawyer Vinda Gouma
(Gouma, 2019), demonstrates the scope of the present dissertation, namely, the loss of
individuality for outgroups who represent others and are made responsible for other
deviants’ acts.

As Vinda Gouma highlighted in her letter, there has been an increase in providing a
picture of a homogenous threatening outgroup as part of the media (Stirmer et al., 2019;
Wigger et al., 2022) who elicits different threat types such as safety threat (Landmann et
al., 2019) and on some occasions is depicted in a subtle dehumanized, that is, less human
way (Bleiker et al., 2013; N. Haslam, 2006; Siem et al., 2017; Wigger, 2019).

When we look at the media analyses, we observe a bias in representation. The religion
of a perpetrator (i.e., Islam) marks the largest predictor of news coverage based on an
analysis conducted for the United States for the years 2006 and 2015 (Kearns et al., 2019).
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Although for some perpetrators, one deviant act is attributed to mental health frames
(Duxbury et al., 2018; Noor et al., 2019), for others the attribution may target terroristic
motives or the deviant act is associated with their alleged homogenous (outgroup)
background (Kauff, 2022; Stirmer et al., 2019; Wigger, 2019; Wigger et al., 2022).
Alongside these representational biases the question arises how we react to deviant
behaviour when the harm is committed by an ingroup perpetrator, as the ingroup is
psychologically primary (Yzerbyt et al., 2000).

In case of coping with ingroup deviance one may choose an appropriate coping
mechanism (Panitz et al., 2021; Pinquart et al., 2021) for preventing an impairment of one’s
social image (Tajfel & Turner, 1979). This may be expressed in more extreme evaluations
of negative ingroup deviants (on individual level) compared to similar outgroup
counterparts, the so called black sheep effect (Abrams et al., 2000, 2002; Marques et al.,
1988; Marques & Paez, 1994; Marques & Yzerbyt, 1988). On other occasions, one may
not evaluate ingroup deviants more harshly and a positive bias may emerge (Otten &
Gordijn, 2014) which is expressed in more lenient judgments of the ingroup deviant
compared to an outgroup deviant.

Otten and Gordijn (2014) summarized three groups of moderators (elaborated further
below) which impact the coping with ingroup deviance, see Figure 1, panel A. The two
reactions, a positive or a negative bias, strive to preserve a positive social identity (Ellemers
& Haslam, 2012; Otten & Gordijn, 2014; Tajfel & Turner, 1979). As part of the present
work, we shed light on some characteristics affecting coping with deviance when the
intergroup context is salient. Furthermore, we contribute to the coping with ingroup
deviance model and the black sheep effect literature by examining not only judgments on
individual level but also on group (here: cultural) level. To my knowledge, no work has so
far investigated the protection of the ingroup on both individual and on group level, the
present dissertation fills this gap. In the next section | provide an overview of the aims of

each manuscript of the present dissertation.

The present dissertation and its aims

The present work investigates discrepancies in judgments for deviant behaviour
(manuscript 1-2: theft and rape, manuscript 1-4: rape). The first empirical contribution of
the present work investigates whether representational biases were reflected in the
information search of participants. That is, we investigated whether participants differ in

their interest towards (non)stereotypic information categories about an in- and outgroup
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perpetrator. Second, we shed light on the impact of some novel characteristics (manuscripts
2-4) on the evaluation of perpetrators and victims in the context of deviant acts. These
characteristics include among others the social group of the perpetrator! and victim and the
description of the perpetrator as positive vs. negative based on warmth and competence
(manuscript 3) which | illustrate in the following sections (see Figure 1, panel B).

Third, and as mentioned above, the present work goes beyond the framework of the
ingroup deviance model by examining characteristics of the group a member belongs to,
such as degree of infrahumanization (manuscript 2, Exp. 2) and ingroup entitativity
(manuscript 4, Exp. 3), see panel C. Furthermore, the present dissertation sheds light on
judgments on cultural level. More precisely, we investigated how participants judged a
perpetrator (and victim) on individual level and in addition in how far participants judged
the responsibility of the whole culture (including norms and values) for a deviant act.? This
group implications are complemented as part of Figure 1, panel D and examined as part of
manuscript 3, Exp. 2 and manuscript 4, Exp. 1-3.

In the following sections, | will first introduce the black sheep effect and follow with
the introduction of the coping with deviance model. I will discuss each of the characteristics
which are summarized as part of Figure 1 before presenting the questions addressed as part

of each of the manuscripts in more detail.

1 In the following I will talk about in- and outgroup perpetrator. For the present work the
ingroup includes German participants who a) had German as mother tongue and b) their parents did
not have a mother tongue from a predominantly Muslim country. We did not intend to discriminate
against any group, we used this exclusion criteria as the outgroup perpetrator is presented as a
perpetrator from a predominantly Muslim country, Afghan or Syrian. As such we tried to collect
data from an ingroup which is then confronted with an in- and / or outgroup perpetrator.
2 It is further important to note that the present work focuses on third-party evaluations, that is the
participants are not directly involved as the target of the crime, but they evaluate the harm doer
(perpetrator) and the target of the crime (victim), the latter only as part of the specific works
including both parties.
17



Figure 1: Coping with ingroup deviance model and the contribution of the present

work

A B
Characteristics of the misconduct:
Confronting negative Crime type: sexual violence vs. theft
ingroup deviance
-> Manuscript 1 and 2
Guilt certainty replication? >
Manuscript 2, Exp. 1
[ Woderating variables | - Characteristics of group member
V. e ] committing the misconduct:
\ e b Perpetrators from social groups
Svaluating the misconduct (Ingroup vs. outgroup) =
Manuscript 1-4
Perpetrator’s description (warmth
and competence) = Manuscript 3,
Exp.1and 2
Maintili_ning
mp:;f::;i,w Characteristics of group member
evaluating the misconduct:
Posilive Bias: s Negative attitudes towards the
DExcusingi Hm‘:::c'::g outgroup -> additional data, see
"?;':;'_;ﬂ:? misconduct General Discussion of the thesis
c <
Characteristics of the group a
perpetrator belongs to:

Degree of Infrahumanization >
Manuscript 2, Exp. 2
Ingroup entitativity = Manuscript 4,
Exp. 3

)

Group level implications:
Protection of the ingroup on cultural
level = Manuscript 3, Exp. 2 and
Manuscript 4, Exp. 1-3

Notes. Panel A: Coping with ingroup deviance model (Otten & Gordijn, 2014, p. 168),
panel B: overview of the characteristics manipulated as part of the present work, panel C:
group level characteristics which are examined as part of the present dissertation, panel D:

group level implications beyond the individual level.
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The black sheep effect

We already saw as part of the introduction of this work, that one of the possible
reactions towards an ingroup deviant lies in harsher judgments of anti-normative (vs. pro-
normative) ingroup members which keeps the validity of ingroup norms intact (Abrams et
al., 2000, 2002). This sophisticated form of ingroup favoritism (Marques et al., 1988;
Marques & Paez, 1994; Marques & Yzerbyt, 1988; Yzerbyt et al.,, 2000) may seem
contradictory as an ingroup protection strategy but it serves to preserve the positivity of the
ingroup (Marques, 1990; Marques & Yzerbyt, 1988). The black sheep effect comprises the
joint occurrence of ingroup bias and ingroup derogation (Marques & Yzerbyt, 1988 p. 288)
as unlikeable (likeable) ingroup members are evaluated more negatively (positively) than
unlikeable (likeable) outgroup members (Marques et al., 1988; Marques & Yzerbyt, 1988).
For instance, the evaluation of a poor (good) speech revealed the black sheep effect in inter-
and intragroup contexts (Marques & Yzerbyt, 1988). Group membership and speech
performance were manipulated both between- and within-subjects as part of two
experiments and the authors observed that the black sheep effect is associated with the
positivity of the whole ingroup (Marques & Y zerbyt, 1988). The black sheeps are perceived
as not “real members” (for a review on intergroup relations, see Yzerbyt & Demoulin,
2010). Beyond motivational explanations (i.e., social identity theory, Tajfel & Turner,
1979) there are other processes at hand for the black sheep effect to occur (Reese, 2013).
Cognitive processes explaining the black sheep effect include for instance the violation of
positive standards or expectancies (Biernat et al., 1999), which may be in line with a
subtyping process (Carnaghi & Yzerbyt, 2007). Other discussed processes include the
necessity of distancing oneself from the ingroup (Eidelman & Biernat, 2003) and different
information processing strategies (Reese et al., 2013). For understanding when a positive
or negative bias (the black sheep effect) in face of ingroup deviance occurs, | will depict

an overview from the coping with ingroup deviance model in the next section.

Coping with ingroup deviance

Based on their empirical review, Otten and Gordijn (2014) identified three groups of
moderators affecting the two reactions in face of ingroup deviance. These include the
characteristics of the misconduct, the characteristics of the evaluator examining the
misconduct as well as the characteristics of the group member committing the misconduct

(depicted in Figure 1, panel A).
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One of the characteristics of the misconduct comprises guilt ambiguity (Otten &
Gordijn, 2014; van Prooijen, 2006). Feelings of anger and hostility have been observed to
increase towards the ingroup deviant when the guilt of the perpetrator is certain. In case of
guilt uncertainty, the so called benefit of the doubt occurred, leading to less harsher
judgments of the ingroup deviant (van Prooijen, 2006). As part of manuscript 2, Exp. 1-2
we manipulated guilt certainty based on van Prooijen’s (2006) work while also
manipulating crime type, as another characteristic of the misconduct. We aimed to replicate
the interaction effect observed by van Prooijen (2006), that is, the black sheep
(dis)appearing when the ingroup perpetrator’s guilt is (not) certain. The role of guilt
certainty is also discussed as part of manuscript 4. Regarding crime type, there are
differences in how far a perpetrator or a victim is judged more harshly (Bieneck & Krahé,
2011; Brems & Wagner, 1994; but see Reich et al., 2022). We aimed to examine the
interaction between perpetrator’s ethnicity and crime type as part of manuscript 2, Exp. 1.

As part of the characteristics of the perpetrator, Otten and Gordijn (2014) among
others present power / leadership status. For instance, harsher reactions towards leader’s
anti-normative behavior was observed for severe acts whereas minor deviant acts elicited
more lenient reactions, hinting to an interaction of leadership status and severity of the
harm (Karelaia & Keck, 2013; Otten & Gordijn, 2014). As part of the present set of
experiments, we used social groups (using names and nationalities), such as a highly
stigmatized outgroup (manuscripts 1-4). We further manipulated the description of the
perpetrator by using the dimensions of the stereotype content model (for a recent review,
see Abele et al., 2021; Fiske, 2018; Fiske et al., 2002), see manuscript 3.

As part of the characteristics of the person evaluating the harm, social identification
strength is mentioned (Otten & Gordijn, 2014). Higher ingroup identification came along
with harsher evaluations of deviant acts where the hostile intent was unambiguous
(unpublished manuscript by Braun et al., 2009, as cited in Otten & Gordijn, 2014). 3

3 Other work illustrated an inversed u-shape (quadratic) relationship between social
identification and collective guilt, that is, participants with low and high levels of ingroup centrality
(aspect of social identity) experienced less collective guilt than those moderate on ingroup centrality
(Masson & Barth, 2019). As part of the present work, we did not find any impact of social identity
on the judgments. As mentioned above there are cognitive processes which are also discussed as
underlying processes of the black sheep effect.
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Further, we examined characteristics which may be complemented as characteristics
of awhole group. These group level characteristics include for instance infrahumanization
of an outgroup (detailed further below). As part of manuscript 2, Exp. 2. we examined
whether infrahumanization (the degree of humanness based on ascribed secondary
emotions) affects the judgments of participants on individual level. We further looked at
ingroup entitativity as another relevant group characteristic (manuscript 4, Exp. 3), as high
ingroup entitativity is associated with high ingroup identification (Castano et al., 2003), we
examined its impact in intergroup judgments.

In the next section, | will depict our choice of outgroup category by illustrating the
way the stigmatized outgroup is depicted as part of the media (Kearns et al., 2019; Stiirmer
et al., 2019; Wigger, 2019; Wigger et al., 2022). Furthermore, | will conclude the next
section with illustrating where the contribution of the first manuscript of this thesis lies.

The media representation of refugees, foreigners, and Muslims in the context of
deviant acts

"We shouldn’t forget that the people who are coming here grew up in a different
religion and represent a completely different culture. Most are not Christian, but
Muslim.... That is an important question, because Europe and European culture have
Christian roots" — Viktor Orban, Hungarian Prime Minister (Chadwick, 2015; Noack,
2015)

The long title of this section including three groups (e.g., refugees, foreigners, and
Muslims) should not imply their relationship (not every refugee is a Muslim or vice versa).
However, previous work point to a synonymous although wrong use of such constructs
indicating a perception of these groups as a homogenous conglomerate (see footnote 17 in
N. Kteily et al., 2015 for the association between the categories Arabs and Muslims in the
United States, p. 42; Shooman, 2012). For instance, Shooman (2012) refers to the
racialization of Muslims and Islam and points to a synonymous use of different group of
people such as Turks, Arabs, migrants, and Muslims.

Although one out of three women worldwide have experienced physical or sexual
violence caused by intimate partner violence as the most common form of violence in this
area (Intimate Partner and Sexual Violence against Women, 2019; RKI - GBE Berichte -
Gesundheitliche Lage Der Frauen in Deutschland, 2022; Violence against Women, 2021)
previous media analysis, indicated a racialization of Islam as part of the attribution of

sexual violence to male Muslim migrants in Germany (Stiirmer etal., 2019; Wigger, 2019).
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To give an example, an analysis of 163 online newspaper articles from the six most popular
German online newspapers illustrated that approximately 80 percent of the examined
articles referred to the suspect’s ethnical background and pointed to a Muslim culture as an
explanation for the sexual assaults in Cologne 2015/2016 (Sturmer et al., 2019).

When we look at attitudes towards Muslims, we observe a negativity. In most
European countries (especially Eastern and central Europe), participants were more
resistant towards Muslim immigration than immigration in general, with 24% of Europeans
favoring a complete restriction of Muslim immigration (Gusciute et al., 2021). Women
were more opposed to Muslim immigration than men which was explained by the portrayal
of male Muslims as misogynistic (Gusciute et al., 2021). Several threat types (Stephan &
Stephan, 1985, 2000) are associated with refugees, among them safety threat (Landmann
et al., 2019). Further, previous work observed a decreased acceptance of Arab or African
immigrants (Czymara & Schmidt-Catran, 2017). Also, there is a discrimination in hiring
of Muslims by default (cf. Stasio et al., 2019; Unkelbach et al., 2010).

However, to my knowledge, no work has examined whether the origin of a perpetrator
and his religious affiliation indeed is perceived as a valid information category. For filling
this gap, we conducted a first experiment looking at possible discrepancies regarding the
degree of interest German* participants indicate towards stereotypic information categories
in face of a perpetrator from a predominantly Muslim country vs. a German perpetrator
(see manuscript 1). More precisely, we examined whether participants endorse higher
interest towards those information categories which are stereotypically mentioned as part
of the media (e.g., religious affiliation, cultural and ethnic background) in case of a
perpetrator from a predominantly Muslim country than his German counterpart.

As part of the next two paragraphs, | will provide a short overview for manuscript two

by shedding light on the role of guilt certainty as well as judgments towards a victim.

Guilt certainty and the judgment of deviance
Further above, | have mentioned the pattern observed by van Prooijen (2006) which
inspired manuscript 2 of the present thesis. Across four experiments van Prooijen showed

the moderating effect of guilt certainty on social categorization and retributive affect. When

4 In the present work, German participants build the ingroup. Participants with their first
language as German as well as parents who were not originally from a predominantly Muslim
country were included in the analyses.
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guilt was certain an ingroup perpetrator was judged more harshly (participants expressed
higher negative affect) but when guilt was not certain, participants expressed higher
negative affect towards the outgroup perpetrator. As refugees are illustrated as part of
deviant acts as part of the media, we looked at the effect of social categorization (German
vs. Syrian refugee), guilt certainty and in addition crime type (rape vs. theft) as part of
manuscript 2, Exp. 1. This Experiment aimed to combine the impact of factors which have
not been investigated jointly so far. As part of the next paragraph, I will shortly illustrate

the role of the victim as well as expected differences regarding crime type.

Coping with deviance when there is a victim

As deviant acts are sometimes targeting explicitly a victim, in the following we will
briefly review literature on victim blaming. Literature on victim ethnicity exists so far for
Black and White dyads (Donovan, 2007; George & Martinez, 2002; for a review on rape
victim blaming see van der Bruggen & Grubb, 2014). Interracial rape victims were judged
as more guilty and less credible, the act as less definitely rape (George & Martinez, 2002).
In turn, the perpetrator in the interracial condition was perceived as less guilty. Relying on
these results, we tested whether German victims would be judged as more guilty when
harmed by an outgroup perpetrator. This would be in line with stereotypes towards male
Muslims as misogynistic (Gusciute et al., 2021; Stlrmer et al., 2019; Wigger, 2019). Thus,
we tested whether the pattern of victim blaming would mirror those in the American context
(investigated as part of manuscripts 2 and 3). We further tested whether depending on crime
type the victim is judged differently. Victims of sexual assault compared to theft were
judged more harshly (Bieneck & Krahé, 2011; but see Reich et al., 2022). The interacting
role of crime type is also investigated as part of manuscript 2.

Turning to one of the group characteristics which we examined, namely differing
ascriptions of humanness, as part of the next two paragraphs | will present an overview of
the literature on differing humanness perceptions which is relevant for what we further

examined as part of manuscript 2, Exp. 2.

Perceived values and the degree of humanness of outgroups

Perceiving other people as humans with comparable human essences, norms and
values comes along with different perceptions and reactions towards them. Schwartz and
Struch (1989) argued that the behavior towards outgroups is affected by the degree of
humanity attributed to them based on the (dis-)similarity of values (hierarchy of values
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between in- and outgroup). For instance, perceiving opposing values (e.g., the outgroup
endorsing those values the ingroup prioritized among the least important) may elicit threats
and the members of that outgroup appear as less human (Schwartz & Struch, 1989). Thus,
the behavior towards the outgroup members (in a positive or antagonistic manner) is
affected by the degree of similarity between the value hierarchies (Schwartz & Struch,
1989). For instance, Moss et al. (2019) examined a value violation framework which was
associated with prejudices against Muslims. When US people believed that Muslims
compared to Christians do not value gender equality, they reported increased prejudice
towards this outgroup. Instead, when participants were told that Muslims valued gender
equality (support women’s rights), participants’ prejudice and desire for social distance was
reduced (Moss et al., 2019). This is in line with Schwartz and Struch’s (1989) similarity of
values eliciting threats and decreased humanness.

But how can humanness be conceptualized? The dehumanization and

infrahumanization theory provide answers which | present in the next paragraph.

Dehumanization and infrahumanization

“It is difficult to have compassion for those who lack identity and who are excluded
from our community; their death does not move us in a personal way. Thus[,] when a group
of people is defined entirely in terms of a category to which they belong, and when this
category is excluded from the human family, then the moral restraints against killing them
are more readily overcome.” (Kelman, 1973 p. 49)

The dual model of dehumanization encompasses the denial of humanness to
outgroups, which comes along with two senses, one targeting human uniqueness,
distinguishing humans from animals, and the other human nature, including attributes
which are typically human (N. Haslam, 2006; N. Haslam & Loughnan, 2014; N. Haslam
& Stratemeyer, 2016; for a review on different conceptualizations, assessments and
implications of dehumanization, see N. S. Kteily & Landry, 2022). In the former case the
denial is associated with the representation of the outgroup as animal-like and in the latter
case as objects (N. Haslam, 2006). Blatant dehumanization has been associated with anti-
refugee attitudes and behavior during the refugee crisis 2015 in European countries
(Bruneau et al., 2018). Perceiving refugees as a source of threat (e.g., terrorists are trying
to enter Western countries) was associated with dehumanizing immigrants and refugees

(Esses et al., 2013). Looking at the literature, we perceive a dehumanization of Muslims
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and Arabs by Americans as the least evolved human group followed by other outgroups
(e.g., Mexican immigrants, South Koreans and Chinese people) (N. Kteily et al., 2015).

A subtle form of dehumanization, the infrahumanization theory, distinguishes
between the emotions which are preserved for the ingroup (Leyens et al., 2000, 2001).
People tend to reserve the so-called secondary emotions (which are unique to humans in
contrast to the primary emotions which are also experienced by animals) for their ingroup,
thereby infrahumanizing outgroups. Regardless of their valence, positive secondary
emotions (such as hope) as well as negative ones (such as melancholy) are more likely
ascribed to one's ingroup compared to an outgroup (Haslam, 2006; Leyens et al., 2000,
2001). Both blatant dehumanization and infrahumanization predict support for reducing
Arab immigration (N. Kteily et al., 2015; N. S. Kteily & Landry, 2022).

In the context of violence, infrahumanization has a justification function of the
ingroup’s harm perpetrated against an outgroup victim (Castano & Giner-Sorolla, 2006).
When the ingroup was at risk of being collectively responsible for an outgroup mass killing,
participants infrahumanized the outgroup victims (Castano & Giner-Sorolla, 2006). As
such, principles of morality diminish to the degree of dehumanization of the victims
(Kelman, 1973).

But when we go beyond the implications of infrahuman victims, the question arises
how perpetrators are perceived in the context of dehumanization and infrahumanization
framework (Bastian et al., 2013; Viki et al., 2013). In the context of sexual violence, Viki
et al. (2012) investigated the role of dehumanization on the rehabilitation of sex offenders.
Dehumanizing sexual offenders predicted reduced support for their rehabilitation, higher
sentence lengths and the social exclusion of the offender (Viki et al., 2012). However, so
far, no work examined the impact of decreased infrahumanization of a stigmatized
outgroup on judgments of a perpetrator. As part of manuscript 2, Exp. 2, we examined
whether perceiving the outgroup as more human (we aimed to reduce infrahumanization
with an experimental manipulation) would come along with less discrepancy or in other
words equal judgement of the in- and outgroup perpetrators.

Another contribution to the humanness concept (N. Haslam & Loughnan, 2014),
comes from one of the influential models describing the way people perceive other groups
of people is the Stereotype Content Model, which I will shortly introduce in the following

as it builds the framework of manuscript 3 of this thesis.

25



Stereotype Content Model (SCM)

The SCM postulates that social evaluations rely on two dimensions: warmth and
competence (for a recent review, see Abele et al., 2021; Fiske, 2018; Fiske et al., 2002).
The warmth dimension (friendliness, trustworthiness) indicates intent and the competence
dimension (capability, assertiveness) indicates the ability to act in line with the intent
(Abele et al., 2021; Fiske et al., 2002). The evaluations of groups as high or low on both
dimensions or high in one and low in the other dimension (Yzerbyt et al., 2005) predict in
turn emotional prejudices (Fiske et al., 2002). Ingroup members are perceived as warm and
competent whereas Arabs or Muslims are perceived as low in both dimensions (Cuddy et
al., 2009; but see Kotzur et al., 2019). It has been shown that dehumanization targets those
groups falling into the low warmth and low competence dimension (Harris & Fiske, 2006).
That is, for extreme outgroups (hostile and incompetent, such as homeless people or drug
addicts etc.), the activation in the medial prefrontal cortex (mPFC) which is necessary for
social cognition, was relatively absent whereas activation in regions associated with disgust
(insula and amygdala) were observed (Harris & Fiske, 2006).

As the categorization of people does not take place on a single dimension (Cuddy et
al., 2009), we used the dimensions of the SCM for further describing a perpetrator in more
detail. As such, next to the impact of ethnicity, we examined the effect of his (positive,
negative or no further information) description on the judgments (see manuscript 3).
Previous work hint at the impact of social status of perpetrators and their evaluation. For
instance, perpetrators of an armed robbery were exonerated when they belonged to the
middle (vs. low) socioeconomic class (Gleason & Harris, 1976). With the manipulation of
the warmth and competence of perpetrators we wanted to shed light on the question whether
exonerating patterns will be observed in the context of sexual violence and whether they
interact with the perpetrator’s (manuscript 2, Exp. 1-2) and victim’s (manuscript 2, Exp. 2)
ethnicity.

As mentioned above, with the present work, we shed light on judgments beyond
individual (perpetrator or victim) level. More precisely, we further examined judgments on
cultural level, this brings us to the next section, where | will depict what we know from

work on collective responsibility and elaborate where our contribution fits in.

From individual guilt to collective responsibility
It is observed that to the degree to which group members are perceived as
interchangeable comes along with group level implications (Crawford et al., 2002; Kardos
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et al., 2019; Lickel et al., 2006). This brings us to the concept of collective guilt and
collective responsibility.

Group level conclusions based on individual behavior are investigated as part of the
literature on collective responsibility or vicarious retribution (Lickel et al., 2003, 2006).
Vicarious retribution points to aggressive reactions by non-involved ingroup members
towards non-involved outgroup members who are perceived as responsible for the
aggressive act of their fellow outgroup members (Lickel et al., 2006). One of the factors
affecting vicarious retribution or collective blame lies in the intuitive inference that other
group members are causally related to one individual’s deviant act which paves the path
for collective blame (Lickel et al., 2006). Interestingly, collective responsibility perceptions
have been shown to guide individual behavior: Participants behave more prosocial (even
on their own personal costs) when the ingroup can be perceived as collectively responsible
based on their behavior (Kardos et al., 2019). That is, there is the awareness of individual
behavior triggering collective responsibility and disreputation over the whole ingroup
(Kardos et al., 2019).

The first investigation of intergroup attribution bias in context of international
terrorism revealed that Muslim participants perceive Muslim perpetrators as black sheeps
while non-Muslim participants perceived the Muslim perpetrators as “white sheeps”
(typical for their group), leading to perceptions of higher responsibility ratings towards the
Islamic group as a whole (Doosje et al., 2007). Here, attributions of responsibility were
assessed with two explicit items targeting the extent participants perceived the Islamic
world as responsible for terrorist attacks.

As part of manuscript 3, Exp 2 and manuscript 4, we investigated both judgments on
individual and cultural level. On individual level, we aimed to test whether the black sheep
effect is observed. On cultural level, we aimed to test whether the ingroup culture is
exonerated compared to the outgroup culture considering what | illustrated regarding the
outgroup as a homogenous threat further above. If participants would indeed judge one
ingroup perpetrator more harshly than his outgroup counterpart, we would observe ingroup
protection on individual level (distancing strategy from the deviant exemplar). We further
expected participants perceiving the culture of the outgroup as more responsible for the
deviant behavior and thus protecting the ingroup on group level.

As part of manuscript 4, we additionally examined some boundary conditions for

ingroup favoritism to occur which I will depict in the following.
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The role of the outgroup being (not) salient and the comparative context

Perceiving the outgroup as a threat (e.g., Landmann et al., 2019) via the media
representation (Ahmed & Matthes, 2017; Hestermann, 2019; Kearns et al., 2019; Saleem
et al., 2017; Soral et al., 2020; Stlirmer et al., 2019; Wigger, 2019) may motivate harsher
distancing strategies from these typical deviants. Taking into account prevalent anti-
Muslim attitudes (Ogan et al., 2014; Zick, 2017; Zick et al., 2011), the assumption may
arise that deviant acts such as sexual violence are mostly committed by Muslim perpetrators
or refugees (Stirmer et al., 2019) but not by ingroup members. The confrontation with an
ingroup deviant member may in turn violate this assumption and as such lead to a harsher
black sheep effect. As such one may ask whether the mere presence of the threat eliciting
outgroup category may elicit harsher judgments on ingroup individual level (i.e., stronger
black sheep effect in case of the outgroup being salient than when it is not salient).

As part of manuscript 4, Exp. 1, we investigated the impact of the mere outgroup
salience on the judgments. Making the outgroup salient, creates an intergroup context:
participants who are primed with the outgroup category before turning to the newspaper
article depicting the deviant act perpetrated by an ingroup member are in an intergroup
context. The impact of the comparative context has been examined as part of previous work
for instance regarding the outgroup homogeneity effect (S. A. Haslam & Oakes, 1995). The
outgroup homogeneity effect was observed when only one group was judged (only the
ingroup or only the outgroup), in case of both being judged the perceptions revealed no
differences regarding homogeneity (S. A. Haslam et al., 1995; S. A. Haslam & Oakes,
1995). As such, as part of manuscript 4, Exp. 2-3, we more explicitly examined the impact
of the comparative context for the occurrence of the black sheep effect. Using a within-
subjects design, that is, participants judged both in- and outgroup perpetrators and their
cultures, as such we were able to examine order effects.

| began this section with the discussion of the mere presence of a stereotyped outgroup
and its possible impact on the protection of the ingroup (black sheep effect). In an
intergroup context, an ingroup may be perceived as less variable (Castano & Yzerbyt, 1998;
Yzerbyt et al., 2000). Perceiving the ingroup as less variable may come along with a higher
threat for the ingroup when there is an ingroup deviant member. This brings us to the
additional factor, which we examined as part of manuscript 4, Exp. 3, which | will introduce

in the next paragraph.

28



Entitativity and guilt attributions

Entitativity describes the degree to which a group builds a real cohesive entity
(Campbell, 1958). It goes beyond mere homogeneity as the latter is only one aspect of
entitativity and entitativity further includes common goals, degree of interactions and
connections between group members (Agadullina & Lovakov, 2017; Campbell, 1958;
Yzerbyt et al., 2000). Entitativity comes along with strengths for the ingroup, such as a
privileged social status of the ingroup as well as enhanced safety and agency perceptions
(Castano et al., 2003; Sacchi et al., 2009). However, an entitative outgroup is perceived as
threatening, and here entitativity is associated with prejudice (Agadullina & Lovakov,
2017) and predicts group-based aggression (Vasquez et al., 2015).

It has been shown that traits from one group member can be generalized to other group
members when the group’s entitativity was high, thus when members were perceived as
interchangeable (Crawford et al., 2002). However, as Crawford et al. (2002) discuss, people
do not endorse stereotypes against the groups Crawford et al. (2002) investigated (e.g.,
friends). Thus, the results cannot be directly translated to social categories such as different
nationalities (Crawford et al., 2002). As they conclude in their general discussion it remains
an open question in how far social categories (e.g., nationalities) would be perceived as
interchangeable. The third experiment of our fourth manuscript fills this gap by
manipulating entitativity for ingroup (i.e., Germans). This is the first work examining the
effect of ingroup entitativity (high vs. low) for a social group in the context of deviant
behavior (cf. Castano et al., 2003 on social identification and entitativity for the EU
context). We examined whether reading about one’s social group (Germans) being high
(vs. low) in entitativity preceding the confrontation with the deviant act may lead to harsher
black sheep effects because of the interchangeability of the ingroup members. In

Manuscript 4, Exp. 3 we examined the impact of ingroup entitativity on the judgments.

Questions addressed as part of the present work

As illustrated as part of the individual paragraphs of this theoretical introduction, the
following dissertation provides empirical answers to questions which are summarized in
more detail as part of Table 1. Concrete hypotheses are depicted as part of each manuscript

and the specific experiments.
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Table 1. Overview of the addressed questions in each manuscript.

e When confronted with perpetrators, which information
categories do participants wish to know about?

o Are there differences in the degree of interest towards

] different (non-)stereotypical information categories (e.g.,
Manuscript 1: o o

religious affiliation) in face of a perpetrator from a
predominantly Muslim country vs. a German perpetrator?

e Are participants aware of the stereotypicality of specific

information categories?

e Does the social categorization of a perpetrator matter in
face of the crime type? Do participants endorse a black
sheep effect?

e Does the benefit of the doubt replicate in the context of

Manuscript 2: sexual aggression with social groups (interaction between
guilt certainty and perpetrator ethnicity)?

o Does less infrahumanization of the outgroup predict less
discrepancy between the judgments of the in - and

outgroup perpetrator?

¢ Isthere an exonerating effect of positively described
perpetrators?
. e Do participants endorse a black sheep effect on individual
Manuscript 3:
perpetrator level?
¢ Do participants perceive the outgroup culture as more

responsible for the deviant act than the ingroup culture?

e Do participants protect the ingroup both on individual and
cultural level?
] o Does outgroup saliency before rating the perpetrator lead
Manuscript 4: ] ]
to harsher judgments of the ingroup perpetrator?
o Does the degree of ingroup entitativity affect the

judgments?

In the following each of the manuscripts are depicted. I further provide the reader with a

summary of each manuscript before presenting them in length.
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Empirical work

Summary of Manuscript 1

Khosrowtaj, Z., Biermann, V., & Teige-Mocigemba, S. (2023). “He must be a foreigner”
On biased information search towards in- and outgroup wrongdoers. Manuscript
Submitted.

Implementing a 2 (perpetrator: ingroup vs. outgroup) x 2 (crime type: sexual offence
vs. theft) experimental design with the first factor varying within participants and the latter
between them, we examined whether German participants’ degree of interest towards (non-
)stereotypical information categories about a perpetrator would vary depending on his
origin and the crime done. We relied this Experiment on work illustrating a representational
bias of perpetrators with a foreign background (Hestermann, 2018; Stiirmer et al., 2019;
Wigger, 2019) as well as discrepancies in framing used as explanation for deviant acts of
in- and outgroup members such as, for instance, mental illness frame (e.g., Duxbury et al.,
2018; Fabregat et al., 2019). We aimed at testing the opposite perspective, namely whether
participants would indeed wish to know more about stereotypical information categories
(such as ethnic background and religious affiliation) which are highlighted as part of the
media, in face of a perpetrator from a predominantly Muslim country than his German
counterpart. For this reason, we asked participants (N = 311, n = 213 female) to imagine
reading a newspaper article depicting a deviant act (first experimental manipulation
between subjects: sexual offence or theft). We did not confront participants with a detailed
alleged newspaper article as we wanted to make sure not priming participants and leaving
room for participants’ imagination and ruling out confounding factors. We started the
Experiment in an abstract and open manner. We informed participants that the supposedly
imagined newspaper article revealed only the age and name of the perpetrator. We did not
provide the participants with any age nor name as the main aim was the investigation of
the further information categories participants were interested in.

Following this, we asked participants to spontaneously name information categories
they would be interested in knowing further about. This open question aimed to test
whether stereotypical information categories would be named at all. After this open
question, the second experimental manipulation followed: we told participants to indicate
their interest towards each of nine information categories (among them ethnic background,
cultural background and religious affiliation) for both the ingroup and outgroup

perpetrators, respectively (within-subjects manipulation, randomized order of
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presentation). Furthermore, we assessed the degree of stereotypicality associated with each
of the presented information categories for both perpetrators, respectively.

Results revealed that even before presenting our set of nine information categories, a
substantive number of our sample mentioned among other information categories, the
origin (ethnicity) of the perpetrator. Regarding the interest towards the presented
information categories, we indeed observed a biased interest towards stereotypical
information categories (ethnic background and religious affiliation) in case of the
perpetrator stemming from a predominantly Muslim country than a perpetrator with
German origin independent of the crime committed. Interestingly, participants were aware
of the stereotypicality of stereotypic information categories such as religious affiliation,
ethnic background and cultural background for the outgroup perpetrator as compared to the
ingroup perpetrator. The information categories health status, occupation as well as
childhood and youth were perceived as more stereotypical in case of an ingroup than an
outgroup perpetrator, while participants also indicated higher interest towards the
childhood and youth as well as civil status in case of the ingroup perpetrator. This latter
finding is in line with ultimate attribution error (Pettigrew, 1979). Information sources
which resemble external explanations such as health issues are perceived as more
stereotypical in case of the ingroup perpetrator. Regarding the crime type, among others,
we observed participants indicating higher interest towards the religious affiliation of a
perpetrator (independent of his origin, no interaction) in case of sexual offence than theft.
This might be partly in line with the racialization of Islam in the context of sexual violence
(Wigger, 2019) whereas it is in line with recent findings indicating that the stereotype of a
non-German perpetrator include both property and violence crimes (Bolesta et al., 2022).

This first Experiment revealed that the biased media representation is not only a
phenomenon limited to the depiction of foreigners as part of the media. It also reached the
information search of participants, and this stereotypical information search is even
expressed by a liberal German sample. The higher interest towards stereotypic information
categories is in line with previous work showing a bias in asking stereotyped targets
questions in a way that one’s hypothesis are more likely to be confirmed than disconfirmed
(Sacchi et al., 2009; Trope & Thompson, 1997). This might be a way to search for
information confirming ones’ stereotypes without violating them (Panitz et al., 2021;
Pinquart et al., 2021).
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Abstract
Peaking after the sexual assaults of New Year’s Eve in Cologne 2015/2016, sexual violence
is often directly attributed to the perpetrator’s ethnicity, culture, and religion. We
investiagted whether consumers’ interest in further information is influenced by the
perpetrator’s group membership. In a 2 (perpetrator: ingroup vs. outgroup, within-subject
factor) x 2 (crime type: sexual offence vs. theft) experimental design, we examined the
degree of participants’ interest in and their perceptions of stereotypicality of specific
information categories. In line with our hypothesis, participants were more interested in
ethnic background and religious affiliation when the perpetrator stemmed from the
outgroup rather than the ingroup. Practical implications of this stereotypic information
seeking are discussed considering the consequences for the

outgroup as a whole.

Keywords: information search, information category, Muslim representation, media bias,

stereotypic information categories
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“The best way to change someone’s heart is to change

someone’s mind” - Emile Bruneau (Resnick, 2017)

Mid May 2022 - a pupil from Essen (Germany) was arrested and taken into custody
due to his plans of attacking two schools in Essen. The police found materials for
constructing bombs, self-made firearms, a crossbow as well as xenophobic and right-wing
extremist materials such as extreme right-wing, anti-Semitic, anti-Muslim documents in
his room (Upel, 2022). The interior minister of North Rhine-Westphalia (state in western
Germany) declared the records of the 16-year old pupil as his “urgent call for help” and
there was an attribution to his psychological problems and suicidal thought (Deutsche
Presse Agentur, 2022a, 2022b; Goldmann, 2022). Now imagine that the same terror act had
been planned by a young pupil stemming from a predominantly Muslim country living in
Germany or a BIPoC living in the United States. Would this change the causal attribution
pattern? The present work deals with this question.

In what follows, we will first review previous work highlighting the existence of
double standards in the way deviant members of different groups are portrayed in
newspaper reports which in turn affects our negative attitudes and expectations and fosters
prejudices (Armstrong & Neuendorf, 1992; Dixon, 2006; Jacobs et al., 2019; Ogan et al.,
2014; Shaver et al., 2017; Tukachinsky et al., 2015). This review illustrates a) the different
framings used for representing outgroup and ingroup perpetrators in the media, b) the
biased judgement and differential information gathering when confronted with stereotype
(in-)congruent crimes and c) its relation to stereotype maintenance.

News coverage and attribution bias

Several studies have found systematic differences in the descriptions of deviant acts
committed by ingroup versus outgroup perpetrators. An analysis of 433 news documents
covering 219 events between 2013 and 2015 illustrated that shootings by White and Latino
compared to Black perpetrators are more likely attributed to mental illness. White (Latino)
shooters had 19 (12) times higher odds on receiving the mental illness frame than Black
shooters. Further qualitative analyses for the mental illness frame highlighted the hypocrisy
at a semantic explanation level for the different racial groups: White shooters were more
often than Latinos and Blacks perceived as victims of society but as the only group gained
from being portrayed as stemming from a good environment. In contrast to both Whites
and Latinos who also gained the good character frame and were framed as having acted out
of character / unexpectedly, Black shooters never gained from these frames (Duxbury et

al., 2018).
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Another analysis of 199 TV reports broadcasted between January and April 2019 from
the most viewed television channels in Germany and 256 newspaper articles published in
2019 indicated that 34.7% of those that mention immigrants and refugees portrayed
suspects of violent crimes (crimes against life, sexual self-determination and personal
freedom as well as acts of brutality) (Hestermann, 2019a). Furthermore, Hesterman (2019)
observed a discrepancy in the reporting of actual violent crimes: Of the 31.4% of TV reports
that explicitly mentioned the suspect’s origin, 28% stated a suspect’s non-German
background (i.e., foreigner), while only 3.4% explicitly mentioned a suspect with German
background. In stark contrast, according to the police crime statistics of 2018, 69.4% of the
registered perpetrators of violent crimes were German and 30.6% non-German. In
newspaper articles, this discrepancy was even more evident with 41.2% articles referring
to a non-German background while only 2.9% explicitly stated a suspects’ German origin
(Hestermann, 2019b). Such representational bias is also observed as part of an analysis for
the United states where the religion of the perpetrator was the largest predictor of news
coverage after controlling for target type, fatalities, and being arrested (Kearns etal., 2018).

The content analysis of 163 articles concerning the Cologne New Year’s Eve incidents
(2015/2016) from the six most popular German online newspaper or magazine websites
shed light on the direct attribution of the sexual assaults to the suspects’ Muslim culture
(Starmer et al., 2019; Wigger, 2019; Wigger et al., 2022). An increase in articles
problematizing male migrants and their sexuality after Cologne 2015/2016 New Year’s
Eve was observed while the articles highlighted male migrants as a sexual threat based on
stereotypes (Wigger etal., 2022). These media analyses in different countries with differing
target groups (e.g., refugees, Muslims®, and Blacks) depict the saliency of perpetrator’s
origin as well as an attribution bias based on their group membership.

Outgroup stereotypes, biased information search, and social judgments

The previous section provided evidence for an existing bias in media coverage. Such
biases are especially problematic since they reflect existing stereotypes, can contribute to
their maintenance, and in turn affect our social perception, information processing, and
decision making (Bodenhausen & Woyer, 1985; Duncan, 1976; Panitz et al., 2021;

Unkelbach et al., 2008) as is reviewed in the following section.

® There is a racialization of Islam (Kteily et al., 2015; Shooman, 2012) even though
the ethnicity should not be equalled with one’s religious affiliation. Shooman (2012) hints
to the synonymous use of categories such as Muslim, Turk, Arab, and Migrant.
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Social judgments are based on stereotypes when people are convinced that they
possess information which enables them to judge a target (Yzerbyt et al., 1994).
Participants who believed that they possessed relevant information (illusion of information)
about an individual target (introverted or extraverted target), were less likely using a “don’t
know” response for categorizing the target and expressed stereotypical answers. The sense
that information has been provided activated social judgments which were based on
category stereotypes even though as part of the debriefings participants indicated not
having the impression of stereotyping the target. Participants relied their judgments on
stereotypes when they were to believe that individuating information was made accessible
although it was not (Yzerbyt et al., 1994).

Stereotypes also affect the way people gather information: not only the amount of
questions but also the way the questions were formulated revealed a bias for stereotyped
targets (Trope & Thompson, 1997). Participants had to distribute questions to two sets of
(non)stereotyped targets. The targets were varied within participants (i.e., vegetarians and
TV producer) and the issue between participants (either an issue associated with the
vegetarian or with the TV producer: killing animals for their fur or opposing government
censorship). Results revealed that participants address fewer questions to stereotyped
targets than to non-stereotyped target. That is, when the judged attitude was the killing of
animals for their fur, participants expressed more questions to the non-stereotyped target,
that is the TV producer for this stereotyped issue and vice versa. Although, participants
indicated more ease formulating questions for stereotyped targets, more questions were
addressed to the nonstereotyped targets. The questions addressed to the stereotyped targets
were asymmetric, that is the response could better confirm than disconfirm the expectancy-
related attribute (Trope & Thompson, 1997).

Asymmetric questions serve to confirm one’s expectations as for this questions the
affirmation response increases the likelihood of confirming one’s hypothesis whereas a
negation does not decrease the likelihood of that hypothesis (Sacchi et al., 2012; Trope &
Thompson, 1997). Furthermore, people tended to protect the ingroup representation and
based on the valence of the stereotypic traits, the information search differed: more
asymmetric-confirming questions were used for confirming positive compared to negative
ingroup stereotypical traits whereas for negative compared to positive stereotypic outgroup
traits more asymmetric-confirming questions were addressed (Sacchi et al., 2012). More
symmetric information search was used for negative ingroup and positive outgroup traits.
Thus, stereotypes serve as heuristics which impact new information search (Sacchi et al.,
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2012). Even in face of having the opportunity of disconfirming one’s stereotypes, people
seek for information which is in line with one’s pre-existing stereotypes and thus do not
eliminate stereotyped judgments (Cameron & Trope, 2004).

Whereas dispositional explanations are provided for outgroup members’ negative
acts, ingroup members’ negative acts are attributed to external factors such as social rules
or stating it as a misunderstanding: Positive desirable acts of ingroup members, on the other
hand, are often explained by internal causes (Pettigrew, 1979; Taylor & Jaggi, 1974).

The judged harshness of verdicts is influenced by the ethnicity-crime-congruency
(Jones & Kaplan, 2003; Smalarz et al., 2018). Race-crime congruent cases, that is, cases
where the committed crime was more stereotypically associated with a defendant from a
specific race (e.g., Black defendant and auto theft vs. embezzlement) received more
negative verdicts and internal attributions were made as well as less information search was
conducted compared to non-congruent crimes (Jones & Kaplan, 2003). Participants were
given the choice of (confirmatory and diagnostic) additional questions for an accurate
verdict. These questions targeted the crime scenarios and differed based on being
confirmatory (i.e., having dealership paraphernalia) or diagnostic (i.e., physical evidence
such as fingerprints). White mock jurors used a diagnostic strategy (i.e., questions which
allow to test for a hypothesis and alternatives) for information gathering in case of the
incongruent crime of the White defendant. They used a confirmatory information-gathering
strategy (i.e., hypothesis-confirming questions, a limited information search elicited by the
race-crime congruency) for both Whites and Blacks with congruent crimes. For Black
defendants, a confirmatory strategy was the used information gathering strategy
independent of crime congruency. This is explained as part of a general guilt hypothesis
where White mock jurors are more convinced by their initial assumption of the guiltiness
of the Black defendants (Jones & Kaplan, 2003). If people frequently are provided with
(biased) information about outgroups via news representations, they might acquire the
sense of possessing sufficient information (Yzerbyt et al., 1994) for judging other outgroup
members. People strive for maintenance of their generalized beliefs and an expectation
update is not achieved easily (Panitz et al., 2021; Pinquart et al., 2021).

The Present research

As seen in the first section of this work, the media uses different frames for deviant
acts depending on the group membership of the wrongdoer (e.g., Duxbury et al., 2018). As
part of the present work, we investigated the other side of the coin: whether participants

indicate higher interests towards stereotypical information categories such as ethnic
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background. We further assessed the degree to which participants perceive nine
information categories as stereotypic. Moreover, we examined what associations different
information categories elicit depending on the defendant stemming from the in- vs.
outgroup. In addition, we focused on two crime types, namely a sexual offence and theft,
for differentiating possible differences as result of crime and perpetrator constellation.
Previous research has, for instance, compared sexual assault and theft in other contexts
(Bieneck & Krahé, 2011) as such it is not unusual comparing these two crime types.
Considering the direct attribution of sexual crimes to male Muslim migrants (Stlrmer et
al., 2019; Wigger, 2019; Wigger et al., 2022) this will be the first investigation of
information search towards German and Muslim perpetrators of sexual offence compared
to theft for examining possible differences.

This in-depth investigation is to the best of our knowledge the first experimental
approach to examine different information categories in case of two crimes and varying
perpetrator group membership. We do not provide participants with a scenario but ask
participants to imagine reading a newspaper article depicting a (theft) sexual offence where
the name and age of the perpetrator are mentioned. This was due to two reasons: first, this
approach would allow to test what information categories participants would be interested
in without having detailed information about the perpetrator. This allows to generalize the
effects as participants are not restricted nor influenced by a given scenario. Second, without
any further information we can rule out confounding factors priming participants or
activating demand effects.

In line with work which illustrates the salience of perpetrator’s origin we expected as
H1) participants naming stereotypic information categories (e.g., ethnic background or
nationality) as sources that they would be interested in knowing about when only the name
and age of the perpetrator of a crime (sexual offence or theft) is mentioned. This first
hypothesis aimed at exploratively shedding light on the most often named categories
generated by participants before we presented participants with any (stereotypic)
information categories.

H2-H5 relate to the list of nine information categories we presented to participants.
As part of H2) we expected German participants indicating higher degrees of interest
towards the categories ethnic & cultural background, and religious affiliation towards a

perpetrator from a predominantly Muslim country compared to a German perpetrator.
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We further expected H3) participants to perceive ethnic , cultural background and
religious affiliation as more stereotypical of an outgroup perpetrator than of an ingroup
perpetrator.

As part of H4) we expected religious affiliation, ethnic and cultural background being
rated as more stereotypical of an outgroup sexual perpetrator than an outgroup theft
perpetrator taking into account the prevalent link of sexual crimes to the ethnical
background and religion of the perpetrators following the assaults in Cologne (Sturmer et
al., 2019; Wigger, 2019; Wigger et al., 2022).

As part of H5), we exploratively expected participants more frequently naming
stereotypic associations concerning information categories targeting the outgroup than the
ingroup perpetrator.

Methods

Sample size estimation

We conducted a sample size estimation using PANGEA (v0.2) web app
(https://jakewestfall.shinyapps.io/pangea) for our 2 (group: German vs. perpetrator from a
predominantly Muslim country) x 2 (crime: sexual offence vs. theft) design for the former
factor varying within participants. We added participants as random factor, crime and group
as fixed factors with two levels each. Participants were crossed with group (group factor
varies within participants) and were nested in the crime factor (i.e., crime as between
subjects factor). We expected a small effect size d = .30 for the interaction between
perpetrator x crime. This power analysis indicated a power of .887 with a total of N = 300
participants (n = 150 per crime condition).
Participants

We collected data through several online ads and postings and offered compensation
in the form of participation in a raffle for three gift cards (total value 50€), as well as
compensation via course credit. The questionnaire was implemented in the web-based
survey tool SoSci Survey (Leiner, 2016) and available in desktop and mobile format. In
total, N = 324 participants filled out the entire questionnaire. Altogether, n = 13 had to be
excluded based on our a priori defined exclusion criteria: they indicated a first language
other than German (n = 8), indicated at least one parent’s first language being majorly
spoken in a predominantly Muslim country or one parent with an origin of a predominantly
Muslim country (n = 3), did not indicate their parents’ descent (n = 1), or finished the
questionnaire too fast according to SoSci Survey’s quality indicator for speeding (n = 1).
Thus, the analysis sample included N = 311 (n = 213 female, n = 86 male, n = 8 diverse, n
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= 4 did not indicate their gender) with an average age of M = 23 years (SD = 7.1 years;
range: 18 — 75 years).

The majority of participants was currently enrolled at a university (n = 307) in a
variety of different study fields (e.g., Psychology n = 55 including n = 3 economic
psychology).

Overall procedure and measures

We randomly assigned participants to one of the crime conditions. First, we asked
participants to imagine reading a newspaper article depicting either a sexual offence or a
theft. We told participants that this imagined newspaper article included the perpetrator’s
name and age and asked which further information about the perpetrator they were
spontaneously interested in using an open text field format. We included this first measure
to assess spontaneous information categories generated by the participants before the two
perpetrator groups as well as our list of information categories were introduced. More
precisely, first, we told participants to imagine an article describing one of the crime types:
“Please imagine that you are reading a newspaper article about a criminal offense described
as a sexual offence (or theft). The article tells you the name and age of the offender who
committed this crime.” Next, they had to indicate spontaneously which information
categories they would like to know about: “The following question relates to the article
(sexual offense vs. theft) you envisioned on the previous page. What other information
would you like to know about the perpetrator?”.

Subsequently, participants worked through the interest items. Here we introduced the
second experimental manipulation: perpetrator’s origin: “The following question further
targets the article (sexual offense vs. theft) you envisioned earlier. The article describes that
the perpetrator comes from a predominantly Muslim country (is of German origin). In
which of the following areas would you like more information about the perpetrator?”

Across participants, it was counterbalanced whether the interest items were depicted
for the outgroup or the ingroup perpetrator first. We asked participants to indicate their
degree of interest for each of the nine information categories (ethnic background, childhood
and youth, religious affiliation, civil status, occupation, current social environment, health
status, educational level and cultural background) with the following item “For which of
the following categories would you like to receive more information about the perpetrator?”
on a 7-point scale ranging from 1 = not interested at all to 7 = absolutely interested.
Participants then worked through the same items for the perpetrator counterpart. Following

this, we asked participants to indicate their associations for each of the nine categories.
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Here, participants indicated what characterized the nine categories for the German
perpetrator and a perpetrator from a predominantly Muslim country, respectively, again
using an open text field format: “Please go through each information category and indicate
what would characterize a Muslim (German) offender for each information category (e.g.,
what ethnic background would they have).”

Next, we assessed the degree of stereotypicality of the information categories for
both perpetrators, respectively, with the following item “Are the following categories
clichéd or typical of a perpetrator with German background (from a predominantly Muslim
country)?” on a 7-point scale ranging from 1 = not stereotypic at all to 7 = absolutely
stereotypic. After that, we asked whether there were any further information categories
participants would like to receive information about, and they were given the opportunity
to shortly define their entry. Finally, we collected demographic variables (e.g., gender, age,
education, mother tongue, political orientation, voting behavior) and thanked participants

for their participation.

Results

In the following section, we will report the results following the order of the
hypotheses. We will first present, which information categories participants spontaneously
generated without knowing about the perpetrator’s origin (H1), followed by the degree
participants were interested in the nine information categories for the in- and outgroup
perpetrator (H2). We will then present the results of the stereotypicality ratings of the nine
categories (H3 - H4). Finally, we will present what frequent spontaneous associations each
of the nine categories elicited for both perpetrators (H5).
Spontaneous frequently generated categories

Recall that participants were only informed about one of the two offence conditions.
In a first step, we clustered the information categories that participants generated. Among
these categories participants named for instance crime circumstances, sociodemographics
of the perpetrator as well as ethnicity. Table 1 as part of the appendix contains the details
regarding the categories which were at least mentioned by 10% of the sample in one of the
two crime conditions. In line with our first explorative hypothesis, a substantive number of
participants, 28.4%, named stereotypic categories related to the ethnicity of the perpetrator
in the sexual offence condition as compared to 21.2% in the theft condition. This is
remarkable given that we did not prime the participants with any stereotypic categories

beforehand.
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Degree of interest towards the information categories

Using R Studio version 1.1.453, we ran mixed model ANOVA:s to test for effects
of perpetrator group and crime type on interest in and stereotypicality of the information
categories (H2, H4 & H5). These analyses were conducted with the ezANOVA package
(v4.4.-0). We set o < .05 for all analyses.

Recall that as part of H2 we were interested in differential patterns regarding ethnic
and cultural background and religious affiliation. For this purpose, we conducted 2 x 2
ANOVAs with crime type as between subjects factor, perpetrator as within subjects factor
and the interest in the information categories as dependent variable. Table 2 as part of the
appendix includes all descriptive and test statistics regarding interest and stereotypicality
of the information categories which are summarized in the following.

Regarding the information category ethnic background as dependent variable we
observed a main effect of perpetrator, F(1,309) = 4.44, p = .036, nZ = .001, np =.014 such
that participants were more interested in the ethnic background of the outgroup perpetrator
(M =3.34, SD =1.94) than of the ingroup perpetrator (M = 3.22, SD =1.90), thus supporting
our second hypothesis. There was no main effect of crime type, nor an interaction effect,
both p’s > .140.

Regarding religious affiliation as dependent variable we again observed a
significant main effect of perpetrator, F(1,309) = 9.37, p = .002, nZ = .003, nf, =.029:
participants indicated higher interest in the religious affiliation of the outgroup perpetrator
(M = 3.02, SD = 1.93) than of the ingroup perpetrator (M = 2.83, SD = 1.77). We further
observed a significant main effect of crime type, F(1,309) = 9.66, p = .002, n& = .027, 1112;
= .030 such that participants reported higher interest towards the perpetrator’s religious
affiliation in the sexual offence condition (M = 3.23, SD = 1.87) than in the theft condition
(M = 2.62, SD = 1.80). There was no significant interaction between crime type x
perpetrator, p = .119.

Unexpectedly, participants’ degree of interest towards cultural background did not
indicate any differences: There was no main or interaction effect, all p’s > 062.

The following explorative analysis for the remaining six information categories
revealed significant patterns for interest in childhood and youth, where we observed a
significant main effect of perpetrator group, F(1,309) = 5.80, p = .017, n = .001, np =
.018. Participants indicated higher interest towards the childhood and youth of the ingroup
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perpetrator (M = 5.19, SD = 1.84) than of the outgroup perpetrator (M = 5.07, SD = 1.82).
We did not observe any other effect regarding childhood and youth, all p’s >.204.

Regarding the civil status we did not observe any main effect, both p’s > .053.
Interestingly, there was a significant interaction effect between crime type x perpetrator,
F(1,309) = 4.05, p = .045, n& = .001, ﬂf, = .013. Post-hoc pairwise comparisons revealed
that participants in the sexual assault condition indicated higher interest in the civil status
when the perpetrator stemmed from the ingroup (M = 4.66, SD = 1.93), t(154) = 2.28, p =
.012, than when he stemmed from the outgroup (M = 4.46, SD = 1.99). In contrast,
participants in the theft condition showed no difference regarding their interest in civil
status for the ingroup and the outgroup perpetrator, t(155) = -0.61, p = .54.

Regarding the interest in occupation, current social environment, health status and
educational level as dependent variables indicated no significant main or interaction effect,
all p’s > .058°.

Stereotypicality of the information categories

Regarding the degree of stereotypicality of the information categories (H3), we
conducted another set of mixed model ANOVAs with the same predictors as before.

Participants’ perception of the stereotypicality of the ethnic background indicated
a main effect of perpetrator, F(1,309) = 480.46, p < .001, n3 = .41, T]ﬁ = .609, such that
participants rated ethnic background as more stereotypical of the outgroup perpetrator (M
=5.78, SD = 1.47) than of the ingroup perpetrator (M = 3.10, SD = 1.70) which was in line
with our prediction. We did not observe any other significant effect, both ps > .54.

Regarding religious affiliation we observed a main effect of perpetrator, F(1,309)

=392.97, p < .001, n& = .37, ‘11% = .560, such that participants rated religious affiliation as
more stereotypic of the outgroup perpetrator (M = 5.67, SD = 1.59) than of the ingroup
perpetrator (M = 3.12, SD = 1.73). No other effects were observed, both ps > .089.
Regarding the stereotypicality of cultural background we observed a main effect of
perpetrator, F(1,309) = 394.06, p < .001, nZ = .34, np = .56, such that participants rated
cultural background as more stereotypic of the outgroup perpetrator (M = 5.84, SD = 1.39)

than the ingroup perpetrator (M = 3.52, SD = 1.81) which again was conform with our

® There was a descriptive trend for higher interest towards health status for the
ingroup (M = 4.93, SD = 1.84) than the outgroup perpetrator (M = 4.85, SD = 1.85),
F(1,309) = 3.62, p = .058.
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prediction. There was no main effect of crime type, nor an interaction effect, both p’s >
.094.

Regarding the stereotypicality of childhood and youth we observed a main effect
of perpetrator, F(1,309) = 42.88, p < .001, nZ = .043, ‘1123 = .122, such that participants
viewed the childhood and youth as more stereotypic of the ingroup perpetrator (M = 4.77,
SD = 1.74) than of the outgroup perpetrator (M = 4.05, SD = 1.66). There was no other
significant effect, both ps > .648.

Regarding the stereotypicality of occupation as dependent variable we observed a
main effect of perpetrator, F(1,309) = 23.03, p < .001, n = .02, np = .069, such that
participants rated occupation as more stereotypic of the ingroup perpetrator (M = 4.10, SD
= 1.76) than of the outgroup perpetrator (M = 3.60, SD = 1.66). In addition, there was a
main effect of crime type, F(1, 309) = 14.31, p < .00, n2 = .03, nf, = .044, such that the

participants rated occupation as more stereotypic in the case of theft (M = 4.15, SD = 1.17)
than of a sexual offence (M = 3.55, SD = 1.70). There was no interaction effect between
crime type x perpetrator, p = .202.

Regarding the stereotypicality of health status as dependent variable we observed
a main effect of perpetrator, F(1,309) = 83.29, p < .001, ng= .07, ny = .212, such that
participants rated health status as more stereotypic of the ingroup perpetrator (M = 4.086,
SD = 1.96) than of the outgroup perpetrator (M = 3.09, SD = 1.61). We did not observe any
other effect, both ps >.104.

Participants did not express any differential patterns regarding the civil status,
educational level, and current social environment, all ps > .060.
Unusually frequent associations with the information categories

Recall that participants were asked to indicate what would characterize a Muslim
vs. German perpetrator for each of the nine categories after they indicated their interest
towards the categories for both perpetrators and before they rated the stereotypicality of
them. We used the freeware corpus and text analysis software Antconc (Anthony, 2022)
for examining participants’ associations for all information categories, separately for the
two crime types (H5). We used the keyword list tool of Antconc that allows the detection
of unusually frequent words compared to a reference corpus (Keyword List — AntConc
Manual Documentation, n.d.). We ran the keyword analysis separately for the theft and
sexual offence conditions and compared the ingroup (reference corpus) and outgroup

(target corpus) conditions (18 keyword analysis for nine categories times two crime
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conditions). For the keyword statistics, we used Log-Likelihood 4-term with a threshold of
p < .05 with Bonferroni correction (Anthony, personal communication, June 01, 2022).
Interestingly, for religious affiliation and cultural background, Islam / Muslim was a
frequent association with a perpetrator from a predominantly Muslim country compared to
the German counterpart for the theft condition. The word (type) war was significantly more
often mentioned and associated with the outgroup compared to the ingroup perpetrator
condition again for theft as crime. Using the concordance tool of Antconc software
(Keyword in context), the word war is depicted in the context (phrase) indicated by
participants. Some examples (English translations) were as follows: affected by war / flight,
difficult relationships, strict upbringing, shaped by war / terror, grew up in war etc.,

negative childhood due to war or violence.

Discussion

With the present work, we examined whether German participants indicate higher
interest towards stereotypical information categories about an outgroup perpetrator
compared to his ingroup counterpart as part of two crimes. Our first explorative analysis of
information categories generated by participants revealed that a substantive number of our
sample in the sexual offence (theft) condition mentioned information categories concerning
the ethnicity of the perpetrator as categories they were interested in receiving further
information about. As such, for some participants ethnicity is perceived as a relevant
information category in the context of crime related newspaper articles. It is concerning
that ethnic origin was among the generated information categories following an open
question, where one might expect reluctance of participants indicating stereotypical
categories at all. Given possible self-presentational distortions, this humber might be
underestimated.

Regarding our set of information categories and in line with our prediction, we
observed that participants expressed higher interest towards the ethnic background and
religious affiliation of a perpetrator from a predominantly Muslim country compared to a
German perpetrator, independent of the crime committed. The present work is the first

empirical finding proving for higher degree of interest for ethnic background and religious
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affiliation as information categories for outgroup perpetrators than for ingroup perpetrator.
This was true for our even rather left politically oriented German sample’.

In contrast to our expectation, we did not observe any difference in the degree of
interest for the information category cultural background, which might be caused by
different understandings of cultural background (e.g., cultural goods vs. traditional or
religion-oriented culture). Even though the degree of interest towards the cultural
background did not reach significance, responses on the degree of stereotypicality indicated
that participants are aware of the stereotypicality of cultural background in case of an
outgroup perpetrator.

Further, participants indicated higher interest towards the religious affiliation in the
sexual offence condition compared to the theft condition. We did not find evidence for our
expected interaction effect (perpetrator times crime); instead, participants indicated higher
stereotypicality ratings for the outgroup perpetrator than for the ingroup perpetrator and,
independent from the perpetrator, they were more interested in the religious affiliation in
the sexual offence than theft condition. This is only partly in line with work reviewed in
the introduction showing that there is a direct link between sexual crimes and the outgroup
perpetrator’s religion (Stlrmer et al., 2019; Wigger, 2019).

This unexpectedly unobserved interaction effect between crime and perpetrator might
be explained by recent results observed by Bolesta and colleagues (2022) who asked
participants about their image concerning criminals. Interestingly, the stereotypes towards
criminals revealed three clusters where the non-German perpetrator cluster was indicated
by 50% of the sample and included both property and violence crimes as stereotyped
offences (Bolesta et al., 2022). For the second biggest cluster with the German perpetrator
(endorsed by 40% of the sample), no specific crime was identified. This might point to the
conclusion that whereas with a German perpetrator no specific crime is associated, with
the non-German perpetrator both theft and sexual offences could be associated.

Explorative analyses revealed participants to indicate more interest towards the
childhood and youth of the German perpetrator than of the perpetrator from a
predominantly Muslim country. This might indicate that the cause for the offence is
externally attributed to the childhood of the ingroup perpetrator (cf. Pettigrew, 1979). On

" Most participants indicated at least rather left political orientation (85.2%) and
would vote for the Green party (Alliance 90 / The Greens) if there was an election on the
upcoming Sunday (42.8%).
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the other hand, our corpus analysis revealed that the keyword war was significantly more
frequently associated with the outgroup perpetrators’ (vs. ingroup perpetrator’s) childhood
and youth in the theft condition. Although this was not the case for the perpetrator in the
sexual offence condition it is striking and might point to possible associations regarding a
negatively affected childhood and youth of a perpetrator from a predominantly Muslim
country and this negative association might be transferred via the media representation (cf.
Fabregat et al., 2019). The prevalence of the word war in association with the outgroup
perpetrator might speak for a potential equating a refugee background for a perpetrator
from predominantly Muslim country, or a homogenous perception of Muslim countries
shaped by war. However, this must be interpreted with caution and other explanations
might account for this finding as well.

Another explorative observation targets the information category civil status:
participants indicated higher interest towards the civil status of the ingroup than the
outgroup in the sexual offence condition; there was no difference between the degree of
interest observed in the theft condition. One might post hoc argue that participants could
be in search for external explanations for the ingroup but not the outgroup perpetrator’s
misconduct.

In addition, the information categories health status, occupation as well as childhood
and youth were perceived as more stereotypic for the ingroup than for the outgroup
perpetrator, and participants perceived occupation as more stereotypic in the theft
compared to the sexual offence condition, which might explain the need to steal.

Overall, the pattern in the categories which are more interesting and stereotypic for
the in- and the outgroup perpetrator are in line with the ultimate attribution error (Pettigrew,
1979). Ethnic background and religious affiliation as more internal attributes are perceived
as sources which are more interesting and stereotypic when participants are confronted with
an outgroup perpetrator. On the other hand, information sources such as health status,
occupation, and childhood and youth, which depict external factors, are perceived as more
stereotypic when participants are faced with an ingroup perpetrator. Importantly, these
results were obtained although participants had the chance to indicate that they were not
interested at all in particular information categories and despite the clear instructions
highlighting the group membership of the perpetrators as part of a within subjects’
manipulation. Furthermore, it is thought-provoking that the health status of the ingroup

perpetrator is perceived as a more stereotypic information source, which we perceive as in
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line with the differential medial frames used for different perpetrators (Duxbury et al.,
2018; Fabregat et al., 2019).
Implications beyond one male Muslim migrant deviant

The results of this experiment hint to the biased interest towards specific information
categories about perpetrators which might have severe consequences and implications
beyond the individual perpetrator which we will discuss in the following. Immigrants have
been found to be less visible and at the same time, more negative frames were used for
representing them (Fabregat et al., 2019). An analysis of four local newspapers of
Barcelona (205 articles from the years 2000 to 2012) revealed that 57% of the frames used
to represent immigrants were negative and missed the chance of helping integration
(Fabregat et al., 2019).

Given the racialisation and islamicisation of sexual violence (Wigger, 2019), male
Muslims are more likely to be dehumanized and perceived as social threats as part of the
media (Wigger et al., 2022). The more people believed the veracity of the culture
explanation, the more feelings of symbolic threat (Stephan et al., 2002; Stephan & Stephan,
1996) were related to radical reactions towards refugees, that is, right-wing violence,
support for armed self-defence, and support for closing Germany’s borders to immigrants
(Starmer et al., 2019). When US people believed that Muslims compared to Christians do
not value gender equality, they reported increased prejudice towards this outgroup (Moss
etal., 2019). Instead, when Moss et al. (2019) told participants that Muslims valued gender
equality, participants’ prejudice and desire for social distance was reduced. Immigration
supporters in Germany tended to attribute a suicide attack done by an outgroup perpetrator
to mental illness rather than to terrorism as motive and this in turn predicted their being
less punitive towards immigrants as a whole compared to participants opposing
immigration (Noor et al., 2019).

In most European countries (especially Eastern and central Europe), participants were
more resistant towards Muslim immigration than immigration in general, with 24% of
Europeans favoring a complete restriction of Muslim immigration (Gusciute et al., 2021).
Women were more opposed to Muslim immigration than men which was explained by the
portrayal of male Muslims as misogynistic (Gusciute et al., 2021). The framing used as part
of media representations thus might not only affect one single deviant but also their whole
group (Doosje et al., 2007; Khosrowtaj, Teige-Mocigemba, et al., 2023; Khosrowtaj,
Yzerbyt, et al., 2023; Lickel et al., 2006; Noor et al., 2019).

49



Using media extended (i.e., knowing about close relationships between in- and
outgroup members) and parasocial (i.e., mass-mediated interpersonal interaction) contact
(Fabregat et al., 2019; Schiappa et al., 2005; Wright et al., 1997) and providing unbiased
knowledge about the outgroup and the religion (cf. Pettigrew & Tropp, 2008) may be
promising on societal and political levels for improving the integration of immigrants and
refugees as well as modifying negative attitudes towards these minorities. As religious
discrimination was associated with decreased life satisfaction among Muslim American
participants (Bassioni & Langrehr, 2021) it is promising to improve integration and
immigrants well-being.

Conclusions

The present work is to the best of our knowledge the first experiment examining a)
participants’ interest towards specific information categories when confronted with an
ingroup vs. outgroup perpetrator as well as b) the degree to which such information
categories are perceived as stereotypical for an in- and outgroup perpetrator while
considering two crimes. It is the first empirical work showing that German participants
indicate higher interest towards stereotypic information categories in case of a perpetrator
from a predominantly Muslim country than a German perpetrator. In contrast to other work,
participants of our experiment imagined reading an article and were asked which
information categories they were interested reading about and how far they rated them as
stereotypic. It stands out that participants indicated higher interest towards the ethnic
background and religious affiliation of the outgroup than ingroup perpetrator and judged
these categories as more stereotypic of the outgroup than ingroup perpetrator. It is alarming
that a perpetrator’s religious affiliation seemed to be a relevant information source at all
when the crime committed was sexual. This might be seen as participants’ strategy seeking
for information which confirmed their stereotypes, a process called assimilation (Panitz et
al., 2021; Pinquart et al., 2021). Based on the results of the present work one might
conclude that the biased representations depicted as part of the introduction of this work
has already become consolidated in information search such that stereotypic information

categories are perceived as relevant criteria to judge a perpetrator.
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Appendix

Table 1. Frequently named information categories as a function of crime type.

Category Description & examples Sexual Theft
offence (n = (n =156)
155)
Crime circumstances & Information on the exact circumstances of the crime, crime scene, time of crime, reasons and 55 (35.5%) 88 (56.4%)

motive

Sociodemographics

Ethnicity

Occupation &
socioeconomic status

Criminal record

(Current) social
environment

Perpetrator's physical
characteristics

Health status

motives of the perpetrator as well as further influence factors (e.g., alcohol, drugs, weapons, or
other involved persons)

Information on sociodemographics of the perpetrator: Gender of the perpetrator, place of living,
age and name of the perpetrator (even though the latter two were mentioned as part of the
instruction)

Information about the nationality, citizenship, (cultural) origin, ethnicity, religious affiliation,
migration background, integration & asylum status of the perpetrator

Information about the (un)employment and the type of professional activity, socioeconomic
status in financial terms, material living situation, social class of the perpetrator

Information on possible previous convictions or whether he was already known to the police
before the crime

Information about the perpetrator's social contacts and relationships. Not including family
relationships.

Information about physical characteristics of the perpetrator (e.g., height, appearance, hair or eye
colour, clothing, or other aspects of his appearance)

Information about the perpetrator's health. Includes both physical and psychological (previous)
illnesses and noticeable problems

58 (37.4%)

44 (28.4%)

41 (26.5%)

37 (23.9%)

12 (7.7%)

10 (6.5%)

24 (15.5%)

39 (25.0%)

33 (21.2%)

25 (16.0%)

30 (19.2%)

26 (16.7%)

24 (15.4%)

7 (4.5%)




Victimology Information about the victim, perpetrator — victim relationship: Did they know each other 19 (12.3%) 2 (1.3%)
before? Where did they possibly meet before?

Civil status Information about the perpetrator's relationship / civil status, family / potential children 29 (18.7%) 15 (9.6%)

Note. Participants had the possibility to mention several categories. This table depicts categories which were named at least by 10% of the subsample in one of the
two conditions. The numbers indicate the absolute counts. The percentages indicate how many of one condition mentioned at least one association targeting the
categories (e.g., 35.5% of the participants in the rape condition generated categories which were clustered into the crime circumstances and motive category (64.5%
did not indicate any associations targeting this category) and 56.4% in the theft condition indicated (43.6% did not indicate) associations targeting this category).

Table 2. Descriptive and test statistics for all interest and stereotypicality ratings as a function of perpetrator’s group membership and crime type.

Variable Ingroup perpetrator Outgroup perpetrator Theft Sexual offence ANOVA
M (SD) M (SD) M (SD) M(SD) Effect FRatio df p n2
Ethnic Background
Interest 3.22 (1.90) 3.34 (1.94) 444 1309 .036 .001

p
3.12(1.92)  3.44(1.92) c 219 1,309 .140 .007
pxc 005 1,309 .830 .000
p 48046 1,309 <.001 .419
c 022 1,309 .642 .000
X

c 037 1,309 .541 .001

Stereotypicality 3.10 (1.79) 5.78 (1.47)
447 (21)  4.41(2.06)

p
Religious Affiliation

Interest 2.83 (1.77) 3.02 (1.93) P 9.37 1,309 .002 .003
2.62(1.80)  3.23(1.87) c 9.66 1,309 .002 .027

pxc 244 1309 .119 .001

Stereotypicality 3.12 (1.73) 5.67 (1.59) p 39297 1309 <.001 .373
4.28(2.13)  4.51(2.06) c 290 1,309 .089 .005

pXxc 2.67 1309 .103 .004
Cultural Background
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Variable Ingroup perpetrator Outgroup perpetrator Theft Sexual offence ANOVA
M (SD) M (SD) M (SD) M(SD) Effect FRatio df p n2
Interest 3.72 (1.93) 3.83(1.99) p 350 1,309 .062 .001
3.59 (1.95) 3.96 (1.95) c 3.03 1,309 .083 .009
pXxc 0.19 1,309 .664 .000
Stereotypicality 3.52 (1.81) 5.84 (1.39) p 394.06 1,309 001 .342
4.56 (2.01) 4.8 (1.95) c 282 1,309 .094 .005
pXxc 0.00 1,309 .950 .000
Childhood and Youth
Interest 5.19 (1.84) 5.07 (1.82) p 580 1,309 .017 .001
5.02 (1.88) 5.24 (1.77) c 126 1,309 .262 .004
pXxc 1.62 1,309 .204 .000
Stereotypicality 4.77 (1.74) 4.05 (1.66) p 42.88 1,309 .001 .043
4.43 (1.70) 4.39 (1.78) c 0.08 1,309 .774 .000
pXxc 021 1,309 .648 .000
Civil Status
Interest 4.4 (1.92) 4.32 (1.94) p 128 1,309 .258 .000
4.16 (1.88) 4.56 (1.96) c 3.78 1309 .053 .011
pXxc 405 1309 .045 .001
Stereotypicality 3.98 (1.71) 3.78 (1.57) p 357 1,309 .060 .004
3.95(1.63) 3.81 (1.66) c 0.89 1,309  .347 .002
pXxc 0.00 1,309 .958 .000
Occupation
Interest 4.75 (1.76) 4.73 (1.77) p 0.16 1,309 .692 .000
4.88 (1.67) 4.61 (1.85) c 196 1,309 .162 .006
pXxc 0.00 1,309 .954 .000
Stereotypicality 4.10 (1.76) 3.60 (1.66) p 23.03 1,309 .001 .022
415(1.17)  3.55(1.70) c 1431 1,309 <.001 .031
pXxc 163 1,309 .202 .002
Current Social Environment
Interest 5.32 (1.69) 5.37 (1.62) p 1.04 1,309 .309 .000
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Ingroup perpetrator Outgroup perpetrator Theft Sexual offence ANOVA

Variable M (SD) M (SD) M (SD) M(SD) Effect F Ratio  df Y
532 (1.64) 537 (L67) c 009 1,309 .767 .000

pxc 007 1,309 .797 .000

Stereotypicality 4.82 (1.75) 4.76 (1.66) p 044 1,309 506 .000
482 (1.72)  4.76 (1.69) c 011 1,309 .742 .000

pXxc 1.85 1,309 175 .001
Health Status

Interest 4.93 (1.84) 4.85 (1.85) p 362 1,309 .058 .000
4.87 (1.8) 4.91 (1.89) c 046 1,309 .830 .000

pXxc 0.00 1,309 .995 .000

Stereotypicality 4.06 (1.96) 3.09 (1.61) p 83.29 1,309 <.001 .068
3.44 (1.82) 3.72 (1.89) c 266 1,309 .104 .006

XC 0.18 1,309 .672 .000

p
Educational Level

Interest 4.63 (1.83) 4.59 (1.83) p 065 1,309 421 .000
4.64 (1.89) 4.59 (1.77) c 0.06 1,309 .801 .000

pXxc 0.10 1,309 .759 .000

Stereotypicality 4.82 (1.71) 4.71 (1.64) p 1.17 1,309 .280 .001
4.78 (1.71) 4.75 (1.64) c 0.04 1,309 .852 .000

pxc 132 1,309 252 .001

Note. N = 311. ANOVA = Analysis of Variance; p = perpetrator; ¢ = crime type



Summary of Manuscript 2
Khosrowtaj, Z., Stissenbach, P., & Teige-Mocigemba, S. (2023). The black sheep as a shift
of blame? Blaming the ingroup perpetrator and victim in an intergroup deviant

setting. Manuscript Submitted.

Following the literature on black sheep effect (Marques & Paez, 1994; Marques &
Yzerbyt, 1988), we tested whether German participants would indicate harsher judgments
towards an ingroup perpetrator than an outgroup perpetrator. We further took into
consideration the impact of guilt certainty and whether depending on guilt being (not)
certain participants would indicate a black sheep effect (outgroup discrimination). Recall
that van Prooijen (2006) observed a black sheep effect when guilt was certain whereas
outgroup discrimination occurred when guilt was uncertain, leaving room for the so called
benefit of the doubt (van Prooijen, 2006). For guaranteeing the maximal similarity to the
original experiment which observed the benefit of the doubt (van Prooijen, 2006) we also
implemented a theft condition similar to the one of the original study. The first experiment
of this manuscript is the first experimental approach for testing the interacting effect of
perpetrator’s ethnicity and crime type while taking into account guilt certainty. In
Experiment 1, we conducted a 2 (perpetrator ethnicity: German vs. Syrian refugee) x 2
(guilt certainty: certain vs. uncertain) x 2 (crime type: rape vs. theft) between-subjects
design. Results indicated a black sheep effect independent of the guilt certainty
manipulation. This was apparent only on the affective retribution items used by van
Prooijen (2006), that is participants indicated a higher degree of anger and hostility towards
the ingroup perpetrator than his outgroup counterpart. We did not observe the interaction
between ethnicity and guilt certainty (black sheep effect when guilt is certain and outgroup
discrimination when guilt is uncertain) even though the guilt manipulation was successful.
This raised the question of another underlying factor for the differential judgments of social
groups such as ethnicities.

Given the literature on dehumanization and infrahumanization reviewed as part of the
theoretical background of this dissertation, we came up with the idea, that participants may
perceive deviant acts as more typical for the outgroup and endorsing an unconditional black
sheep effect may be a result of this. As such, if participants view the ingroup as more human
in general, a decrease in infrahumanization may vanish the black sheep effect. We tested
whether perceiving the outgroup as less human would be the cause of differences in

judgments of in- and outgroup perpetrators. As such, as part of Experiment 2, we
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manipulated infrahumanization for testing whether a decrease in infrahumanization (i.e.,
higher perceptions of humanness of the outgroup) may come along with equal or harsher
treatments of the outgroup.

We further tested again the effect of guilt certainty for drawing conclusions across
both Experiments and thus we conducted a 2 (perpetrator ethnicity: German vs. Afghan
refugee) x 2 (guilt certainty: certain vs. uncertain) x 2 (infrahumanization: ingroup helping
outgroup vs. outgroup helping ingroup) between subjects’ design. In addition, we
implemented the question regarding the interest towards the different information
categories for testing whether participants would be more interested in receiving more
information on stereotypic information categories after working through the newspaper
article. We predicted that in line with the results of the first manuscript, participants would
indicate higher interest towards the stereotypic information categories (religious affiliation,
ethnic background and cultural background) after working through the newspaper article
depicting the outgroup (than ingroup) perpetrator. Results of Experiment 2 brought up
some unpredicted but interesting patterns regarding infrahumanization. Recall that based
on previous literature people tend to ascribe fewer secondary emotions independent of
valence to outgroups (Leyens et al., 2000, 2001). Our manipulation of infrahumanization
(based on Davies et al., 2018) was supposed to decrease infrahumanization (i.e., leading to
higher ascriptions of secondary positive and negative emotions to the outgroup). However,
we observed a higher ascription of secondary positive emotions to the outgroup following
the infrahumanization manipulation, whereas participants ascribed significantly less
secondary negative emotions towards the outgroup. One explanation for this pattern may
be due to the fact that the infrahumanization manipulation described the outgroup in a
prosocial manner and the proceeding negative emotions somehow contradicted the first
positive laden newspaper article. Davies et al. (2018) for instance only assessed negative
primary and secondary emotions after confronting participants with a natural disaster
(negative incident). In sum our results indicate that valence of the emotions may play a
crucial role in specific contexts which needs further investigations. Independent of the
humanization manipulation, the black sheep effect was observed: participants indicated
harsher judgments towards the ingroup perpetrator than the outgroup perpetrator. However,
when investigating further correlative patterns, with increased ascription of positive
secondary emotions we observed participants being less punitive towards the outgroup
perpetrator. We further replicated the victim blaming pattern of Experiment 1, that is,

participants indicated higher victim blaming when the perpetrator stemmed from the
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outgroup. In addition, the correlative pattern regarding the ascribed positive secondary
emotions mirrored the perpetrator judgments. With increasing attribution of secondary
positive emotions to the outgroup, the victim received more blame but only when the
perpetrator stemmed from the outgroup. And finally, the degree of interest towards
different information categories (see also manuscript 1) indicated indeed higher interest
towards the perpetrator’s religious affiliation, ethnic background and cultural background
as well as civil status in case of an outgroup than an ingroup perpetrator. These two
Experiments point to a possible shift of blame from the outgroup perpetrator to the ingroup
perpetrator (black sheep effect) and victim which may be due to the perceptions of less
humanness of the outgroup. This may be in line with the finding that higher ascriptions of
positive secondary emotions came along with less severe judgments of the outgroup

perpetrator but more severe judgments of the victim (but: correlative pattern).
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Abstract
Crimes by refugees are overrepresented in the media and might raise the expectation that
refugees behave more deviantly than the ingroup. Often, refugees’ cultural and religious
background is used to explain their wrongdoings. In two experiments, we investigated the
effect of ethnicity of the perpetrator, guilt certainty, and outgroup infrahumanization on
perpetrator and victim blaming when judging a sexual offence (Exp. 1) and property crime
(Exp. 2). Participants indicated harsher retributive affect (Exp. 1-2) and blame (Exp. 2)
towards the ingroup (black sheep effect). Victim blaming was harsher when the perpetrator
stemmed from the outgroup (Exp. 1-2), hinting to a shift of blame, discussed in terms of
outgroup derogation. A manipulation of infrahumanization (Exp. 2) did not predict blame
attributions, but positive secondary emotions affected blame judgments. The role of
valence as part of infrahumanization as well as the association between dehumanization

and punishment are discussed.

Keywords: black sheep effect, guilt certainty, benefit of the doubt, infrahumanization, guilt

attributions, Muslim refugees
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“He was so terrible that he was no longer terrible, only

dehumanized.”

F. Scott Fitzgerald, Tender is the Night

Refugee depiction in the German media became clearly negative after 2015: reports
on violent and sex crimes were overrepresented, whereas, for example, property crimes,
the most common crime according to crime statistics, were seldomly represented (Maurer
et al., 2021). One of the election posters of the right-wing populist party, ”Alternative fiir
Deutschland” depicted a woman with partially bare breasts with an accompanying slogan
"German women no fair game, got it? Bindingly demanding integration" (,, Sexistisch,
rassistisch, widerlich*, 2021). It targeted stereotypes against male migrants and refugees
and instrumentalized women rights to discriminate against them (Vollmar, 2021). Besides
the depiction of refugees and migrants as violent perpetrators (Kearns et al., 2019; Sttrmer
et al., 2019; Wigger, 2019; Wigger et al., 2022), portrayals of the outgroup sometimes
involve dehumanization. Subtle dehumanisation —i.e., ascribing less humanness — has been
observed in media reports about the conditions of refugees during their flight as well as in
refugee camps (Siem et al., 2017). With the present work, we aim to investigate factors
affecting guilt attributions towards in- and outgroup perpetrators which were not
investigated jointly so far. Specifically, as part of our first experiment, we examined the
effect of a) perpetrator ethnicity (ingroup vs. outgroup), b) guilt certainty (certain vs.
uncertain) as well as ¢) crime type (sexual offence vs. property crime) on the attribution of
blame towards a perpetrator and a victim. Following up on the results of Experiment 1, we
investigated the experimental and correlational effect of infrahumanization as a form of
dehumanization (Haslam, 2006; Haslam & Loughnan, 2014) in the context of in- and
outgroup property offenders. Before turning to the present research, we will briefly review
work on factors that affect the coping with ingroup deviance (Otten & Gordijn, 2014), as
our framework relies on the psychological primacy of the ingroup (Yzerbyt et al., 2000).
The black sheep effect: Coping with ingroup deviance

When confronted with ingroup deviance, people might react in two ways: justifying /
downplaying the misconduct perpetrated by the ingroup, thus, expressing ingroup bias or
more harshly rejecting the misconduct and distancing oneself from the black sheep
(Marques & Paez, 1994; Marques & Yzerbyt, 1988; Otten & Gordijn, 2014). This latter
pattern might seem contradictory. The black sheep effect, however, serves the maintenance

of a positive group image by excluding the unexpected deviant member and getting rid of
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the bad exemplars who deviated from the ingroup's norms (Yzerbyt et al., 2000). Whether
participants will express a black sheep effect (BSE) is crucially moderated by third factors
such as guilt certainty.

Guilt certainty and the benefit of the doubt

One factor affecting the perception of deviance is described as the ambiguity of guilt
(Otten & Gordijn, 2014). A fascinating pattern observed by van Prooijen (2006) illustrates
one of the necessary conditions for the BSE to occur. When guilt was certain, participants
were more angry and hostile towards an ingroup compared to an outgroup wrong-doer, but
when guilt was uncertain, participants judged the outgroup wrong-doer more harshly as
might be expected from an ingroup bias perspective (van Prooijen, 2006).

Hypocrisy in blame attributions due to crime type?

Crime type seems to affect the blame attributed towards victims and perpetrators
(Brems & Wagner, 1994): less blame was attributed to the perpetrator in case of theft than
in the case of rape. However, also in the context of sexual assault, perpetrators may be
judged relatively leniently. Whereas in one study, participants blamed a victim more
harshly and exonerated the perpetrator in case of sexual assault compared to theft (Bieneck
& Krahé, 2011), in another recent study victim blaming did not differ regarding different
crimes (Reichetal., 2021). So far, the interaction between perpetrator’s ethnicity and crime
type has not been investigated yet. Taking into account the portrayal of Muslim male
migrants in the German media following the sexual assaults in Cologne in 2015/2016
(Sturmer et al., 2019; Wigger et al., 2022), the argument has been put forward that sexual
violence is perceived as a racialized and Islamised crime (Wigger, 2019). This might
crucially influence the way in- and outgroup perpetrators of sexual violence are perceived.
(Infra)humanization as a moderator for the black sheep effect?

In a recent study, Americans perceived Muslims and Arabs as the least evolved human
group followed by Mexican immigrants, South Koreans, and Chinese people, while
Europeans, Swiss, Japanese and Australians were perceived as similarly evolved (Kteily et
al., 2015). Blatant dehumanization and infrahumanization, a more subtle form of
dehumanization (Leyens et al., 2000), predicted support for reducing Arab immigration
(Kteily et al., 2015).

Following infrahumanization theory, human essence (i.e., language, cognition, and
specific emotions) differentiates humans from animals (Leyens et al., 2000, 2001) and
people tend to reserve this human uniqueness for their ingroup, thereby “infrahumanizing”

outgroups. Thus, independent of their valence, positive secondary emotions (such as hope)
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as well as negative ones (such as melancholy) are ascribed to one's ingroup whereas
primary emotions that are also experienced by animals (such as fear) are attributed to the
outgroup and, thus, infrahumanization remains distinct from mere ingroup favouritism
(Haslam, 2006; Leyens et al., 2000, 2001). Perceiving one's ingroup to be collectively
responsible for an outgroup mass killing led participants to infrahumanize the outgroup
victims (Castano & Giner-Sorolla, 2006). In the context of sexual violence, dehumanizing
sexual offenders predicted reduced support for their rehabilitation, higher sentence lengths,
and the social exclusion of the offender (Viki et al., 2012).

The present work

With the present work, we shed light on the four above mentioned factors affecting
the evaluation of perpetrators and victims. In the first experiment, we examined the effect
of perpetrator ethnicity®, guilt certainty, and crime type on blame ratings. Here, we
expected German participants to blame the ingroup (German) perpetrator more harshly
compared to the outgroup (Syrian) perpetrator in line with the BSE, when guilt is certain
(van Prooijen, 2006). We further expected participants to blame the outgroup perpetrator
more harshly when guilt was not certain, thus observing a “benefit of the doubt”-effect.
Moreover, we examined whether crime type has an influence on this pattern. Finally, we
investigated whether harsher victim blaming and more lenient judgments towards the
perpetrator occur in case of rape as observed by Bieneck and Krahé (2011).

In Experiment 2, we investigated the role of infrahumanization on blame judgments
in the case of theft. More concretely, we examined whether increasing the humanization of
the outgroup might be associated with equal treatment of the perpetrators. Thus, we tested
infrahumanization as a possible moderator for the BSE to (not) occur in the context of

intergroup wrong doings.

8 There is a racialization of Islam (Shooman, 2012) even though the ethnicity should not be
equalled with one’s religious affiliation — “not all Arabs are Muslims nor all Muslims are Arabs”
(Kteily et al., 2015, p. 42). Antimuslim racism is prevalent in Germany (Zick, 2017) and Shooman
(2012) hints to the synonymous use of categories such as Muslim, Turk, Arab, and Migrant. Thus,
in the following, we will refer to perpetrator’s ethnicity, while this factor was manipulated using a
predominantly Muslim country (Syrian and Afghan) as ethnicity for the outgroup perpetrator.
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Experiment 1

Methods

All measures and manipulations relevant for the scope of the present work as well as
all exclusions are reported for both experiments.
Sample size estimation
Building on the study by van Prooijen (2006) who observed an interaction effect between
group membership and guilt certainty of f = .27 (estimated upon the reported test statistics
using a freely available tool by Lakens (2013)), an a-priori power analysis was run. Due
to differences to the original study (e.g., van Prooijen operationalized ingroup vs. outgroup
via Dutch vs. German soccer teams, fictious companies and membership in differing Dutch
universities), we decided for a more conservative effect size and estimated f at.17.
Assuming an effect size of f = .17 for the interaction between group x guilt certainty, we
required a sample size of 366 participants for a power of 90%. We aimed at collecting data
from N = 400 anticipating possible exclusions.
Participants

A total of N = 478 participants completed the online experiment. Due to our a priori
determined exclusion criteria, 45 participants had to be excluded: Five participants who
were younger than 18 years were excluded (we did not exclude participants who did not
indicate their age, n = 5). Moreover, we only analysed data of German participants.
Therefore, we excluded 17 participants who indicated having a non-German first language
and ten further participants who indicated that at least one parent had a first language from
a predominantly Muslim country (i.e., Arabic, Afghan, Farsi). Finally, two participants
who had participated in previous similar studies and eleven participants who were reported
as extremely fast completers by the survey software (Leiner, 2016) were excluded. This
resulted in a total analysis sample of N = 433 participants (n = 279 female, n = 133 male, n
= 6 diverse, n = 15 not answered) with an average age of M = 28.47 years and SD = 9.76
(range = 18-75 years). We conducted a sensitivity analysis using this final sample size. For
a power of .90, the interaction effect would need to be f = .156 or greater.
Procedure and Measures

Overall procedure. We conducted a 2 (perpetrator ethnicity: German vs. Syrian

refugee) x 2 (guilt certainty: certain vs. uncertain) x 2 (crime type: rape vs. theft) between-
subjects design. We invited participants to take part in an online study. We randomly
assigned participants to one of eight experimental conditions in which they read an alleged

newspaper article describing either a rape case or a theft case. Following the article, we
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asked participants to indicate how much they blamed the perpetrator and the victim and
assessed hostile affect and pity felt towards the perpetrator and victim. For aims beyond the
scope of the present work participants additionally worked through some additional
measures; in the following we will focus on the measures relevant for the current
experiment. A single item checked the guilt certainty manipulation using a 7-point Likert
scale (“Finally, a question about the newspaper article you read. Please think back to the
content of the article you read. To what extent has [perpetrator’s name] guilt been proven
in relation to the [crime done]?””), with 1 = not at all and 7 = very strongly. Finally,
participants completed demographical variables such as gender, age, first language, first
language of their parents, contact to Muslims, educational level, approximate size of their
living place, and some questions targeting at whether participants had been a crime victim
themselves (e.g., sexual assaults, theft, physical violence, social exclusion). We gave
participants the possibility to take part in a lottery for gift cards, thanked them for
participation and ended the experiment with a debriefing about the fictional character of the
articles.

Newspaper article. We created eight parallel newspaper articles, which only differed
regarding the experimental factors. Based on work conducted by van Prooijen (2006, Exp.
3 & Exp. 4) we adapted the bicycle theft scenario and manipulated guilt certainty by adding
the information that surveillance cameras recorded the crime and the perpetrator was (vs.
was not) detected certainly (van Prooijen, 2006, Exp. 4). The articles depicting rape as
crime were constructed following the bicycle articles with the aim of achieving maximum
parallelism as possible. One exemplary article (rape, outgroup perpetrator, and guilt certain
condition) is presented below.

Hamburg

Rape: Syrian refugee arrested

20.01.2019, 11:00

In the night from December 14, 2018, to December 15, 2018, a rape occurred in a
side street near the main train station. The 24-years-old Ines M. from Hamburg, who was
the victim of the rape, reported this to the police the following day. Shortly thereafter,
investigation procedures were initiated against the 28-years-old Syrian refugee Mustafa
K.

Surveillance cameras recorded the course of events. When evaluating the recordings,

Mustafa K. could be clearly identified as part of the circumstances of the crime.
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Judgments. We assessed participants’ judgments regarding the case using 20 items
based on previous research, e.g. “How much influence did [he/she] have on the outcome
of the situation?”, “How likely is the accused guilty of a crime?” (Bieneck & Krahé, 2011;
Slssenbach et al., 2012; Sissenbach et al., 2017) and retributive affect, e.g. “How hostile
do you feel towards the suspect?”, “How angry do you feel toward the suspect?” (van
Prooijen, 2006; van Prooijen & Lam, 2007). All dependent measures were assessed on 7-
point Likert scales with higher scores indicating higher negative judgments / emotions
except for one categorical single item assessing the main guilt: “Who bears the primary
responsibility for things happening the way they happened?” with a dichotomous answer

depicting the names of the perpetrator and victim.

Results
Guilt certainty manipulation check and preparatory analyses

An independent samples t-test with guilt certainty as independent variable and our
manipulation check item as dependent variable revealed the expected effect of guilt
certainty: Participants in the guilt certain condition indicated higher guilt certainty (M =
5.58, SD = 1.76) than participants in the guilt uncertain condition (M = 1.98, SD = 1.42),
t(415.213) = 23.51, p < .001, d = 2.26.

We conducted several factor analyses with all dependent variables (except for the
single dichotomous item). Using a PFA procedure and allowing for correlated factors, we
determined that a two-factor solution was both theoretically most plausible as well as the
best fit to the data. The first (second) factor included items targeting blame and retributive
affect towards the perpetrator (victim), Cronbach’s Alpha = .90 (.81), 11 items (8 items).
Blame and retributive affect towards the perpetrator and the victim

We ran an ANOVA with perpetrator blame as the dependent variable and perpetrator
ethnicity, guilt certainty, and crime type as independent variables. We observed a main
effect of guilt certainty, F(1, 425) = 237.27, p < .001, n?, = .358, such that participants in
the guilt certain condition indicated harsher retributive affect towards the perpetrator (M =
5.31, SD =.98) compared to the participants in the guilt uncertain condition (M = 3.94, SD
= 1.23). In addition, we observed a main effect of crime type, F(1, 425) = 169.69, p <
.001,n§, = .285, such that participants judged the perpetrator more harshly in the rape
condition (M =5.21, SD = 1.23) compared to the theft condition (M = 4.06, SD = 1.11).
There was no effect of perpetrator ethnicity, F(1, 425) = 3.01, p = .084, ng; = .007.
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Contrary to the results observed by van Prooijen (2006), we did not observe any
interaction between perpetrator ethnicity x guilt certainty, p = .961. Further, we did not
observe an interaction between perpetrator ethnicity x crime type, p = .775, nor any other
interaction effect, guilt certainty x crime type, p = .711, perpetrator ethnicity x guilt
certainty x crime type, p = .883.

To take a closer look, we conducted an additional analysis only with the retributive
affect items that were used by van Prooijen (2006) in his Experiments 1-2, (e.g., “How
angry [hostile] do you feel toward the perpetrator?). This analysis revealed a main effect
of perpetrator ethnicity, F(1, 425) = 7.77, p = .006, nf, = .018, such that participants
expressed higher levels of retributive affect towards the ingroup perpetrator (M = 3.75, SD
= 1.98) compared to the outgroup perpetrator (M = 3.31, SD = 1.95), suggestive of a BSE.
Again, we observed a main effect of guilt certainty, F(1, 425) = 79.58, p <.001, ng = .158,
such that participants attributed higher rates of retributive affect in the guilt certain
condition (M = 4.22, SD = 1.85) compared to the guilt uncertain condition (M = 2.83, SD
= 1.85). Also, we observed a main effect of crime type, F(1, 425) = 101.72, p < .001, n§ =
.193, such that participants attributed higher retributive affect in the rape condition (M =
4.32, SD = 2.01) compared to the theft condition (M = 2.76, SD = 1.60). There was,
however, no interaction effect, perpetrator ethnicity x guilt certainty, p = .872, perpetrator
ethnicity x crime type, p =.591, crime type x guilt certainty, p = .085, perpetrator ethnicity
x guilt certainty x crime type, p = .525.

We conducted an ANOVA with victim blame as the dependent variable and the same
factors as before in the model. This analysis revealed a significant effect of perpetrator
ethnicity, F(1, 425) = 8.58, p = .004, n3 = .020, such that the victim was judged more
negatively when the perpetrator stemmed from the outgroup (M = 2.26, SD = 1.02) than
from the ingroup (M = 2.05, SD = .85). In addition, there was a significant effect of crime
type, F(1, 425) = 11545, p < .001,nf, = .214, such that the victim was judged more
negatively in the theft condition (M = 2.57, SD = .95) than in the rape condition (M = 1.73,
SD =.71). Furthermore, we observed a significant interaction between perpetrator ethnicity
and crime type, F(1, 425) = 5.14, p = .024,n;; = .012.

For probing the two-way interaction between perpetrator ethnicity x crime type, we
ran separate independent t-tests for the theft and rape condition. Participants indicated
harsher judgments towards the victim when the perpetrator stemmed from the outgroup (M
= 2.85, SD = 1.03) compared to the ingroup (M = 2.39, SD = .90) in the theft condition,
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t(237) = -3.62, p < .001. There was no difference between the victim blame judgments in
the rape conditions, t(237) = -.89, p = .370.

No other main nor interaction effects were observed: guilt certainty, p = .115, guilt
certainty x perpetrator ethnicity, p < .155, guilt certainty x crime type, p = .143 and
perpetrator ethnicity x guilt certainty x crime type, p = .715.

Main blame: forced choice judgement

We conducted a binomial logistic regression for estimating the effect of perpetrator’s
group membership, guilt certainty, and crime type on the likelihood that participants would
blame the perpetrator (coded with 1) compared to the victim (coded with 0). The logistic
regression model was statistically significant, x? (3) = 136.24, p < .001 and explained
43.5% (Nagelkerke’s R?) of the variance in main guilt and correctly classified 85.2% of
cases. The area under the ROC curve was .863, 95% CI [.819, .906], which is an excellent
level of discrimination according to Hosmer et al. (2013). All predictors in the model were
statistically significant as shown in Table 1. Participants in the ingroup condition had 1.98
times higher odds to blame the perpetrator as compared to the victim than participants in
the outgroup condition. Participants in the guilt certain condition had 18.06 times higher
odds to blame the perpetrator as compared to the victim than participants in the guilt
uncertain condition. Finally, participants in the theft condition had 11.55 times higher odds

to blame the victim than the perpetrator as compared to the rape condition.

Table 1. Logistic regression predicting likelihood of blaming the perpetrator based on

Dperpetrator’s ethnicity, guilt certainty, and crime type.

95% CI Odds

B SE Wald df p OR Ratio
Group 68 31 494 1 .026 1.98 [1.08, 3.61]
Guilt 289 39 5365 1 <001 18.06 [8.33, 39.17]
certainty
Crimetype 245 35 4778 1 <001 1155 [5.77, 23.11]
Constant b3 10138 1 <.001 .005

5.36
Note. Categorical codings for the predictors include Perpetrator ethnicity: Ingroup =1,
Outgroup = 0; Guilt certainty: 100% = 1, 50% = 0; crime type: theft = 1, rape = 0.

Discussion
In the present experiment, we investigated the effect of a perpetrator's ethnicity, guilt
certainty, and crime type on the attributions of guilt towards the perpetrator and victim. We
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observed participants being more punitive towards perpetrators of rape and the
manipulation of guilt certainty proved successful. When looking at the retributive affect
items used by van Prooijen (2006) our data indicated a BSE (Marques & Paez, 1994;
Marques & Yzerbyt, 1988) — in contrast to van Prooijen, however, we did not observe an
interaction between guilt certainty and perpetrator ethnicity. The attribution of main guilt
was in line with the BSE as the odds of blaming the perpetrator compared to the victim
were higher in the ingroup than in the outgroup perpetrator condition.

In general accordance with a BSE, participants blamed the victim less when the
perpetrator stemmed from the ingroup than from the outgroup. In addition, we observed
participants indicating higher rates of victim blaming in the theft than in the rape condition,
which was not predicted based on results observed by Bieneck and Krahé (2011). This
might be in support with the observation that participants were less likely to blame rape
victims than theft victims when blame is assessed directly compared to indirectly (Felson
& Palmore, 2018), both the direct and indirect measure involved explicit measures but
differed in their wording.

This first experiment did not confirm our main hypothesis, namely that guilt certainty
moderates the occurrence of the BSE (Otten & Gordijn, 2014; van Prooijen, 2006).
Different from van Prooijen (2006), we only observed a BSE as a main effect on retributive
affect independent of guilt certainty. Despite also employing theft as a crime as
implemented by van Prooijen (2006), guilt certainty did not affect the occurrence of a
positive or negative bias as reviewed by Otten and Gordijn (2014). The question arises
whether there might be another factor that might affect the nature of bias in case of social
outgroups such as ethnic and national minorities. More precisely, it could be reasoned that
participants exhibited an unconditional BSE in the first experiment not only because they
wanted to distance themselves from the ingroup harm doer but also because they believed
that the conducted harm is more typical for the outgroup as a whole (Khosrowtaj, Teige-
Mocigemba, et al., 2023; Khosrowtaj, Yzerbyt, et al., 2023).

(Infra)humanization of the outgroup and the evaluation of deviant members

If participants of our first experiment indicated harsher judgments towards the ingroup
perpetrator because they viewed the ingroup as more human in general, whereas the
outgroup, and thus, the outgroup perpetrator was infrahumanized, then reducing the
infrahumanization of the outgroup might change the subsequent guilt attributions towards
the outgroup perpetrator. In consequence, the BSE might vanish as both groups are viewed

as similarly human and moral following the manipulation.
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Bastian and colleagues (2011) demonstrated that dehumanization might in fact be
associated with less punishment (but see Bastian et al., 2013). Perceiving perpetrators as
unable to act morally leads to their exoneration as they lack human uniqueness traits
(Bastian et al., 2011). In Experiment 2, we investigated the possibility that the ingroup
deviant is perceived as morally capable and thus the BSE occurred while the outgroup
deviant might be perceived as morally not capable thus not deserving punishment which
would be in line with results discussed by Bastian and colleagues (2011) and the
dehumanization of Muslims as part of the media and in European and US samples (Bruneau
etal., 2018; Kteily et al., 2015; Wigger, 2019; Wigger et al., 2022). To test this reasoning,
we experimentally manipulated infrahumanization in the theft crime condition in our
second experiment. We relied on previous work conducted by Davies et al. (2018) which
found that an outgroup helping the ingroup after a natural disaster decreased
infrahumanization.

To sum up, in our second experiment, we tested whether the BSE would vanish
following the decrease of outgroup infrahumanization. In other words, we tested the
hypothesis that reducing infrahumanization might lead to equal treatment of in- and
outgroup perpetrators or even harsher treatment of the outgroup perpetrator. Thus, we
predicted that in the control condition, the ingroup relative to the outgroup perpetrator is
judged more harshly (i.e., BSE). This effect should be absent in the experimental condition
in which the outgroup is humanized. In case that the experimental manipulation is not
successful, we further tested this idea by examining correlative patterns. |If
infrahumanization is crucial for the emergence of a black sheep effect, secondary emotions
ascribed to the outgroup should be positively correlated with the blaming of an outgroup
perpetrator (i.e., humanization leading to less lenient judgments). In addition, we
introduced an explorative measure of information search to further examine the hypothesis
that participants are more interested in stereotypic information categories (e.g., religious
affiliation) in case of the outgroup than the ingroup perpetrator. We planned to explore
whether participants endorse higher interest in receiving further information about
stereotypic information categories such as religious affiliation, ethnic background, and

cultural background in the outgroup condition than in the ingroup condition.
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Experiment 2

Methods
Sample size estimation

In Experiment 1, the BSE for the retributive affect items was nf, =.018,i.e.,f=.135.
However, as we investigated the effect of a new experimental manipulation on guilt
attributions, we decided for a more conservative effect size estimate. Thus, assuming a
small interaction between infrahumanization x perpetrator ethnicity of f =.10 we conducted
an a-priori sample size estimation. This analysis revealed a total N of 1053. We aimed at
collecting N = 1100 participants for compensating possible exclusions.
Participants

A total of N = 1159 participants completed the online experiment. Exclusion criteria
were as in Experiment 1. We excluded ten participants who were younger than 18 years
including those with suspicious entries like “-1” or “-15” but not one participant with an
entry as “333” which we assumed to stand for 33 as the other demographical entries seemed
to be unobtrusive (we did not exclude three participants that did not indicate their age). We
further excluded 37 participants who indicated a non-German first language. In addition,
we excluded 22 participants who endorsed that at least one of their parents had a mother
tongue from a predominantly Muslim country (i.e., Arabic, Afghan, Farsi), and nine
participants who had participated in previous similar studies. Finally, we excluded 17
participants who were detected as extremely fast completers by the survey software
(Leiner, 2016). We further excluded participants based on three attention checks regarding
the first newspaper article (for further details, see below). Here, we excluded participants
who selected a wrong answer in all the three questions (n = 1) and those indicating not
remembering the information in all the three questions (n = 19). With this, we aimed at
excluding participants who did not read the first article (infrahumanization). This resulted
in a total analysis sample of N = 1044 participants (n = 732 female, n = 279 male, n = 10
diverse, n = 23 not answered). Only for the calculation of the average age the participant
who indicated 333 was excluded, this resulted in an average age of M = 32.02 years and
SD =15.79 (range = 18-80 years). In addition, we conducted a sensitivity analysis with this
final sample size. With our analysis sample N = 1044, error rate = 5% and a power of 90%
we were able to detect effect sizes as little as f = .10.
Procedure and Measures

Overall procedure. We conducted a 2 (perpetrator ethnicity: German vs. Afghan
refugee) x 2 (guilt certainty: certain vs. uncertain) x 2 (infrahumanization: ingroup helping
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outgroup vs. outgroup helping ingroup) between subjects’ design. We asked participants to
read two newspaper articles and to answer questions related to both articles. Participants
first read a newspaper article about helping behaviour during the COVID-19 pandemic.
This article contained a manipulation aimed at influencing infrahumanization. Next,
participants completed text comprehension items as well as a measure of
infrahumanization. Subsequently, participants read a second newspaper article that
described a theft. This article was the same as in Experiment 1. Following the newspaper
article, participants responded to dependent variables on blame attributions to the
perpetrator and the victim. Finally, participants responded to two manipulation check items
on guilt certainty, filled in demographics and were given the choice to participate in a gift
card lottery before they were thanked and fully debriefed.

Manipulation of infrahumanization. Following previous work (Davies et al., 2018),
participants were randomly assigned to one of two conditions. Participants read that the
first newspaper article would deal with behaviour during the COVID-19 pandemic. Then,
participants either read a newspaper article inspired and adapted from an existing German
online newspaper article (Forster, 2020) describing an Afghan family sewing 360 face
masks for a clinic and a seniors’ citizen home (outgroup helping the ingroup condition) or
about a German family sewing 360 masks for a refugee accommodation (ingroup helping
the outgroup). Both conditions were parallel except for the names and, accordingly, the
nationality of the helping party and the help receiving organisation.

Attention check and infrahumanization measure. After reading the article, we asked
participants three multiple choice attention check items regarding the article (e.g., “How
many masks did the couple sew?””) with twofold aims: 1) we intended to exclude subjects
who failed to answer the attention items correctly and 2) having distractor items to separate
the manipulation from the infrahumanization measure. For the infrahumanization measure,
participants were told that scientific results indicate that different groups of people are
subscribed different emotions and that there are research gaps for some groups. We asked
participants to rate in how far the group of Afghans experience specific emotions on a 6-
point Likert scale, from 1 = not at all to 7 = very strongly. We presented three primary and
three secondary positive (e.g., joy, hope) and negative emotions (e.g., pain, melancholy),
respectively, used by Rohmann et al. (2009); that is, participants completed 12 items in
total that were presented in a fixed alternating order due to valence and uniqueness order.
Dependent variables. We used a subset of the dependent measures that were used in

Experiment 1. Based on an exploratory factor analysis and reliability analysis we computed
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three indices: perpetrator blaming (Cronbach’s a = .91, five items), victim blaming
(Cronbachs o = .81, three items), and retributive judgement towards the perpetrator
(Cronbach’s o = .88, five items).

Information seeking. In the information seeking measure, participants viewed nine
information categories about the perpetrator (e.g., religious affiliation, educational level)
and rated their interest in having more information on the specific categories on a 7-point
Likert scale ranging from 1 = “does not interest me at all” to 7 = “interests me very
strongly”. This measure was tested as part of another online experiment (Khosrowtaj, et
al., 2022) as a subtle way of stereotypic information seeking.

Manipulation check for guilt certainty. As manipulation check for guilt certainty, we
asked participants two questions: “Please think back to the content of the last article you
read. To what extent has the suspect's guilt in relation to the thefts been proven?”’; "How
convinced are you personally of the reported guilt of the suspect presented as part of the
newspaper article which you read later?”. Both items used a slider ranging from 0% to

100% with higher values representing higher guilt certainty.

Results
Effect of infrahumanization manipulation on attribution of emotions

We conducted independent samples t-tests to test the effect of the infrahumanization
manipulation on the attribution of emotions. Regarding primary and secondary emotions
regardless of valence, we observed no effects of the manipulations, both ps > .861.

We observed no effect of the manipulation on positive nor negative primary emotions,
both ps > .32. The manipulation, however, influenced the attribution of secondary positive
emotions as intended, t(1042) = 2.71, p = .007, d = .17. Participants attributed more
secondary positive emotions to Afghans in the outgroup helping condition (M =5.19, SD
= 1.21) than in the ingroup helping condition (M = 4.99, SD = 1.26). Not in line with prior
research, participants attributed fewer secondary negative emotions to Afghans in the
outgroup helping condition that intended to humanize the outgroup (M = 4.38, SD = 1.60)
compared to the helping ingroup condition (M = 4.58, SD = 1.46), t(1042) =-2.05, p=.041,
d =-.13. An overall explorative examination of the ascription of emotions independent of
valence and uniqueness (personal communication Michal Bilewicz, August 2022) was not

significant, p = .717.
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Manipulation check for guilt certainty

Two t-tests confirmed that the guilt certainty manipulation worked. Participants
judged the article to contain more evidence proving the suspect’s guilt in the guilt certain
condition (M = 82.94 %, SD = 27.54 %) than in the guilt uncertain condition (M = 14.27
%, SD = 20.37 %), t(957,79) = 45.79, p < .001, d = 2.84. In addition, participants were
subjectively more convinced of the suspect’s guilt in the guilt certain condition (M = 79.62
%, SD = 26.23 %) than in the guilt uncertain condition (M = 19.43 %, SD = 24.06 %),
t(1042) = 38.65, p < .001, d = 2.39.

Effects of infrahumanization manipulation, guilt certainty, and perpetrator ethnicity
on guilt attributions to the perpetrator and victim

We conducted ANOVAs with infrahumanization, guilt certainty, and perpetrator
ethnicity as independent variables predicting blame attributed to the perpetrator (retributive
judgement). As in Experiment 1, we observed a significant main effect of guilt certainty,
F(1, 1036) = 1230.11, p < .001, ng = .543 (F(1, 1036) = 253.33, p < .001, n; = .196).
Participants indicated harsher blame ratings in the guilt certain condition, M = 5.71, SD =
1.02 (Mretributive judgement = 3.57, SDretributive judgement = 1.24) compared to the guilt uncertain
condition, M = 3.24, SD = 1.26 (Mretributive judgement = 2.39, SDretributive judgement = 1.21). We
further observed a significant main effect of perpetrator ethnicity, F(1, 1036) = 22.05, p <
.001, n3 =.021 (F(1, 1036) = 43.19, p < .001, nj = .040). Participants indicated harsher
blame ratings towards the ingroup perpetrator, M = 4.64, SD = 1.61 (Mretributive judgement =
3.22, SDretributive judgement = 1.34) compared to the outgroup perpetrator, M = 4.31, SD = 1.75
(Mretributive judgement = 2.73, SDretributive judgement = 1.33), revealing a BSE. Unsurprisingly, the
failed infrahumanization manipulation had neither a main effect, F(1, 1036) = .05, p = .830,
nor did it interact with any of the other experimental factors, all ps > .098.

The interaction between perpetrator ethnicity and guilt certainty was significant for
retributive judgement, F(1, 1036) = 6.65, p = .010, n; = .006. For probing this interaction,
we ran two independent sample t-tests with perpetrator ethnicity as the independent factor
and looking at the data separately at each level of guilt certainty. Both simple effects
indicated a BSE. However, the BSE was stronger for the guilt certain condition, t(519) =
6.43, p < .001, Mingroup = 3.90, SDingroup = 1.21, Moutgroup = 3.23, SDoutgroup = 1.18, than for
the guilt uncertain condition, t(521) = 2.79, p = .005, Mingroup = 2.53, SDingroup = 1.11,
Moutgroup = 2.24, SDougroup = 1.29. We did not observe any effect of the infrahumanization
manipulation nor an interaction of this manipulation with one of the other factors for the

retributive judgments, all ps > .091.
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To evaluate possible effects on victim blaming, we ran an ANOVA for victim
blaming and the same factors as in the previous models. This analysis revealed no effect of
guilt certainty, F(1, 1036) = 3.20, p = .074, and no effect of infrahumanization, F(1, 1036)
= 2.25, p =.134. Replicating Experiment 1, we observed a significant effect of perpetrator
ethnicity, F(1, 1036) = 5.12, p = .024, 11,2, =.005, such that participants blamed the victim
more harshly when the perpetrator stemmed from the outgroup (M = 3.06, SD = 1.45) than
the ingroup (M = 2.94, SD = 1.48). We did not observe any interaction effect, all ps > .28.
Effect of ascribed secondary emotions on guilt attributions

As the experimental manipulation of infrahumanization was not successful and did
not affect guilt attributions, we conducted multiple regression analyses to explore whether
ascribing more versus less secondary emotions to the outgroup has downstream
consequences for the assignment of blame towards an individual perpetrator and victim.®
Here, we created contrasts for perpetrator ethnicity (ingroup = -0.5 and outgroup = 0.5),
guilt certainty (certain = -0.5, uncertain = 0.5) and centered the secondary positive and
negative emotions which we used as predictors. We conducted a multiple regression
analysis for predicting perpetrator blaming (retributive judgement) using the experimental
factors and the centered emotions as predictors. Besides the aforementioned significant
main effects of perpetrator ethnicity and guilt certainty, we further observed a significant
interaction between secondary positive emotions and perpetrator ethnicity on perpetrator
blaming (retributive judgement), b = -.15, t(1033) = -2.19, p = .029 (b = -.23, t(1033) = -
3.31, p<.001). Simple slope analyses revealed a significant effect of the secondary positive
emotions for the outgroup perpetrator: b =-.11, t(1033) = -2.32, p =.021 (b = -.15, t(1033)
=-2.89, p = .004) but not for the ingroup perpetrator: b = -.03, t(1033) = .73, p=.463 (b =
.08, t(1033) = 1.75, p = .081). Thus, with increasing attribution of secondary positive
emotions, participants blamed the outgroup perpetrator less severely.

Mirroring these patterns, another regression analysis for victim blaming indicated a
significant interaction between perpetrator x secondary positive emotions, t(1033) = 3.23,
p =.001. Simple slope analysis revealed no effect of secondary positive emotions on victim

blaming when the perpetrator stemmed from the ingroup, b = -.07, t(1033) = -1.25, p =

® Two valence-independent analyses indicated no significant interaction between the
perpetrator x primary emotions, p > .207 nor the perpetrator x secondary emotions, p > .720. Thus,
we continued with the following analyses including the secondary positive and negative emotions

where we also observed differential patterns due to the experimental aid conditions.
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.212, but there was a significant effect of secondary emotions on victim blaming when the
perpetrator stemmed from the outgroup, b = .19, t(1033) = 3.26, p = .001. Thus, with
increasing attribution of secondary positive emotions to the outgroup (Afghans),
participants blamed the victim more when the perpetrator stemmed from the outgroup.
Effect of perpetrator’s group membership on information seeking behaviour

We ran nine independent samples t-tests for the nine information categories presented
to test the impact of perpetrator ethnicity on information seeking. Interestingly, we
observed participants indicating higher interest towards the categories ethnic background,

religious affiliation, cultural background, and civil status in case of an outgroup perpetrator

compared to an ingroup perpetrator. Table 2 depicts these results.

Table 2. Information seeking behaviour as a function of perpetrator group

membership.
M (SD M (SD)
) ) ( Two-sided
Information category (Mingroup = (Moutgroup = «(df)
527) 517) b
Educational level 3.61 (2.09) 3.63 (2.17) -.19 (1042) =.848
Childhood & youth 4.02 (2.19) 3.91(2.23) .83 (1042) =.406
Current social
. 4.70 (2.07) 4.72 (2.11) -.16 (1042) =.870
environment
. -2.68
Ethnical background 2.03 (1.63) 2.32(1.77) =.007
(1031.97)
-3.33
Religious affiliation 1.57 (1.24) 1.86 (1.49) <.001
(1001.17)
-3.79
Civil status 2.60 (1.85) 3.07 (2.11) <.001
(1020.08)
-.16
Health status 3.40 (2.09) 342 (2.19) = .873
(1036.98)
-.93
Occupation 3.45 (2.02) 3.57 (2.19) =.355
(1031.76)
-4.35
Cultural background 2.29 (1.71) 2.78 (1.95) <.001
(1018.37)
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Discussion

In Experiment 2, we investigated whether manipulating infrahumanization via
intergroup helping behaviour might diminish the BSE, in other words, whether ascribing
more secondary emotions to the outgroup would lead to equal judgment of an outgroup
perpetrator. Our experimental manipulation did not work as expected. Participants in the
outgroup helping the ingroup condition ascribed slightly more secondary positive emotions
to the outgroup compared to the ingroup, but at the same time ascribed fewer secondary
negative emotions. Based on previous literature reviewed above, secondary emaotions are
attributed independent of valence more often to the ingroup than to the outgroup (Leyens
et al., 2000, 2001). Thus, we expected the humanization condition to increase both
secondary positive and negative emotions.

One explanation for this unexpected pattern may be that the negative secondary
emotions assessed did somehow contradict the positive laden first newspaper article in
which the outgroup helped the ingroup. However, one could argue that this should affect
primary negative emotions in a similar fashion, which was not the case. However, Davies
etal., (2018) observed a reduction of infrahumanization following an outgroup helping the
ingroup after a natural disaster while assessing only negative (primary and secondary)
emotions. We will elaborate on the role of valence in research on infrahumanization within
the General Discussion.

Independent of the humanization manipulation, the BSE was observed: Participants
indicated harsher judgments (blame and retributive judgement) towards the ingroup
perpetrator than the outgroup perpetrator. In addition, the ascription of secondary positive
emotions affected the judgments towards the perpetrator (correlational): With increased
attribution of positive secondary emotions, participants were less punitive towards the
outgroup perpetrator.

Regarding victim blaming, participants blamed the victim more when the perpetrator
stemmed from the outgroup, replicating the pattern observed in Experiment 1. Further, we
observed an interaction with secondary positive emotions, such that with increasing
attribution of secondary positive emotions to the outgroup, the victim received more blame
— but only if the perpetrator stemmed from an outgroup.

Our explorative investigation of information search revealed a bias: participants were
more interested to learn about the perpetrator’s religious affiliation, ethnic background, and
cultural background (as well as the civil status) when the perpetrator belonged to the

outgroup than to the ingroup. These results indicate a link between the crime and the
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religious and cultural background of the outgroup perpetrator which might be interpreted
as an attempt to derogate the outgroup’s culture as possibly responsible for the deviant act

(Khosrowtaj, Teige-Mocigemba, et al., 2023; Khosrowtaj, Yzerbyt, et al., 2023).

General Discussion

In the present work, we investigated three factors, which are discussed regarding their
role in the evaluation of perpetrators from an intergroup perspective: the impact of the
perpetrator's ethnicity (German ingroup, and Syrian or Afghan refugee as outgroup in Exp.
1-2), guilt certainty (Exp. 1-2) and infrahumanization (Exp. 2) in the context of sexual
aggression (Experiment 1) and theft (Experiment 1-2).
Main findings regarding perpetrator and victim blaming

In two experiments, we observed the BSE (in Experiment 1 only for retributive affect
used by van Prooijen, 2006, whereas we replicated the BSE for both measures in Exp. 2).
In line with a BSE, participants were more likely to put the main blame on the ingroup
perpetrator (relative to the victim). Participants blamed the victim more when the
perpetrator stemmed from the outgroup than from the ingroup (Exp. 1-2). Thus, whereas
participants indicated harsher retributive judgement towards the ingroup perpetrator, the
victim was judged more harshly when the perpetrator stemmed from the outgroup. We
argue that this might be considered as a shift of blame from the outgroup perpetrator to the
ingroup victim while the outgroup as a whole is dehumanized and thus exonerated (Bastian
etal., 2011) or culturally blamed (Khosrowtaj, Teige-Mocigemba, et al., 2023; Khosrowtaj,
Yzerbyt, et al., 2023). This theorizing is indirectly supported by our finding that
participants searched for stereotypic information regarding the perpetrator’s background,
culture, and religious affiliation when confronted with an outgroup perpetrator rather than
an ingroup perpetrator (Exp. 2). Obviously, participants consider this information as
differentially diagnostically relevant depending on the perpetrator’s origin, possibly
resulting in decreased responsibility and blame attributions. This idea is supported by the
observation as part of Experiment 2, that with increasing attribution of secondary positive
emotions participants were less (more) severe in their judgments towards the outgroup
perpetrator (ingroup victim). Instead of leading to severe punishment of the outgroup
perpetrator, attributing higher secondary positive emotions towards the outgroup
exonerated the outgroup perpetrator. This pattern even though correlational is interesting
as it might hint to a shift of blame away from the outgroup perpetrator to the ingroup victim
(Khosrowtaj, Yzerbyt, et al., 2023).
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The role of guilt certainty and infrahumanization: on some unexpected patterns

As expected, participants indicated harsher judgments towards the perpetrator in the
guilt certain compared to the guilt uncertain condition (Exp. 1-2). However, based on
previous literature we expected guilt certainty to moderate the occurrence of the BSE
(Otten & Gordijn, 2014; van Prooijen, 2006). In Experiment 1, we observed no interaction
between these factors, whereas as part of Experiment 2, we observed an interaction between
guilt certainty and perpetrator’s ethnicity for blame and retributive judgments. However,
simple slopes revealed an unexpected pattern, namely a BSE for both the guilt certain and
uncertain condition, albeit the effect was weaker within the guilt uncertain condition. Thus,
we did not replicate the benefit of the doubt (Otten & Gordijn, 2014; van Prooijen, 2006)
in the guilt uncertain condition which was expected to lead to harsher judgments towards
the outgroup perpetrator. We do not have any explanation for this failed replication as we
based our experiments on van Prooijen's (2006) work. For further understanding the pattern
of findings, we added the concept of infrahumanization in Experiment 2, as we
hypothesized that in some circumstances, the infrahumanization of the outgroup might
override the effect of guilt certainty. We tested an experimental manipulation of
infrahumanization including intergroup helping (Davies et al., 2018). We predicted that a
successful decrease in infrahumanization of the outgroup might lead to equal or harsher
treatment of the outgroup perpetrator in the following deviant depiction. As expected,
participants in the outgroup helping the ingroup condition ascribed more positive secondary
emotions to the outgroup whereas unexpectedly the ascription of secondary negative
emotions was decreased in this condition. Given that our manipulation failed (specifically
regarding the secondary negative emotions), we did not observe any effect of the
infrahumanization manipulation on the guilt attributions. We used the ascribed emotions
for investigating correlative patterns. Our analyses indicated that with increasing attribution
of secondary positive emotions to Afghans, participants blamed the outgroup perpetrator
(victim) less (more when the perpetrator stemmed from the outgroup).

Our results raise the question whether the valence of the emotions may be more
relevant for the infrahumanization concept than has been claimed so far. The present
findings are insofar interesting as past studies have often included only positive or only
negative secondary emotions, making it impossible to examine differential effects (Cuddy
etal., 2007; Davies et al., 2018; Demoulin et al., 2009).

However, the role of valence and human uniqueness in the infrahumanization concept
has been investigated (Eyssel & Ribas, 2012; Terskova & Agadullina, 2022). Valence and

83



uniqueness are factors that are differentiated in lay perceptions of emotions (Terskova &
Agadullina, 2022). Interestingly, positive secondary emotions were rated as more unique
to humans than secondary negative emotions when asked to assess the degree to which
emotions were characteristic to humans (Viki & Abrams, 2003).

Future directions

The present research hints to an important shift of blame considering the BSE and the
victim blaming patterns which exonerate a dehumanized outgroup. On the other hand, our
attempts to humanize the outgroup did not work out fully and require further clarification
of the underlying mechanisms (e.g., the role of valence) of infrahumanization. Specifically,
further research is needed to investigate whether it is possible to humanize perpetrators in
intergroup deviant settings. Legal and societal consequences of infrahumanization should
be investigated further for preventing discrimination of dehumanized outgroups.

One might argue that it is not clear whether participants perceived the male perpetrator
and female victim as the comparison framework or the ethnicities of both parties. However,
with the inclusion of theft as crime type we provided a scenario which was less confounded
with gender identification and stereotypes about the involved parties (Sussenbach &
Bohner, 2011; van der Bruggen & Grubb, 2014).

Conclusions

In the present work, we highlight that ingroup compared to outgroup deviants are
more negatively judged. In line with this shift of blame, victim blaming was higher when
the perpetrator stemmed from the outgroup. In our experiments, we did not find prove for
the benefit of the doubt. That is, we did not find any interaction between guilt certainty and
perpetrator ethnicity on the evaluation of the perpetrator (Exp. 1), whereas in our second
experiment, both in the guilt certain and guilt uncertain condition the ingroup perpetrator
was blamed more harshly compared to the outgroup perpetrator. An experimental
manipulation aimed at reducing infrahumanization did not work out as predicted by
previous literature. In line with the stereotypic perception of outgroups, participants
indicated higher interest towards stereotypic information categories in case of the outgroup
perpetrator. It remains open what drives this bias; however, the present work highlights the
existence of associating deviant outgroup acts with specific causes such as religious and

cultural background of the perpetrator.
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Khosrowtaj, Z., Yzerbyt, V., Siissenbach, P., & Teige-Mocigemba, S. (2023). On the effect
of perpetrator’s description on inter- and intragroup guilt attributions. Manuscript
Submitted.

As part of this manuscript, we examined the effect of perpetrators’ ethnicity and
further descriptions of the perpetrator (using the SCM, elaborated further above) on
perpetrator and victim evaluation focusing on sexual offence as deviant act. So far, we have
seen that participants are indeed biased regarding their interest towards stereotypical
information categories but in some instances, when it comes to the evaluation of the
perpetrator, the ingroup perpetrator elicited harsher hostile emotions (manuscript 2, Exp.
1) and blame judgments (manuscript 2, Exp. 2) than his outgroup counterpart. As there are
other stereotypes towards groups of people such as regarding their warmth and competence,
as part of this manuscript, we examined the joint effect of perpetrator’s ethnicity and (no)
further description of the perpetrator on blame attributions. We aimed to test whether
German participants would express a black sheep effect on the one hand and exonerate a
warm and competent ingroup perpetrator than his cold and incompetent counterpart. In
Experiment 1 (N = 383) we conducted a 2 (perpetrator ethnicity: German vs. Afghan) x 3
(description valence: positive vs. negative vs. no further description) between-participants
factorial design. We asked participants to work through an alleged newspaper article
depicting either an ingroup or an outgroup perpetrator who was (not) described further as
positive or negative. In Experiment 2 (N = 1048) we conducted a 2 (perpetrator ethnicity:
ingroup vs. outgroup) x 2 (victim ethnicity: ingroup vs. outgroup) x 3 (description valence:
no information vs. positive vs. negative) design with all factors varying between
participants. As such, as part of Experiment 2, we further manipulated the victim’s ethnicity
for examining the full model of intra- and intergroup dyads. Results indicated in both
experiments a black sheep effect, that is the ingroup perpetrator was blamed more harshly
compared to his outgroup counterpart. Both experiments revealed that the positive
description of the perpetrator exonerated him, that is participants blamed the negatively
described perpetrator more harshly compared to his positive counterpart. Furthermore, this
exoneration pattern was evident for the classification of the incident as rape. Participants
perceived the incident less as rape when the perpetrator was described in positive than in
negative terms. In addition to the black sheep effect on perpetrator level, we observed

participants blaming the victim more harshly when the perpetrator stemmed from the
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outgroup (than from the ingroup). This shift of blame from the stereotyped outgroup to the
ingroup perpetrator as well as to the ingroup victim was also observed as part of manuscript
2. These results paved the path for implementing and examining the blame attributed to the
culture of the involved perpetrator and victim. With this we were able to detect possible
shift of blames towards the outgroup culture as a whole in case of the outgroup perpetrator
while on perpetrator and victim level, those individuals from the ingroup would be blamed
more for the deviant act. Furthermore, by manipulating also the victim’s origin, we aimed
to examine whether the outgroup victim would be blamed more harshly in an intergroup
dyad, as it was the case for the ingroup victim in such a dyad. Interestingly, as part of
Experiment 2, we observed again higher victim blaming when the perpetrator stemmed
from the outgroup. In addition, the victim was blamed more harshly when stemming from
the ingroup than the outgroup. As such, our results were not only due to the intergroup
constellation of the dyads (George & Martinez, 2002): only the ingroup victim in the
intergroup dyad constellation was judged more harshly. This was not the case for the
outgroup victim harmed by the ingroup perpetrator. As expected, the results concerning the
culture blaming indicated a higher derogation of the outgroup culture than the ingroup
culture. That is, while on perpetrator level one outgroup perpetrator was exonerated (the
ingroup was judged more harshly, black sheep) on cultural level, the whole cultural norms
and values were at stake and responsible for the deviant act more than the ingroup culture

was.
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Abstract

Media analyses reveal an attributional bias of outgroup crimes to Muslim religion and
culture. At the same time, people tend to punish deviant ingroup members more — a
phenomenon termed the black sheep effect (BSE). In the present work, we investigated the
effects of perpetrators’ (Exp. 1-2) and victims’ (Exp. 2) ethnicity on perpetrator and victim
evaluation. Moreover, we studied the impact of descriptions of the perpetrator (using the
Stereotype Content Model, Exp. 1-2) on these evaluations. Experiments 1 (N = 383) and 2
(N =1048) revealed 1) a BSE, 2) an exoneration of the warm and competent (vs. cold and
incompetent) perpetrator, and 3) harsher victim blaming when the perpetrator stemmed
from the outgroup. In Experiment 2, we observed that the BSE-associated exoneration of
the outgroup perpetrator was associated with increased outgroup culture blaming. The
incident was perceived less as rape when the perpetrator was described in positive terms
(Exp. 1-2), whereas it was perceived more as rape when the perpetrator stemmed from the

ingroup (Exp. 2). Future directions are discussed.

Keywords: black sheep effect, outgroup derogation, culture blaming, guilt attributions,

Muslim discrimination, stereotype content model
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“It is the illusion of sovereignty that makes cages of categories, i.e. the presumptuous
notion that our own narrow, limited world view is complete, entire and universal, and the
arrogant belief that we can wholly comprehend another person in all their complexity, that
we can even wholly understand an entire constructed category of people. More than 70
million people become the refugee. 1.9 billion people become the Muslim and half the
world's population becomes the woman. The Black man. The woman with a disability. The

homosexual. The migrant worker. The non-binary person.” (Glimusay, 2022 p. 136)

The former German federal minister of interior, Mr. Seehofer, once called
migration the “mother of all problems”. Indeed, there is no doubt that terrorist and sexually
violent acts in different European cities sparked heated debates about the integration of
migrants and asylum seekers from predominantly Muslim countries. This issue peaked with
the refugee crisis in 2015. Unsurprisingly, media analyses reveal a representational bias of
naming the origin and religion of perpetrators when they are non-German (Hestermann,
2019; Kearns et al., 2018). When participants had to imagine reading a newspaper article
depicting a crime and report the degree of their interest in receiving information about
different categories, they expressed higher interest towards stereotypical information
categories such as ethnical background and religious affiliation in face of the outgroup than
ingroup perpetrator (Khosrowtaj, Biermann, et al., 2023). More often than not, references
are made to Muslim culture and religion as an explanation for deviant acts such as sexual
violence (Stirmer et al., 2019; Wigger, 2019; Wigger et al., 2022). The impression is then
that the condemnation of such events will be particularly marked. At the same time,
however, ample empirical evidence suggests that people punish ingroup deviants more
harshly than similarly deviant outgroup members, a phenomenon known as the black sheep
effect (Marques et al., 1988; Marques & Yzerbyt, 1988). With the present work, we use a
stereotyped outgroup and a relevant crime in order to shed light on the differential
evaluation of ingroup and outgroup deviants. In addition, we want to examine the
evaluation of the deviants’ culture as a possible explanation for the deviant act. No research
has yet examined attributions of blame towards individual Afghan/Muslim*® perpetrators
while accounting for the concurrent judgments of responsibility and blame attributions to

the perpetrator’s culture. The present work aims to fill this gap.

10 A racialisation of the religion Islam is observed even though a nationality should not be
translated into a religious affiliation; there is a synonymous use of categories such as Muslim, Turk,
Arab, Migrant (Shooman, 2012) even though “not all Arabs (here: Afghans) are Muslims nor all
Muslims are Arabs” (Kteily et al., 2015, p. 42).



The black sheep effect: Protecting the ingroup

The black sheep effect can be seen as a sophisticated form of ingroup favoritism (Marques
etal., 1988, 1992; Marques & Yzerbyt, 1988). When confronted with deviant acts, people
react with harsher punishment toward an ingroup deviant compared to an outgroup deviant,
presumably to protect the ingroup as a whole. In other words, the deviant member is
classified as an exception to the rule and the norms of the ingroup remain intact (Carnaghi
& Yzerbyt, 2007; Marques et al., 1988; Marques & Yzerbyt, 1988; Otten & Gordijn, 2014;
Yzerbyt et al., 2000). Beyond ingroup and outgroup categorization, there may be further
categorization processes, however, that affect intergroup perceptions (e.g., warmth and

competence of different groups).

Stereotype Content Model and the evaluation of deviant acts

Research indicates that people are seldom characterized on a single univalent
dimension (Cuddy et al., 2009). The stereotype content model, SCM (for a recent review,
see Abele etal., 2021; Fiske, 2018; Fiske et al., 2002) is an influential model that describes
the way people perceive members of different groups comprising society. The SCM
proposes that social evaluations rest on the two dimensions of warmth (friendliness,
trustworthiness) and competence (capability, assertiveness), respectively associated with
the groups’ intent (warmth) and capability (competence). In turn, the evaluations of the
groups on these two dimensions predict emotional prejudices (Fiske, 2018; Fiske et al.,
2002). Ingroup members are typically perceived as warm and competent (Fiske, 2018;
Fiske et al., 2002) whereas Arabs/Muslims score low on both SCM dimensions (Cuddy et
al., 2009 but see; Kotzur et al., 2019). The SCM provides the theoretical background for a
better understanding of how group members are perceived and what kind of behavior they
are likely to receive in consequence. In the present research, our aim was not to assess
warmth and competence perceptions as a dependent variable (as is often done in research
based on the SCM). Rather, we were interested in the way these perceptions influence guilt
attributions. In other words, we wanted to see some of the consequences of describing the
perpetrator either as warm and competent or as cold and incompetent. Previous work
showed relations of the status of harm doers on his evaluation (Gleason & Harris, 1976;
Helmke, 2014). Defendants of an armed robbery were perceived as less blameworthy when
they belonged to the middle than low socioeconomic status, which was manipulated by
providing information on the defendant’s educational background, occupation, and income

(Gleason & Harris, 1976). Another study shed light on exonerating factors such as political
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similarity to a defendant (Helmke, 2014). These findings illustrate the impact of
socioeconomic status and other characteristics of a perpetrator on judges.
The present work

In the present work, we used between-participants designs to investigate whether
in line with the black sheep effect, people punish an individual ingroup (German) harm-
doer more harshly compared to an outgroup (Afghan) counterpart. Further, to clarify the
impact of the intra- vs. intergroup nature of the situation, we investigated in how far the
ethnicity of the victim (Exp. 2) influences blame attributions. Importantly, we also checked
whether the outgroup’s culture was more strongly derogated for the deviant act compared
to the ingroup’s culture (Exp. 2). Last but not least, both experiments examined the
influence of positive descriptions of the harm-doer (using the stereotype content model) on

participants’ evaluations.

Experiment 1

Experiment 1 provides a first examination of whether German participants would
produce harsher judgments towards an ingroup than an outgroup perpetrator, presumably
as a means to restore the ingroup’s image by symbolically excluding the deviant member
(Fousiani et al., 2019; Yzerbyt et al., 2000). In addition, we tested whether different
descriptions of the perpetrator would affect participants’ evaluations. We built upon the
stereotype content model (for a recent review, see Abele et al., 2021; Fiske, 2015; Fiske et
al., 2002; Yzerbyt, 2016) and tested whether participants would more readily exonerate
warm and competent perpetrators as compared to a cold and incompetent perpetrator or a
not further described perpetrator. Thus, for Experiment 1, we relied on a 2 (perpetrator
ethnicity: German vs. Afghan) x 3 (description valence: positive vs. negative vs. no further

description) between-participants factorial design.

Methods

The data and analysis syntax that support the findings of this study are openly
available in OSF at
https://osf.io/rn8sm/?view_only=23b868a50c2245b8b75bc512be84d49f. For both

experiments informed consent was obtained.

Sample size estimation
We estimated sample size using G*Power Version 3.1.9.2. (Faul et al., 2009). For

a fixed regression model, deviation from zero with five predictors (see results section for
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details regarding the multiple regression models examined), we assumed a small effect size

of 2= .05, a = .05 and power = .95. The recommended sample size was N = 402,
Participants

We recruited a total of N = 425 participants via online and public postings (e.g.,
mailing lists, social media). Participation lasted about fifteen minutes. We motivated
participants to participate by means of a lottery including 10 gift cards (for a total value
of 200€). Based on a priori specified exclusion criteria, we excluded a total of 42
participants either because they had participated in previous related experiments (n = 4),
had a first language other than German, (n = 24) or did not report the mother tongue (n =
3) or had a at least one parent with a mother tongue of a predominantly Muslim country
(n = 11). The final sample comprised N = 383 (n = 188 female, n = 133 male, n =5
diverse, n = 57 did not indicate their gender) with an age of M = 29.63 years (SD = 11.49;

range: 18 — 73 years; n = 5 participants did not indicate their age).

Procedure and Measures
Overall procedure

We randomly assigned participants to one of two versions of a newspaper article
describing a deviant act committed by either an ingroup or outgroup perpetrator. For each
version, we randomly provided participants with positive, negative, or no further
description of the perpetrator (see newspaper article in supplementary materials for details).
In the latter condition, only the name of the perpetrator revealed his origin (ingroup vs.
outgroup). Next, participants evaluated the perpetrator and the victim. They then worked
through a set of filler measures not relevant for the scope of the present experiment. Finally,
participants completed demographics and had the possibility to take part in the lottery.
Newspaper article. Our first experimental manipulation, perpetrator ethnicity, concerned
the introduction of the male perpetrator as Andreas S. or Ahmed S. (see Clark et al., 2013,
for details about names as cues for races and cultures). Participants read a case of Lena, a
28-year old female who accused the perpetrator of rape.

As to our second manipulation, description valence, we assigned participants to a no
information condition, a positive description condition, or a negative description condition.
We built the descriptions by manipulating both stereotype content dimensions of warmth
and competence (i.e., positive = warm and competent; negative = cold and incompetent)
(Cuddy et al., 2009; Fiske et al., 2002). All participants read about the Afghan or German

(Rhineland) origin of the perpetrator with an assumed religious background in case of the
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outgroup perpetrator (Kauff, 2022). Those of the two information conditions also learned
that police investigation had revealed additional details about the suspect (see Table 1) and
that they would have a chance to read this information.

Table 1. Experimental between-subject design and descriptions of the conditions.

Indicating background,  Indicating background,
No further o o ) o
Perpetrator o positive description negative description
description )
(warm and competent)  (cold and incompetent)

Andreas S., 35, was born

in the Rhineland and

Andreas S., 35, was

born in the Rhineland

lives in Frankfurt. He is
and lives in Frankfurt.

currently unemployed
He works as a dentist

Andreas S. - ) and has no completed

in his own practice. He

vocational education. He
is described as friendly

and helpful by his

neighbors.

is described as impolite
and selfish by his
neighbors.

The 35-year-old Ahmed
The 35-year old Ahmed

S. is a refugee from
S. is of Afghan origin

Afghanistan who lives in
and lives in Frankfurt.

Frankfurt. He is currently
He works as dentist in

Ahmed S. -- ] ) ~ unemployed and has no

his own practice. He is .

completed vocational

described as friendly . )
education. He is
and helpful by his
) described as impolite and
neighbors.

selfish by his neighbors.

Judgments. We assessed the verdict given to the perpetrator with three items
(Cronbach’s a. = 81): “How likely is Andreas/Ahmed guilty of a crime?” (Sussenbach,
2016; Siissenbach et al., 2012, 2017) and “How strongly should Andreas/Ahmed ought to
be held criminally liable for the crime?”, both rated on a 7-point scale from 1 = ‘not at
all’ to 7 = ‘very much’ (Bieneck & Krahé, 2011), and “What sentence length do you
consider appropriate?” rated on a scale from 1 = ‘acquittal’ to 7 = ‘6 years or more’

(Sussenbach et al., 2012, 2017).
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We measured perpetrator (Cronbach’s o = .85) and victim blaming (Cronbach’s o =
.84) with the following six items: “How much is Andreas/Ahmed/Lena to be held
responsible for what has occurred?”, “How much influence did Andreas/Ahmed/Lena have
on the outcome of the situation?” on a 7-point scale varying from 1 = ‘not at all responsible’
to 7= ‘fully responsible’(Sussenbach et al., 2012, 2017). “How likely do you think it is that
Andreas/Ahmed/Lena could have avoided the incident?” and “How much do you think
Andreas/Ahmed/Lena had control over the situation?”” on a 7-point scale varying from 1 =
‘not at all’ to 7 = ‘very much’ (Bieneck & Krahé, 2011), “How angry do you feel toward
Andreas/Ahmed/Lena?” and “How hostile do you feel toward Andreas/Ahmed/Lena?” on
a 7-point scale varying from 1 = ‘no anger/hostility at all’ to 7 = ‘very much anger/hostility’
(van Prooijen, 2006).

Finally, participants indicated the extent to which they classified the incident as rape
(Bridges, 1991) on a 7-point scale ranging from 1 = ‘definitely not rape’ to 7 = ‘definitely

rape’.

Results

We ran a regression analysis with verdict as criterion and perpetrator ethnicity,
description valence, and their interaction as predictors. Specifically, we contrast-coded
perpetrator ethnicity (ingroup = - ¥, outgroup = %2). As for description valence, we relied
on two contrasts, namely C1, comparing the no information condition (coded 2/3) with the
two valenced description conditions (each coded -1/3) and C2, comparing the positive
description (¥2) with the negative description (-%2) and 0 for the no information condition.
We also included the interaction terms between perpetrator and C1 as well as between
perpetrator and C2.

This analysis (see Figure 1, panel A) yielded a significant effect of perpetrator
ethnicity, b = -0.35, 1(377) = -2.30, p = .022, n; = .01. Participants expressed a harsher
verdict towards the ingroup perpetrator (M = 4.62, SD = 1.50) compared to the outgroup
perpetrator (M = 4.27, SD = 1.51). There was also a significant effect of C2, b = -0.59,
t(377) =-3.17,p =.002, n; = .03, such that participants in the positive description condition
(M = 4.05, SD = 1.59) reported a more lenient verdict towards the perpetrators compared
to participants in the negative description condition (M = 4.65, SD = 1.47). There was no
significant effect of C1, b = 0.29, t(377) = 1.78, p = .075, nor any interaction effect:
perpetrator x C1, b =-0.11, t(377) = - 0.34, p = .732, perpetrator x C2, b =-0.40, t(377) =
-1.07, p = .287.
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Next, we conducted a multiple regression, using victim blaming as criterion and the
same predictors as in the previous model. This analysis revealed significant effects of
perpetrator ethnicity, b = 0.30, t(377) = 2.52, p = .012, n; = .02, and C2, b = 0.31, t(377) =
2.15, p =.032, 77,2, =.01. That is, participants blamed the victim more when the perpetrator
belonged to the outgroup (M = 3.34, SD = 1.22) than when the perpetrator belonged to the
ingroup (M = 3.04, SD = 1.09). In addition, mirroring the above C2 effect, participants
blamed the victim less when the perpetrator was described negatively (M = 3.00, SD =
1.21) rather than positively (M = 3.32, SD = 1.16), see Figure 1, panel B. There was no
significant effect of C1, b = 0.06, t(377) = 0.46, p = .646, nor any interaction effect:
perpetrator x C1, b = 0.23, t(377) = 0.92, p = .361, perpetrator x C2, b = 0.29, t(377) =
0.99, p = .324.

Finally, we conducted a regression analysis with classification as rape as criterion and
the same predictors as in the previous models. This analysis revealed a significant effect of
C2,b=-0.58, 1(377) = -3.07, p = .002, n; = .02 (see Figure 1, panel C). Participants were
less likely to classify the incident as rape when the perpetrator was described positively (M
= 4.36, SD = 1.57) than negatively (M = 4.95, SD = 1.42). There was no significant effect
of perpetrator, b = -0.16, t(377) = -1.03, p = .303, no effect of C1, b = 0.19, t(377) = 1.13,
p = .258, nor any interaction effect: perpetrator x C1, b = -0.13, t(377) = -0.41, p = .682,
perpetrator x C2, b =-0.49, t(377) = -1.30, p = .194.
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Verdict

Classification as rape

Figure 1: Judgments as a function of description and perpetrator’s group
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Note. A: Verdict as a function of description and perpetrator, B: Victim blaming as a
function of description and perpetrator, C: Classification of the incident as rape as a
function of description and perpetrator. Higher scores indicate harsher judgments. Error
bars indicate standard error of the mean.

101



Discussion

In Experiment 1, we clearly observed a black sheep effect (Marques et al., 1988;
Marques & Paez, 1994; Marques & Y zerbyt, 1988). Participants provided a harsher verdict
for an ingroup perpetrator relative to an outgroup perpetrator. Also as expected, the
description of the perpetrator influenced participants’ verdict. Perpetrators described as
warm and competent as opposed to cold and incompetent received a more lenient verdict.
Moreover, participants were less likely to classify the incident as rape when the perpetrator
was described in positive than in negative terms.

Turning to victim blaming, and next to the fact that participants blamed the victim
less when the perpetrator was cold and incompetent rather than warm and competent, we
also observed more victim blaming when the perpetrator belonged to the outgroup rather
than to the ingroup. This pattern mirrors and extends the black sheep effect observed on
the verdict for the perpetrator. It is also in line with effects observed for inter-ethnic rapes
compared to intra-ethnic rapes, where the victim (perpetrator) is perceived as more (less)
guilty (George & Martinez, 2002).

Clearly, because we did not manipulate the ethnicity of the victim, that is, the
victim was always an ingroup female (German), we cannot conclude whether the inter-
ethnic setting accounts for our finding. Indeed, the more lenient judgments of the outgroup
perpetrator as compared to the ingroup one may also contribute to expressing harsher
judgments on the ingroup victim. In other words, there might be a shift of blame when the
outgroup perpetrator is exonerated. This is all the more likely as the racialization and
islamisation of sexual violence observed in German print media (Wigger, 2019; Wigger et
al., 2022) might lead to the prejudicial assumption that the outgroup as a whole does behave
non-morally (that is, sexually aggressive and misogynic). An intriguing aspect of this
rationale is that the outgroup perpetrator is hot so much condemned as the entire outgroup
culture is. Put differently, and in line with a broader interpretation of the black sheep effect,
the ingroup perpetrator is blamed precisely because the ingroup culture is viewed as alien
to such deviant behavior. In keeping with this rationale, a complementary story is then
likely to prevail for the outgroup perpetrator as the exoneration of the perpetrator vis-a-vis
the blaming of the victim might be a consequence of blaming the outgroup and its culture
and norms as a whole.

Experiment 2 tested this conjecture more directly and had two aims. As in Experiment
1, we again examined the impact of an additional positive or negative description.

Moreover, we also manipulated the victim’s origin to create both intra- and inter-ethnic
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dyads of perpetrator and victim. This allowed us to test whether the pattern observed for a
possible outgroup victim replicates the findings by George and Martinez (2002). Second,
we included a measure of culture blaming to check whether a shift of blame toward the
outgroup culture as a whole emerges in case of an outgroup perpetrator while perceivers
judge the outgroup perpetrator more leniently and they blame the ingroup perpetrator and

victim.

Experiment 2

In Experiment 2, we hoped to replicate a) the black sheep effect, b) the exoneration
of the positively described perpetrator, ¢) harsher victim blaming in case of an outgroup
perpetrator, and d) the positive description decreasing the likelihood of perceiving the
incident as rape. With respect to the attributions of responsibility to the culture of the
protagonists, we predicted that participants would assign higher responsibility to the
outgroup culture than to the ingroup culture. We tested a 2 (perpetrator ethnicity: ingroup
vs. outgroup) x 2 (victim ethnicity: ingroup vs. outgroup) % 3 (description valence: no

information vs. positive vs. negative) design with all factors varying between participants.

Methods

Sample size estimation

We estimated sample size as in Experiment 1 using G*Power Version 3.1.9.2. (Faul
et al., 2009). We relied on a fixed regression model, deviation from zero with eleven
predictors (see results section for details regarding the multiple regression models
examined) and a power of 0.95. We calculated f2 (R? / 1-R?) using the effects observed in
experiment 1 for verdict (R?=.019, f> =.0194 indicating a N = 1103) and victim blaming
(R?2=.029, f> = .0298 indicating a N = 854). As we did not know the effect size for the

culture blaming measure, we aimed for N = 1103.

Participants

We recruited a total of N = 1126 participants via online and public postings (e.g.,
mailing lists, social media). We motivated participants to participate by means of a lottery
including 10 gift cards (for a total value of 200€). We excluded 78 participants in total. As
in Experiment 1, participants were excluded because of a first language other than German
(n = 38) or no indication regarding their first language (n = 6). We further dropped
participants with at least one parent with a mother tongue of a predominantly Muslim
country (n = 24) as well as those who participated in previous similar experiments (n = 5).

In addition, we excluded participants with a conspicuous age (e.g., ‘0’ or -29”) and those
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younger than 18 years (n = 5). Thus, the following analyses are based on a total sample size
of N = 1048 (n = 716 female, n = 289 male, n = 17 diverse, n = 26 did not indicate their
gender) with an average age of M = 30.36 years (SD = 13.03; range: 18 — 82 years; n = 2
participants did not indicate their age).
Procedure and measures
Overall procedure

We kept Experiment 2 parallel to Experiment 1 but with the addition of another
between-participants factor, namely the victim’s ethnicity. We kept the other factors as
described in Experiment 1.
Newspaper article. We used the same articles used in Experiment 1 with the introduction
of Latifa as an Afghan outgroup victim complementing the intra- and interethnic design.
Judgments. Complementary to our measures of Experiment 1, namely verdict (3 items,
Cronbach’s Alpha = .80), victim blaming (6 items, Cronbach’s Alpha = .86), the
classification as rape item, we added a series of items for assessing the blame attributed to
the culture of the perpetrator (4 items, Cronbach’s Alpha = .93) and the victim (4 items,
Cronbach’s Alpha = .92). Two exemplary items read as follows: “(Name of the
perpetrator/victim)’s behavior can in part be explained by cultural norms and values.”;
“How much influence did the (name of the perpetrator/victim)’s culture have on the
outcome of the situation?” on 7-point scales ranging from 1 = “no influence at all” to 7 =

“very strong influence”.

Results

We first ran a regression analysis with verdict as criterion and with perpetrator and
victim ethnicity (each contrast coded with -2 for ingroup and % for outgroup) as well as
the two contrasts C1 and C2 for the description coded as in Experiment 1 and all interaction
terms as predictors (see Figure 2, panel A). This analysis yielded a significant effect of
perpetrator ethnicity, b = -0.34, t(1036) = -3.65, p <.001, 3 = .013. As in Experiment 1,
participants reported harsher verdicts towards the ingroup perpetrator (M =4.57, SD = 1.48)
compared to the outgroup perpetrator (M = 4.24, SD = 1.56). Also replicating Experiment
1’s findings, there was a significant effect of C2, b =-0.43, t(1036) = -3.78, p <.001, n; =
.014, such that participants were more lenient when the perpetrator was described in
positive terms (M = 4.15, SD = 1.59) rather than in negative terms (M = 4.58, SD = 1.44).

These main effects were qualified by a significant perpetrator ethnicity x victim ethnicity
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x C2 three-way interaction, b =-0.96, t(1036) =-2.10, p = .036, 77;2; =.004. No other effect
was observed, all non-significant effects are depicted as part of the appendix A.

To probe this interaction, we first looked at the perpetrator ethnicity x C2 interaction
as a function of the victim. This interaction term was not significant for the ingroup victim,
p = .524. Interestingly, this same interaction was significant for the outgroup victim, Latifa,
perpetrator ethnicity x C2, b = -0.76, (1036) = -2.34, p < .020, n; = .005. Follow-up
simple slope analyses as a function of perpetrator ethnicity showed a significant effect of
C2, b =-0.67, t(1036) = -2.99, p = .003, n;, = .009, in case of the outgroup perpetrator,
whereas no difference between the negative and positive description condition (C2)
emerged for the ingroup perpetrator, p = .717. Thus, in the case of an outgroup victim,
participants proved more lenient towards the outgroup perpetrator when he was described
as positive rather than negative whereas no difference emerged between the description
conditions for the ingroup perpetrator.

Next, we ran a multiple regression analysis with victim blaming as criterion and
included the same predictors as before. This analysis revealed significant main effects for
perpetrator ethnicity, b = 0.24, t(1036) = 3.27, p =.001, 7712, =.010, and for victim ethnicity,
b =-0.23, 1(1036) = -3.08, p = .002, n;, = .009. Participants blamed the victim more when
the perpetrator belonged to the outgroup (M = 3.34, SD = 1.20) rather than to the ingroup
(M = 3.11, SD = 1.72). Further, participants attributed harsher blame towards the ingroup
victim (M = 3.34, = 1.17) than to the outgroup victim (M = 3.11, SD = 1.21) (see Figure 2
panel B).

As in Experiment 1, we also conducted a regression analysis with classification of the
incident as rape as criterion. This analysis revealed a significant effect of perpetrator
ethnicity, b =-0.30, t =-3.10, p =.002, 77;2> =.009, and a significant effect of C2, b = -0.40,
t =-3.34, p = .001, n; = .011. Participants rated the incident more as rape when the
perpetrator belonged to the ingroup (M = 4.85, SD = 1.52) than to the outgroup (M = 4.56,
SD = 1.61). Participants were less likely to rate the incident as a rape in the condition
featuring a positive description of the perpetrator (M = 4.49, SD = 1.63) than in the
condition featuring a negative description of the perpetrator (M = 4.87, SD = 1.47) (see
Figure 2, panel C).

To examine our hypothesis regarding culture blaming, we ran a multiple regression
model with blame attributed to the culture of the perpetrator as criterion and with the same

predictors as before (see Figure 2, panel D). This analysis revealed a significant effect of
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perpetrator ethnicity, b = 0.22, t(1036) = 2.14, p = .033, 71129 = .004. In line with our
hypotheses, participants assignhed more blame to the outgroup culture (M =3.11, SD =1.71)
than to the ingroup culture (M = 2.89, SD = 1.63). There was also a significant perpetrator
ethnicity x C2 interaction, b =-0.51, t(1036) = -2.02, p = .044, , 7712; =.004, and a significant
perpetrator ethnicity x victim ethnicity x C1 interaction, b =0.91, t(1036) = 2.09, p = .037,
ns = .004.

Regarding the perpetrator ethnicity x C2 interaction, participants perceived the
outgroup’s culture to be more responsible when the outgroup perpetrator was described as
negative, C2, b = -0.49, t(1036) = -2.71, p = .007, n; =.007, whereas this C2 effect was
absent for Andreas, p = .892.

To probe the three-way interaction, we looked at the perpetrator ethnicity x C1
interaction as a function of victim ethnicity. These separate analyses for the victims did not
indicate a significant effect of perpetrator x C1, p =.191, for Lena nor for Latifa, perpetrator
x C1,p=.101.

As regards blame attributed to the culture of the victim, we ran a multiple regression
analysis with the same predictors as before. The full regression model failed to reach
significance, F(11, 1036) = 1.58, p = .100. Interestingly, however, there was an effect of
victim’s ethnicity, b = -0.27, t(377) = -2.83, p = .005, that is, participants assigned more
blame to the victim’s culture, when the victim stemmed from the outgroup (M = 4.78, SD
= 1.56) than from the ingroup (M = 4.63, SD = 1.58).

106



Figure 2: Judgments as a function of description and the group membership of

perpetrator and victim
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Note. A: Verdict as a function of description, perpetrator, and victim, B: Victim blaming
as a function of description, perpetrator, and victim, C: Classification of the incident as
rape as a function of description, perpetrator, and victim. D: Perpetrator’s culture blaming
as a function of description, perpetrator, and victim. Higher scores indicate harsher
judgments. Error bars indicate standard error of the mean.
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Discussion

As expected, Experiment 2 replicated the black sheep effect observed in Experiment
1. We also replicated the exoneration of the perpetrator when he was described in positive
terms. We further observed that the harsher verdict for the ingroup perpetrator (the black
sheep effect) was more pronounced when his description was negative, and the victim
belonged to the ingroup.

Regarding victim blaming, we replicated the pattern of harsher victim blaming when
the perpetrator stemmed from the outgroup independently of whether the victim was an
ingroup member (interethnic rape) or an outgroup member (intraethnic rape). In addition,
participants blamed the victim more when she belonged to the ingroup than to the outgroup
regardless of the perpetrator’s ethnicity. Thus, we did not observe an interaction between
perpetrator and victim ethnicity (but see George & Martinez, 2002 for stronger victim
blaming in interethnic contexts as compared to intraethnic contexts). This finding doves
well with the pattern observed by De keersmaecker and Roets (2020) who found a
relationship between the belief in a just world and harsher ingroup victim blaming (in the
context of a robbery and physical violence). One possible account is the increased similarity
and threat to the ingroup when the victim is an ingroup member. Presumably, this would
then motivate increased blaming of the ingroup victims for their misfortune (De
keersmaecker & Roets, 2020).

Moreover, participants perceived the incident more as a rape when the perpetrator
belonged to the ingroup than to the outgroup. The positive description of the perpetrator,
as in Experiment 1, also decreased the likelihood of perceiving the incident as a rape
compared to the negative description of the perpetrator.

In Experiment 2, we additionally looked at the blame attributed to the culture of the
perpetrator and the victim, respectively. Expectedly, the outgroup culture was blamed more
harshly when the outgroup perpetrator was described in negative terms and the victim
belonged to the ingroup. More importantly, however, and in line with our prediction,
participants assigned more blame towards the culture of the outgroup perpetrator than
towards the culture of the ingroup perpetrator. The regression model on victim’s culture

blaming did not reach significance.

General discussion
In the present work, we investigated whether in line with the black sheep effect

German participants would judge an ingroup perpetrator more harshly than an outgroup
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perpetrator. We additionally examined the effect of the perpetrator’s warmth and
competence on participants’ evaluations. Complementing the judgments about the
individual perpetrator, we further assessed participants’ blame attributions towards the
culture of the in- and outgroup perpetrators and victims.

In both experiments, we observed a black sheep effect. Mirroring the black sheep
effect observed for perpetrators, both studies found harsher victim blaming when the
perpetrator stemmed from the outgroup. Also, regardless of the perpetrator’s ethnicity,
participants indicated more blame toward an ingroup victim than toward an outgroup
victim (Exp. 2). Considering the judgments regarding perpetrator and victim this pattern
constitutes a shift of blame (see also Khosrowtaj, Stissenbach, etal., 2023). Indeed, whereas
the outgroup perpetrator was less blamed than the ingroup perpetrator, the victim received
harsher judgments when the perpetrator stemmed from the outgroup, hinting to a shift of
blame.

Going beyond the assignment of blame to individuals, Experiment 2 tested our
hypothesis regarding culture blaming. In line with predictions, the data not only replicated
the pattern of blame attributed to the individual level but also revealed that participants
perceived the outgroup’s cultural norms and values as being responsible for the deviant act
when the perpetrator belonged to the outgroup. We elaborate on this pattern below.

Regarding the effects of a positive versus negative description of the perpetrator, the
results from Experiments 1 and 2 are clearcut. First, a positive description of the perpetrator
was associated with greater exoneration of the perpetrator. Second, participants perceived
the incident more as rape when the perpetrator was described in negative than in positive
terms.

The exoneration of the positively characterized (warm and competent) perpetrator
(independent of his group membership) is in line with prior research showing that the
success and power of a perpetrator affect labeling the incident as rape as well as judging
the rape (Nyul et al., 2018). The fact that the status of the harm doer affects the
blameworthiness of a perpetrator (Gleason & Harris, 1976) may have severe consequences
for victims of sexual violence such as normalizing the violence and perceiving the victim
as complicit of the incident (cf. Thapar-Bjorkert & Morgan, 2010).

Regarding the classification of the incident as rape, participants perceived the incident
more as rape when the perpetrator stemmed from the ingroup in line with the BSE
(Experiment 2). Alarmingly, the positive (than negative) description had an exonerating

effect as it decreased the likelihood of perceiving the incident as rape (Experiments 1-2).
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Limitations and Future Directions

With regard to possible limitations, it has to be noted that in the present research, the
framework of the stereotype content model served only as an example of two possible
dimensions that may affect the perception of perpetrator and victim in the present context.
We did not intend to investigate all possibly relevant dimensions but rather chose to focus
on two dimensions, warmth and competence, that have been identified as highly relevant
in research on person and group perception (Fiske, 2018). Also we did not test possible
differential effects due to, for instance, ambivalent stereotypes (Fiske et al., 2002; Koch et
al., 2016; Yzerbyt, 2016). Future research might disentangle the role of different stereotype
dimensions as well as possible compensating effects (Kervyn et al., 2009; Yzerbyt et al.,
2005) or even use other dimensions of person descriptions in the context of intra- and
intergroup crime evaluations. Further, beyond the investigated crime, future research may
extend this work to other deviant acts. In addition, it may be promising to look at different
ethnicity groups for disentangling similarities and discrepancies between ethnicity groups.

Next to the lessons learned at the more basic level, the finding that certain perpetrator
characteristics are associated with an exoneration of the deviant act is also of practical
relevance. To the extent that a positive description decreased the likelihood of perceiving
the deviant act as rape, this may help better understand why sexual assaults are rarely
sentenced appropriately or often even go unreported. Indeed, victims may anticipate that
others will not believe them if the perpetrator is generally seen in a positive light.

The combined findings regarding the black sheep effect and culture blaming clearly
go beyond the previous research on the black sheep effect and encourage us to suggest that
these two aspects go hand in hand. As participants indicate harsher judgments towards the
ingroup perpetrator, they are also derogating the outgroup culture as a whole (Khosrowtaj,
Teige-Mocigemba, et al., 2023). This pattern suggests that the outgroup culture is perceived
as being somehow collectively responsible for the deviant act (Doosje et al., 2007; Kardos
et al., 2019; Lickel et al., 2003). In other words, a harsher judgment of the ingroup
perpetrator combined with blaming the outgroup culture is likely used by participants to
signal that they consider the ingroup as being more alien to such deviance than the outgroup
is. New as it stands, this message is entirely consistent with the initial take on the black
sheep effect as a way to promote a positive image of the ingroup (Marques & Yzerbyt,
1988).
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Conclusions

The present work sheds light on the influence of a perpetrator’s ethnicity and
description (warmth and competence) on guilt attributions. An alarming finding is the fact
that positive (compared to negative) descriptions exonerated harm doers even though the
crime was exactly the same (cf. Gleason & Harris, 1976; Nyl et al., 2018). In contrast to
media debates and despite prevalent negative attitudes and hostility towards Muslims
(Bauer & Hannover, 2020; Sturmer et al., 2019; Zick et al., 2011), our work illustrated
experimentally that German participants evaluate an ingroup perpetrator more harshly than
an outgroup counterpart. While people judged the outgroup perpetrator more leniently, they
also perceived the norms and values of the outgroup, that is, its culture, as more responsible
for the deviant act. Being more lenient towards an outgroup perpetrator (Braun &
Gollwitzer, 2012) or being more punitive towards an ingroup perpetrator (Marques et al.,
1988; Yzerbyt et al., 2000) may thus go hand in hand with the derogation of the
perpetrator’s outgroup as a whole (Doosje et al., 2007; Khosrowtaj, Teige-Mocigemba, et
al., 2023; Lickel et al., 2003; Stirmer et al., 2019).

Thus, the present work hints to a possible convergence of the condemnation of one
individual perpetrator and the harsher derogation of the outgroup culture which in the latter

case has consequences for a whole homogenized group.

111



References

Abele, A. E., Ellemers, N., Fiske, S. T., Koch, A., & Yzerbyt, V. (2021). Navigating the
social world: Toward an integrated framework for evaluating self, individuals, and
groups. Psychological Review, 128(2), 290-314.
https://doi.org/10.1037/rev0000262

Bauer, C. A., & Hannover, B. (2020). Changing “us” and hostility towards “them”—
Implicit theories of national identity determine prejudice and participation rates in
an anti-immigrant petition. European Journal of Social Psychology, 50(4), 810-
826. https://doi.org/10.1002/ejsp.2666

Bieneck, S., & Krahé, B. (2011). Blaming the victim and exonerating the perpetrator in
cases of rape and robbery: Is there a double standard? Journal of Interpersonal
Violence, 26(9), Article 9. https://doi.org/10.1177/0886260510372945

Braun, J., & Gollwitzer, M. (2012). Leniency for out-group offenders. European Journal
of Social Psychology, 42(7), 883-892. https://doi.org/10.1002/ejsp.1908

Carnaghi, A., & Yzerbyt, V. Y. (2007). Subtyping and social consensus: The role of the
audience in the maintenance of stereotypic beliefs. European Journal of Social
Psychology, 37(5), Article 5. https://doi.org/10.1002/ejsp.402

Clark, J. W., Cramer, R. J., Percosky, A., Rufino, K. A., Miller, R. S., & Johnson, S. M.
(2013). Juror perceptions of African American- and Arabic-named victims.
Psychiatry, Psychology and Law, 20(5), 781-794.
https://doi.org/10.1080/13218719.2012.736283

Cuddy, A.J. C., Fiske, S. T., Kwan, V. S. Y., Glick, P., Demoulin, S., Leyens, J.-P., Bond,
M. H., Croizet, J.-C., Ellemers, N., Sleebos, E., Htun, T. T., Kim, H.-J., Maio, G.,
Perry, J., Petkova, K., Todorov, V., Rodriguez-Bailén, R., Morales, E., Moya, M.,
... Ziegler, R. (2009). Stereotype content model across cultures: Towards universal
similarities and some differences. British Journal of Social Psychology, 48(1),
Article 1. https://doi.org/10.1348/014466608X314935

De keersmaecker, J., & Roets, A. (2020). All victims are equally innocent, but some are
more innocent than others: The role of group membership on victim blaming.
Current Psychology, 39(1), 254-262. https://doi.org/10.1007/s12144-017-9763-9

Doosje, B., Zebel, S., Scheermeijer, M., & Mathyi, P. (2007). Attributions of
Responsibility for Terrorist Attacks: The Role of Group Membership and
Identification. International Journal of Conflict and Violence (1JCV), 1(2), Article
2. https://doi.org/10.4119/ijcv-2749
112



Faul, F., Erdfelder, E., Buchner, A., & Lang, A.-G. (2009). Statistical power analyses using
G*Power 3.1: Tests for correlation and regression analyses. Behavior Research
Methods, 41(4), 1149-1160. https://doi.org/10.3758/BRM.41.4.1149

Fiske, S. T. (2015). Intergroup Biases: A Focus on Stereotype Content. Current Opinion in
Behavioral Sciences, 3, 45-50. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.cobeha.2015.01.010

Fiske, S. T. (2018). Stereotype Content: Warmth and Competence Endure. Current
Directions in Psychological Science, 27(2), 67-73.
https://doi.org/10.1177/0963721417738825

Fiske, S. T., Cuddy, A. J. C., Glick, P., & Xu, J. (2002). A model of (often mixed)
stereotype content: Competence and warmth respectively follow from perceived
status and competition. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 82(6),
Article 6. https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.82.6.878

Fousiani, K., Yzerbyt, V., Kteily, N.-S., & Demoulin, S. (2019). Justice reactions to deviant
ingroup members: Ingroup identity threat motivates utilitarian punishments.
British Journal of Social Psychology, 58(4), 869-893.
https://doi.org/10.1111/bjso0.12312

George, W. H., & Martinez, L. J. (2002). Victim blaming in rape: Effects of victim and
perpetrator race, type of rape, and participant racism. Psychology of Women
Quarterly, 26(2), 110-119. https://doi.org/10.1111/1471-6402.00049

Gleason, J. M., & Harris, V. A. (1976). Group Discussion and Defendant’s Socio-Economic
Status as Determinants of Judgments by Simulated Jurorsl. Journal of Applied
Social ~ Psychology, 6(2), Article 2. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1559-
1816.1976.tb01323.x

Gumiisay, K. (2022). Speaking and Being: How language binds and frees us (I. Gesche,
Trans.). Profile Books.

Helmke, S. (2014). Beliefs About the Strauss-Kahn Case in France and Germany: Political
Orientation and Sexual Aggression Myths as Local Versus Global Predictors. 8,
15.

Hestermann, T. (2019). Berichterstattung iiber Gewaltkriminalitédt: Wie hdufig nennen
Medien die Herkunft von Tatverddchtigen? [Berlin: Mediendienst Integration].
Berlin: Mediendienst Integration.

Kardos, P., Leidner, B., Castano, E., & Lickel, B. (2019). The benefits of collective
responsibility: How ingroup reputation concern motivates prosociality in
intergroup contexts. European Journal of Social Psychology, 49(1), 93-109.

113



https://doi.org/10.1002/ejsp.2506

Kauff, M. (2022). Muslim = Terrorist? Attribution of violent crimes to terrorism or mental
health problems depend on perpetrators’ religious background. The Journal of
Social Psychology, 0(0), 1-9. https://doi.org/10.1080/00224545.2022.2095968

Kearns, E., Betus, A., & Lemieux, A. (2018). Why Do Some Terrorist Attacks Receive More
Media Attention Than Others? (SSRN Scholarly Paper ID 2928138). Social
Science Research Network. https://papers.ssrn.com/abstract=2928138

Kervyn, N., Judd, C. M., & Yzerbyt, V. Y. (2009). You want to appear competent? Be
mean! You want to appear sociable? Be lazy! Group differentiation and the
compensation effect. Journal of Experimental Social Psychology, 45(2), 363-367.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jesp.2008.08.006

Khosrowtaj, Z., Biermann, V., & Teige-Mocigemba, S. (2023). “He must be a foreigner”
On biased information search towards in- and outgroup wrongdoers. Manuscript
Submitted.

Khosrowtaj, Z., Stissenbach, P., & Teige-Mocigemba, S. (2023). The black sheep as a shift
of blame? Blaming the ingroup perpetrator and victim in an intergroup deviant
setting. Manuscript Submitted.

Khosrowtaj, Z., Teige-Mocigemba, S., & Yzerbyt, V. (2023). “(N)One of us but all of
them!” Ingroup favoritism on individual and group level in the context of deviant
behavior. Manuscript Submitted.

Koch, A., Imhoff, R., Dotsch, R., Unkelbach, C., & Alves, H. (2016). The ABC of
stereotypes about groups: Agency/socioeconomic success, conservative—
progressive beliefs, and communion. Journal of Personality and Social
Psychology, 110(5), 675-709. https://doi.org/10.1037/pspa0000046

Kotzur, P. F., Friehs, M.-T., Asbrock, F., & Zalk, M. H. W. van. (2019). Stereotype content
of refugee subgroups in Germany. European Journal of Social Psychology, 0(0),
Acrticle 0. https://doi.org/10.1002/ejsp.2585

Kteily, N., Bruneau, E., Waytz, A., & Cotterill, S. (2015). The ascent of man: Theoretical
and empirical evidence for blatant dehumanization. Journal of Personality and
Social Psychology, 109(5), 901-931. https://doi.org/10.1037/pspp0000048

Lickel, B., Schmader, T., & Hamilton, D. L. (2003). A Case of Collective Responsibility:
Who Else Was to Blame for the Columbine High School Shootings? Personality
and Social Psychology Bulletin, 29(2), Article 2.
https://doi.org/10.1177/0146167202239045
114



Marques, J. M., & Paez, D. (1994). The ‘Black Sheep Effect’: Social Categorization,
Rejection of Ingroup Deviates, and Perception of Group Variability. European
Review of Social Psychology, 5(1), Acrticle 1.
https://doi.org/10.1080/14792779543000011

Marques, J. M., Robalo, E. M., & Rocha, S. A. (1992). Ingroup bias and the ‘black sheep’
effect: Assessing the impact of social identification and perceived variability on
group judgements. European Journal of Social Psychology, 22(4), 331-352.
https://doi.org/10.1002/ejsp.2420220403

Marques, J. M., & Yzerbyt, V. Y. (1988). The black sheep effect: Judgmental extremity
towards ingroup members in inter- and intra-group situations. European Journal
of Social Psychology, 18(3), Article 3. https://doi.org/10.1002/ejsp.2420180308

Marques, J. M., Yzerbyt, V. Y., & Leyens, J.-P. (1988). The “Black Sheep Effect”:
Extremity of judgments towards ingroup members as a function of group
identification. European Journal of Social Psychology, 18(1), Article 1.
https://doi.org/10.1002/ejsp.2420180102

Nyul, B., Kende, A., Engyel, M., & Szabo, M. (2018). Perception of a Perpetrator as a
Successful Person Predicts Decreased Moral Judgment of a Rape Case and
Labeling it as Rape. Frontiers in  Psychology, 9, 2555.
https://doi.org/10.3389/fpsyg.2018.02555

Otten, S., & Gordijn, E. H. (2014). Was it one of us? How people cope with misconduct by
fellow ingroup members. Social and Personality Psychology Compass, 8(4),
Acrticle 4. https://doi.org/10.1111/spc3.12098

Shooman, Y. (2012). Das Zusammenspiel von Kultur, Religion, Ethnizitdt und Geschlecht
im antimuslimischen Rassismus | APUZ. bpb.de.
http://www.bpb.de/apuz/130422/das-zusammenspiel-von-kultur-religion-
ethnizitaet-und-geschlecht-im-antimuslimischen-rassismus

Starmer, S., Rohmann, A., Froehlich, L., & van der Noll, J. (2019). Muslim Immigration,
Critical Events, and the Seeds of Majority Members’ Support for Radical
Responses: An Interactionist Perspective. Personality and Social Psychology
Bulletin, 45(1), 133-145. https://doi.org/10.1177/0146167218780989

Stissenbach, P.  (2016). Vergewaltigungsmythen und  Entscheidungen in
Vergewaltigungsfillen - Eine Ubersicht mit Metaanalyse. Recht und Psychatrie,
34, 35-42. https://psychiatrie-verlag.de/product/suessenbach-p-

vergewaltigungsmythen-und-entscheidungen-in-vergewaltigungsfaellen-
115



einzelartikel-aus-rp-1-2016/

Stissenbach, P., Bohner, G., & Eyssel, F. (2012). Schematic influences of rape myth
acceptance on visual information processing: An eye-tracking approach. Journal
of Experimental Social Psychology, 48(3), Acrticle 3.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jesp.2011.12.005

Stissenbach, P., Eyssel, F., Rees, J., & Bohner, G. (2017). Looking for Blame: Rape Myth
Acceptance and Attention to Victim and Perpetrator. Journal of Interpersonal
Violence, 32(15), Article 15. https://doi.org/10.1177/0886260515591975

Thapar-Bjorkert, S., & Morgan, K. J. (2010). “But Sometimes | Think . . . They Put
Themselves in the Situation”: Exploring Blame and Responsibility in Interpersonal
Violence. Violence Against Women, 16(1), 32-59.
https://doi.org/10.1177/1077801209354374

van Prooijen, J.-W. (2006). Retributive reactions to suspected offenders: The importance
of social categorizations and guilt probability. Personality & Social Psychology
Bulletin, 32(6), Article 6. https://doi.org/10.1177/0146167205284964

Wigger, 1. (2019). Anti-Muslim racism and the racialisation of sexual violence:
‘Intersectional stereotyping’ in mass media representations of male Muslim
migrants in  Germany. Culture and Religion, 20(3), 248-271.
https://doi.org/10.1080/14755610.2019.1658609

Wigger, 1., Yendell, A., & Herbert, D. (2022). The end of ‘Welcome Culture’? How the
Cologne assaults reframed Germany’s immigration discourse. European Journal
of Communication, 37(1), Article 1. https://doi.org/10.1177/02673231211012173

Yzerbyt, V. (2016). Intergroup stereotyping. Current Opinion in Psychology, 11, 90-95.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.copsyc.2016.06.009

Yzerbyt, V., Castano, E., Leyens, J.-P., & Paladino, M.-P. (2000). The Primacy of the
Ingroup: The Interplay of Entitativity and ldentification. European Review of
Social Psychology, 11(1), Article 1. https://doi.org/10.1080/14792772043000059

Yzerbyt, V., Provost, V., & Corneille, O. (2005). Not Competent but Warm... Really?
Compensatory Stereotypes in the French-speaking World. Group Processes &
Intergroup Relations, 8(3), 291-308. https://doi.org/10.1177/1368430205053944

Zick, A., Kiipper, B., & Hovermann, A. (2011). Intolerance, prejudice and discrimination:

A European report. Friedrich-Ebert-Stiftung, Forum Berlin.

116



Appendix A
This appendix depicts all results including the non-significant ones. Note, that all other

results (for instance for Exp. 1) have been reported as part of the results section.

Table 1. Predicting verdict based on perpetrator’s and victim’s group membership

and perpetrator’s characterization.

b SE t p
Constant 441 .05 9554 <.001
Perpetrator (ingroup = - %2, outgroup = %2) -0.34 .09 -365 <.001
Victim (ingroup = - %, outgroup = %) 0.13 .09 136 =.174
C1: comparing no further information 0.13 10 136 =.175
(2/3) with description conditions
(each -1/3)
C2: comparing positive description (1/2) -0.43 A1 -3.78 <.001
with negative description (-1/2) condition
(no information condition = 0)
Perpetrator x Victim 0.03 19 014 =.891
Perpetrator x C1 0.23 .20 117 =.244
Perpetrator x C2 -0.28 23 -120 =.230
Victim x C1 -0.17 .20 -085 =.394
Victim x C2 0.28 23 122 =.223
Perpetrator x Victim x C1 0.08 .39 0.21 =.834
Perpetrator x Victim x C2 -0.96 46 -210 =.036

Notes. R = .194, RZ= .038, RZonectes = .028, F(11,1036) = 3.69, p < .001
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Table 2. Predicting victim blaming based on perpetrator’s and victim’s

membership and characterization.

group

b SE t p
Constant 3.22 .04 8798 .001
Perpetrator (ingroup = - %, outgroup = %) 0.24 .07 3.27 .001
Victim (ingroup = - %, outgroup = %) -0.23 .07 -3.08 .002
C1: comparing no further information -0.06 .08 -0.82 412
(2/3) with description conditions
(each -1/3)
C2: comparing positive description (1/2) 0.13 .09 1.47 141
with negative description (-1/2) condition
(no information condition = 0)
Perpetrator x Victim 0.06 15 0.38 .705
Perpetrator x C1 0.02 16 0.12 .908
Perpetrator x C2 0.16 18 0.86 .390
Victim x C1 0.18 .16 1.15 250
Victim x C2 -0.10 18 -0.58 .563
Perpetrator x Victim x C1 -0.44 31 -1.42 156
Perpetrator x Victim x C2 0.62 .36 1.73 .085

Notes. R =.169, R?=.029, R%orrected = .018, F(11,1036) = 2.78, p = .001
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Table 3. Predicting classification of the incident as rape based on perpetrators group

membership and characterization.

b SE t p
Constant 4.71 05 9748 <.001
Perpetrator (ingroup = - %, outgroup = %) -0.30 10 -3.10  =.002
Victim (ingroup = - %, outgroup = %) 0.16 10 1.67 =.094
C1: comparing no further information 0.10 10 0.99 =.324
(2/3) with description conditions
(each -1/3)
C2: comparing positive description (1/2) -0.40 12 -3.34 =.001
with negative description (-1/2) condition
(no information condition = 0)
Perpetrator x Victim 0.14 19 0.73 = .467
Perpetrator x C1 0.21 .20 1.00 =.316
Perpetrator x C2 -0.28 24 -1.17 =.242
Victim x C1 -0.23 .20 -1.10 =.270
Victim x C2 0.15 24 0.65 =.516
Perpetrator x Victim x C1 0.40 41 0.97 =.331
Perpetrator x Victim x C2 -0.20 A48 -0.43 =.668

Notes. R = .165, R?=.027, R%orrected = .017, F(11,1036) = 2.63, p = .003
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Table 4. Predicting culture blaming towards perpetrator based on perpetrator’s and

victim’s group membership and characterization.

b SE t p
Constant 3.01 05 5828 <.001
Perpetrator (ingroup = - %, outgroup = %) 0.22 10 2.14 =.033
Victim (ingroup = - %, outgroup = %) 0.07 10 0.68 =.496
C1: comparing no further information -0.02 A1 -0.15 =.879
(2/3) with description conditions
(each -1/3)
C2: comparing positive description (1/2) -0.23 13 -1.83  =.067
with negative description (-1/2) condition
(no information condition = 0)
Perpetrator x Victim 0.23 21 1.09 =.275
Perpetrator x C1 0.05 22 0.25 =.805
Perpetrator x C2 -0.51 .25 -2.02 =.044
Victim x C1 -0.11 22 -0.51 =.608
Victim x C2 0.28 .25 111 =.266
Perpetrator x Victim x C1 0.91 44 2.09 =.037
Perpetrator x Victim x C2 -0.20 51 -0.40 =.690

Notes. R =.137, R? =.019, R%qrected = .008, F(11,1036) = 1.80, p < .049
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Supplementary materials

Experiment 1 & 2: Newspaper articles & descriptions

Frankfurt am Main

MutmaBliche Vergewaltigung: Polizei verhért Ahmed / Andreas S.

21. Mai 2018, 11:32 Uhr

Am vergangenen Freitag soll laut Polizeibericht die 28-jahrige Lena/Latifa K.
vergewaltigt worden sein. Die Studentin hatte den Tatverddchtigen Ahmed/Andreas S.
Anfang April tber eine Dating-App kennengelernt. In der vergangenen Woche kam es zu
einem Treffen in der Wohnung des Mannes. Dabei wurden geringfiigige Mengen Alkohol

konsumiert.

Als die junge Frau die letzte S-Bahn verpasste, soll ihr der Beschuldigte angeboten
haben, auf der Couch zu (ibernachten. In dieser Nacht soll der 35-Jahrige die
Frankfurterin/Afghanin vergewaltigt haben. Lena/Latifa K. wandte sich am

darauffolgenden Tag an die Polizei.

Als der Beschuldigte Ahmed/Andreas S. von der Polizei zum Verh6r abgeholt wurde,
zeigte er sich sichtlich tiberrascht und bestritt die Vergewaltigungsvorwiirfe. Mit
Lena/Latifa K. sei es zwar zu sexuellen Handlungen in seiner Wohnung gekommen, diese

sollen jedoch einvernehmlich stattgefunden haben.

English translation:

Frankfurt am Main
Suspected rape: Police interrogates Ahmed/ Andreas S.
May 21, 2018, 11:32 a.m.

According to a police report, the 28-year-old Lena/Latifa K. was raped last Friday. The
student had met the suspect Ahmed/ Andreas S. in early April through a dating app. Last
week there was a meeting at the man's apartment. Minor amounts of alcohol were

consumed.
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When the young woman missed the last suburban train, the suspect offered her to spend
the night on the couch. On this night the 35-year-old is said to have raped the woman

from Frankfurt / Afghanistan. Lena/ Latifa K. contacted the police the following day.
When the accused Ahmed/ Andreas S. was picked up by the police for interrogation, he

appeared visibly surprised and denied the rape allegations. Although sexual acts with

Lena/Latifa K. had taken place in his apartment, they were allegedly consensual.
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Summary of Manuscript 4
Khosrowtaj, Z., Teige-Mocigemba, S., & Yzerbyt, V. (2023). “(N)One of us but all of
them!” Ingroup favoritism on individual and group level in the context of deviant

behavior. Manuscript Submitted.

Following up on the previous manuscript, we conducted another set of Experiment to
investigate ingroup protection on individual and cultural level more in depth. Recall that as
part of the previous manuscript, we observed on the one hand, harsher judgments of a
German perpetrator compared to his Afghan counterpart, and on the other hand harsher
derogation of the outgroup’s (than ingroup’s) culture in the context of intergroup violence.
The other side of the coin would translate to more lenient judgments of the ingroup on
cultural level (protecting the ingroup as a whole) and condemning one individual ingroup
member (again protecting the ingroup by this distancing strategy). As part of this
contribution, we tested ingroup protection on individual and cultural level more in depth.
We also examined some boundary conditions such as the effect of the mere presence of the
outgroup category before participants learned about the crime (Exp. 1), the role of the
comparison context (Exp. 2-3) and the impact of ingroup entitativity on the judgments on
individual and on cultural level (Exp. 3).

In Experiment 1 (N = 437) we did not find a black sheep effect probably due to the
ambiguity of the guilt (Otten & Gordijn, 2014; van Prooijen, 2006). The priming
manipulation did not have an impact on the proceeding judgments probably due to being
too broad (Ledgerwood & Chaiken, 2007). However, we replicated the more lenient
judgments towards the ingroup than outgroup culture. Experiment 2 built upon these
limitations, and we created newsflashes where the guilt of the perpetrator was certain.
Further we used a within-subjects design for having a clear intergroup context. This would
allow participants to perceive an intergroup comparison, especially when the ingroup
newsflash is presented second.

In Experiments 2 (N = 283) we observed the predicted protection of the ingroup both
on individual and on cultural level. That is, we observed the overall black sheep effect
affecting the individual perpetrator and again the ingroup culture was judged more leniently
than the outgroup culture. Interestingly, the black sheep effect was manifested when the
outgroup newsflash was presented first. This pattern is in line with the priming idea of Exp.
1: when the outgroup category is salient, participants express ingroup protection in form of
the black sheep effect. In addition, participants who began with the ingroup first expressed
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harsher judgments towards the outgroup perpetrator who came second. For testing the
robustness of these order effects, we followed up with Experiment 3. We expected to
replicate specially the black sheep effect when the outgroup newsflash is presented first
and the ingroup comes second (i.e., intergroup context). In Experiment 3 we further
manipulated participant’s perception of variability between the ingroup. Based on previous
research in other context, we expected participants expressing a stronger black sheep effect
in a high entitative condition than in the low entitative condition.

In Experiment 3 (N = 703) we observed the predicted black sheep effect and again the
protection of the ingroup culture compared to the outgroup culture. More importantly, we
replicated the black sheep effect when the outgroup newsflash came first. This is in line
with the idea that presenting a threatening outgroup beforehand may elicit harsher
judgments of the ingroup deviant. The entitativity manipulation did not succeed in affecting
the judgments. It may be challenging increasing or decreasing entitativity for social groups
such as Germans. And furthermore, it may be challenging increasing the black sheep effect
and the culture protection in such a deviant context (i.e., ceiling effects). All in all, this
fourth contribution provides interesting insights to the existing literature. In contrast to
prevalent negative attitudes towards Muslims, we observe a black sheep effect, which is
the harsher condemnation of the ingroup perpetrator than the outgroup perpetrator. At
cultural level the exoneration of the ingroup may hint to the maintenance of positivity of
the whole ingroup. Based on the order effects (presentation order of the newsflashes) which
so far has not been discussed as part of the black sheep effect literature, our data shows that
it matters whether participants are in an intragroup or intergroup context and that making

a threatening outgroup salient elicits the black sheep effect.
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Abstract

Past research hints both to more extreme judgments of ingroup deviants and to attributional
biases in case of Muslims, immigrants, and refugees. We examined two recently observed
patterns in the context of intergroup violence: harsher judgments on individual level (black
sheep effect) and milder judgments on cultural level when a perpetrator stems from the
ingroup. We further investigated whether these patterns were affected by a) the outgroup
being salient (Exp. 1), b) the comparison context (Exp. 2-3), and c) participants perceiving
the ingroup as high vs. low in entitativity (Exp. 3). Experiments 1 (N = 437), 2 (N = 283),
and 3 (N = 703) indicated robust effects on cultural level with participants treating the
ingroup culture more leniently than the outgroup culture. Further, on the individual level,
Exp. 2-3 revealed an overall black sheep effect that was especially prevalent in an
intergroup context. Outgroup salience and ingroup entitativity did not affect the judgments
on individual and cultural level. The protection of the ingroup on individual and cultural
level may hint to a derogation of the outgroup as a whole. We discuss implications and
insights for future research.

Keywords: black sheep effect, ingroup protection, outgroup derogation, intergroup

attribution, culture blaming, entitativity, discrimination
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“(...) when I, who am visibly Muslim, cross the street at a red light, 1.9 billion
Muslims are crossing the street with me.” (Glimiisay, 2022 p. 57)

“Inever hear: You are totally intelligent because you were born in Iran or in Palestine
or in Israel. But: You are misogynistic because you were not born in Germany.” (Karim

Fereidooni, interviewed by Seelig, 2023)

In Berlin (Germany), the police arrested suspects from 18 nationalities during the
night of New Year’s Eve 2022/2023 (Schmalz, 2023; Tageschau, 2023; Tagesschau, 2023).
Among those, 45 were of German nationality, followed by 27 Afghans and 21 from Syria
(Schmalz, 2023; Tagesschau, 2023). The incidents of that evening triggered waves of
debates regarding a failed integration. The Christian Democratic Union (CDU), a major
German political party, asked for the forenames of those Germans referring to those with a
dual nationality (Moll, 2023). The leader of the CDU, Friedrich Merz, attributed the crimes
to the Arabic background of the perpetrators (Becker, 2023), pointing to a problematic
culture, as seen elsewhere (e.g., Stiirmer et al., 2019). Ingroup perpetrators may seem to be
exceptions to the rule (Carnaghi & Yzerbyt, 2007; Kunda & Oleson, 1995; Parks-Stamm,
2013), while outgroup perpetrators seem to belong to a homogenous and indeed threatening
culture. The present endeavor explores the viability of two strategies to protect the ingroup,
namely perceiving an ingroup deviant as one bad apple while in face of an outgroup deviant
his culture is at stake. We examined these two strategies in the context of intra- and
intergroup situations that involves Germans as ingroups and Muslims*! as outgroup.
Black Sheep Effect and culture blame

Previous research has shown that we tend to more extremely blame deviant ingroup
than comparable outgroup members for maintaining the positivity of the whole ingroup
(Abrams et al., 2000, 2002, 2003; Marques, 1990; Marques et al., 1988; Marques &
Yzerbyt, 1988; Yzerbyt et al., 2000). For instance, poor speeches by ingroup members were
judged more negatively than poor speeches by outgroup members (Marques & Yzerbyt,

1988). This has been conceptualized as a sophisticated form of ingroup favoritism as the

11 Even though we operationalized the group membership of the perpetrators by their
nationality, there is a racialization of Muslims and a synonymous use of religious affiliation of the
outgroup and ethnicity or nationality attributions, although a religious affiliation does not translate
to a nationality nor a nationality does translate to a religious affiliation (Kteily et al., 2015; Shooman,
2012).
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deviant member is no longer perceived as an ingroup member (Marques et al., 1988;
Marques & Yzerbyt, 1988).

A recent work hints to ingroup protection on individual and on cultural level
(Khosrowtaj, Yzerbyt, et al., 2023). Specifically, participants worked through an alleged
newspaper article and judged either an ingroup or an outgroup perpetrator. Results
confirmed the presence of a black sheep effect while culturally, the ingroup was evaluated
more leniently than the outgroup culture (Khosrowtaj, Yzerbyt, et al., 2023).

Interestingly enough, this pattern is reminiscent of the intergroup attribution bias and
the ultimate attribution error. A negative behavior of a fellow ingroup member comes
across as an exception to the rule or as due to causes beyond individual control. In contrast,
the same negative behavior performed by an outgroup member is attributed to the deep
characteristics of this person or of his group as a whole (Duncan, 1976; for a review, see
Hewstone, 1990; Islam & Hewstone, 1993; Pettigrew, 1979; Taylor & Jaggi, 1974). In a
classic illustration relying on an interracial context, a physically violent behavior
perpetrated by a black (white) person was attributed to personal (situational) factors
(Duncan, 1976). Building on this line of work, the present series of experiments replicates
and extends Khosrowtaj, Yzerbyt, et al.’s (2022) findings. Our aim is to shed further light
on people’s comparative judgment when they witness a deviant act and we do so by looking
at the evaluation of the individual ingroup or outgroup perpetrator and his culture.
Specifically, we predicted ingroup favoritism in form of the black sheep effect at the
individual level and leniency towards the ingroup on cultural level. We did so by building
on the current debates on the societal threats posed by Muslims and the Muslim culture in
Western countries.

Muslims as a societal threat

Several lines of work provide evidence of the existing hostility towards Muslims
in the Western world. Indeed, there are numerous reports of the resistance to Muslim
immigration (Gusciute et al., 2021; Liebe et al., 2018), the decreased acceptance of Arab
or African immigrants (Czymara & Schmidt-Catran, 2017), the impact of terrorist attacks
in the name of Islam on attitudes towards immigrants (Ferrin et al., 2020), the aggressive
behavior towards Muslim appearing targets as part of a shooter paradigm (Unkelbach et
al., 2008) or even the discrimination in hiring contexts (Stasio et al., 2019; Unkelbach et
al., 2010). Relying on the integrated threat theory (Stephan & Stephan, 1985, 2000),

different types of threat, with safety threat standing high on the list, were identified as

128



response to refugee immigration. This clearly results in negative attitudes towards refugees
and support of migration restriction (Landmann et al., 2019).

Media analyses also reveal the presence of a representational bias of Muslim and
foreign perpetrators (Hestermann, 2019; Kearns et al., 2019) and attributional biases
(Starmer et al., 2019; Wigger, 2019; Wigger et al., 2022), which include direct attributions
of deviant acts to the outgroup background. Inspired by these media analyses, previous
work investigated whether this bias already had an impact on information search
(Khosrowtaj, Biermann, et al., 2022). Specifically, participants imagined reading a
newspaper article depicting a crime before indicating their interest for a list of (non)-
stereotypic information categories that they wished to know more about. In line with the
representational bias, participants indicated higher interest for stereotypic information
categories such as religious affiliation when confronted with a perpetrator coming from a
predominantly Muslim country than when facing a German perpetrator (Khosrowtaj,
Biermann, et al.,, 2023). Along with other findings (e.g., Fitzgerald et al., 2012;
Hirtenlehner, 2019), data such as these illustrate that, in Western countries, Muslims or
Muslim-appearing targets (Stasio et al., 2019; Unkelbach et al., 2008, 2010) elicit threat
and are associated with violence and crimes. Given our present aim to investigate ingroup
protection on individual and group level, we decided to rely on this specific societal
context.

The present experiments

The black sheep effect has so far been investigated at the level of the individual
member (Marques et al., 1988; Marques & Yzerbyt, 1988). In the larger context of the
biased portrayals of Muslim perpetrators (Kearns et al., 2019), the present experiments
build upon the observation of direct attributions of physical violence to an alleged Islamic
culture (Stiarmer et al., 2019; Wigger, 2019; Wigger et al., 2022).

Specifically, we conducted three experiments with the aim to replicate and extend the
research showing the protection of the ingroup both on the individual level (i.e., more
ingroup perpetrator blaming than outgroup perpetrator blaming) and on cultural level, that
is, less ingroup culture blaming than outgroup culture blaming (Khosrowtaj, Yzerbyt, et
al., 2023). In all experiments, we used alleged newspaper articles (Exp. 1) or newsflashes
(Exp. 2-3) where a perpetrator is accused of rape. We manipulated group membership using
different names (cf. Kauff, 2022, for a similiar approach using names for categorization)
and nationalities (cf. Khosrowtaj, Yzerbyt, et al., 2023). We then assessed participants

judgments on individual and cultural level. We predicted a black sheep effect on individual
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blame measures (detailed below) while on cultural level, we expected to observe a
protection of the ingroup culture.

We also wanted to examine some boundary conditions of our predicted effects.
Experiment 1 checked whether making the outgroup salient before participants learned
about the crime resulted in a more pronounced black sheep effect and ingroup culture
protection. In experiments 2-3, we considered the role of the comparison context using a
within-participant design with either the ingroup or the outgroup newsflash being presented
first. Experiment 3 further tested the impact of ingroup entitativity (Campbell, 1958; Lewis
& Sherman, 2010) on the judgments at both individual and cultural level. We pre-registered

all the projects reported here (see for Exp. 1: https://osf.io/rgp7c, for Exp. 2:

https://osf.io/t8f64, for Exp. 3: https://osf.io/vs8gz). The data and analysis syntax for all

three experiments are available at OSF:
https://osf.io/3mgj5/?view only=1a3d3184941b46598ae81d4feb48d2bf.

Experiment 1

The goal of Experiment 1 was to test ingroup protection at the individual and at the
cultural level. In line with a host of previous demonstrations of the black sheep effect, we
decided to present participants with an intragroup couple. Specifically, we informed
participants about an event that involved a perpetrator and a victim who belonged to the
same group, either the ingroup or the outgroup. This strategy allows examining judgments
in a context that is devoid as much as possible of potential demand effects regarding
intergroup comparison, especially in the case of the ingroup situation.

To the extent that the black sheep effect emerges as a response to an endangered
ingroup’s image (Yzerbyt et al., 2000), the (symbolic) presence of a threatening outgroup
may reinforce the urge of intergroup differentiation (cf. Brewer, 1991; Haslam & Oakes,
1995). Indeed, previous work indicates that thinking of Arabs and Muslims (rather than no
category) influenced participants responses in a shooter paradigm task (Mange et al., 2012).
That is, the mere thought of threatening categories may suffice to exert an influence on
participants’ judgments and behavior. In line with these data, we wanted to examine the
impact of mere outgroup salience (cf. Yuki & Yokota, 2009) by means of a priming
manipulation on the judgments about ingroup and outgroup perpetrators as well as their
cultures.

In sum, Experiment 1 adopted a 2 (couple: ingroup vs. outgroup) x 2 (priming
manipulation: outgroup salient vs. outgroup not salient) factorial design. We expected a

black sheep effect at the individual level (perpetrator blaming and verdict). We further
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expected a similar pattern for the classification of the incident as rape with participants
perceiving the behavior more as rape in case of an ingroup than an outgroup perpetrator.
As for the cultural level, we further expected exoneration of the ingroup compared to the
outgroup culture.

Regarding the priming manipulation, we expected outgroup salience to influence the
ingroup couple condition more than the outgroup couple condition. Because making the
outgroup salient would place participants in the ingroup couple condition in an intergroup
rather than an intragroup context (cf. Haslam et al., 1995; Haslam & Oakes, 1995), we
expected a harsher black sheep effect compared to the one observed in the no priming
condition. We also expected outgroup salience to influence the classification of the
perpetrator’s behavior as rape in the ingroup couple condition by increasing the difference
between the classification as rape for the ingroup compared to the outgroup perpetrator. In
a similar vein, we expected outgroup salience to be conducive to more ingroup

culture exoneration.

Methods
Sample size estimation

We estimated sample size using G*Power 3.1.9.2 for Linear multiple regression:
Fixed model, R? deviation from zero with 7 predictors, a = 0.05, Power = 0.95 and an
estimated small effect size f2 = .05. This analysis resulted in a total sample size of N = 444,
To take into account possible dropouts, we aimed for a sample size of N = 500.
Participants

A total of N = 443 participants from the Prolific Academic platform (www.prolific.co)
took part in two time points of a larger project including Experiment 1 which was assessed
at T2. For the purpose of other work, we collected different self-report measures at T1 (time
interval 14-23 days) and invited the same participants to T2 (present Experiment).
Demaographics (e.g., sex, age, mother tongue) were assessed at T1.

As pre-registered, we examined the time spent between the priming manipulation and
the second part of the study and excluded six participants with a dwell time +3 SD above
the mean (M = 14.43 ms, SD = 24.90). Thus, the following analyses rely on a total sample
of N = 437 (n = 160 female, n = 224 male, n = 2 diverse, n = 51 did not indicate their
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gender) with an average age of M = 31.16 *2years (SD = 10.41; range: 18 — 68 years; n =6
participants did not indicate their age).

Procedure and measures

Overall procedure. Participants worked through two alleged separate studies. The first
part (for participants, the first study of T2) involved the priming manipulation (outgroup
salient vs. outgroup not salient) and the second part (for participants the second study of
T2) included a fictitious newspaper article (see below) and the assessment of blame and
verdict judgments (see below). We randomly assigned participants to one of the priming
conditions. A second randomization followed regarding the vignette with either an ingroup
or an outgroup couple. To avoid possible confounds, we further asked participants to
indicate if they themselves had been victim of sexual violence (sexual abuse n = 38, forced
intercourse, n = 24, almost forced to engage in sexual acts, n = 40)™3. Finally, participants
had the possibility to contribute open remarks regarding the studies before receiving a full
debriefing.

Priming manipulation. The experimental manipulation included a bogus quiz including
questions with open response fields. Participants learned that the aim of Study 1 (priming
manipulation) was the selection of appropriate quiz questions for a new general knowledge
test. In the outgroup not salient condition, participants read 10 general quiz questions,
which did not refer to an in- or outgroup (e.g., “How many bones does the human body
have?”, “How many keys does the piano have?”). In the outgroup salient condition, five of
the ten questions made the outgroup salient (i.e., “How many Muslims live in Germany?”,

“How many refugees live in Germany?”).

12 Note that one participant indicated an age of “-1°. As the response patterns did not reveal
any suspicion of concern, we did not exclude this subject from the whole analysis. As participants
in prolific have to be at least 18 years old, we only excluded this subject for providing the correct
descriptive according to age, but all the reported statistical analyses include this mentioned
participant.

13 Leaving out all participants with history of sexual violence yielded a total N = 388
remaining for the analysis. Running the analyses without these participants did not change the
reported result patterns. Thus, participants who experienced being a victim themselves remained in
the analysis sample.
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Newspaper article. We adapted the fictious newspaper article from previous work
(Khosrowtaj, Yzerbyt, et al., 2023), but only included couples with the same ethnic

background. The newspaper articles read as follows:

Frankfurt am Main

Suspected rape: Police interrogate Ahmed S. (Andreas S.)

21. Mai 2018, 11:32 am.
According to the police report, 28-year-old Latifa K. (Lena K.). was raped last
Friday. The student met the suspect Ahmed S. (Andreas S.) through a dating app
in early April. A meeting took place at the man's home last week. Small amounts
of alcohol were consumed.
When the young woman missed the last S-Bahn, the accused is said to have offered
her to sleep on the couch. The 35-year-old is said to have raped the Afghan
(German) woman that night. Latifa K. (Lena K.) contacted the police the following
day.
When the accused Afghan (German) Ahmed S. (Andreas S.) was picked up by the
police for questioning, he was visibly surprised and denied the allegations of rape.
Although there were sexual acts with Latifa K. (Lena K.) in his apartment, they are

said to have taken place consensually.

Judgments. Based on previous work, we assessed perpetrator (Cronbach’s a = .84) and
victim blaming (Cronbach’s o = .89) with the following six items: “How much is (name
of the ingroup/ outgroup member) to be held responsible for what has occurred?”, “How
much influence did (name of the ingroup/ outgroup member) have on the outcome of the
situation?” on a 7-point scale varying from 1 = ‘not at all responsible’ to 7 = ‘fully
responsible’(Siissenbach et al., 2012, 2017), “How likely do you think it is that (name of
the ingroup/ outgroup member) could have avoided the incident?” and “How much do
you think (name of the ingroup/ outgroup member) had control over the situation?” on a
7-point scale varying from 1 = ‘not at all’ to 7 = ‘very much’(Bieneck & Krahé, 2011),
“How angry do you feel toward (name of the ingroup/ outgroup member)?” and “How
hostile do you feel toward (name of the ingroup/ outgroup member)?”” on a 7-point scale
varying from 1 = ‘no anger/hostility at all’ to 7 = ‘very much anger/hostility’(van
Prooijen, 2006). For the sake of the scope of this work, we will focus on the perpetrator in

the following.
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Next, we measured verdict given to the perpetrator with three items (Cronbach’s
a =.85): “How likely is (name of the ingroup/ outgroup member) guilty of a crime?”
(Suissenbach et al., 2012, 2017) and “How strongly should (name of the ingroup/
outgroup member) ought to be held criminally liable for the crime?”, both rated on a 7-
point scale from 1 = ‘not at all’ to 7 = “very much’(Bieneck & Krahé, 2011), and “What
sentence length do you consider appropriate?” rated on a scale from 1 = ‘acquittal’ to 7 =
‘6 years or more’ (Siissenbach et al., 2012, 2017). Participants then indicated the extent
to which they classified the behavior of the perpetrator as rape (Bridges, 1991) ona 7-
point scale ranging from 1 = ‘definitely not rape’ to 7 = ‘definitely rape’.

Then, building on previous efforts (Khosrowtaj, Yzerbyt, et al., 2023), we asked
participants to indicate the blame that they attributed to the culture of the perpetrator (4
items, Cronbach’s Alpha = .94) and the victim (4 items, Cronbach’s Alpha = .96). The
items read as follows: “(Name)’s behavior can in part be explained by cultural norms and
values”, “How much influence did the (name of the ingroup/ outgroup member) culture
have on the outcome of the situation?”, “How much is (name of the ingroup/ outgroup
member) culture to be held responsible for what has occurred?”, “(Name)’s culture is partly
to blame for the events.” on 7-point scales ranging from 1 = “no influence at all” to 7 =
“very strong influence”. Finally, as part of a different project and beyond the scope of the
present work, we also asked participants to answer four items targeting the typicality of the
perpetrator and the victim as well as their own similarity to the perpetrator and victim (cf.
Bettencourt et al., 1997).

Results

To test our predictions, we ran a series of multiple regression models. We used contrast
codes for the factors couple (ingroup = -0.5 and outgroup = 0.5) and priming (control = -
0.5, priming = 0.5). We included the interaction term between couple and priming in all
analyses.

Individual blame

Perpetrator blaming. The analysis with perpetrator blaming as criterion revealed no
significant main or interaction effects, all p’s > .55 (see Figure 1, panel B).

Verdict. The analysis with verdict as criterion showed no significant main or interaction
effect, all p’s > .49 (see Figure 1, panel A).

Classification as rape. The analysis with classification of the incident as rape revealed no

significant effect of couple nor priming manipulation, all p’s > .55 (see Figure 1, panel B).
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Culture blaming. The analysis with perpetrator’s culture blaming as criterion indicated
the predicted main effect of couple, b = .37, t(426) = 2.29, p = .023, nf, =.012, such that
participants blamed the ingroup culture less (M =2.89, SD = 1.56) than the outgroup culture
(M =3.27, SD = 1.77). There was no other main or interaction effect, all p’s > .520 (see
Figure 1, panel C).

Figure 1: Judgments as a function of couple and priming manipulation
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couple and priming manipulation, D: Culture blaming as a function of couple and priming
manipulation. Higher scores indicate harsher judgments. Error bars indicate standard error

of the mean.

Discussion

In contrast to previous work (Khosrowtaj, Yzerbyt, et al., 2023), we did not find a
black sheep effect, whether on perpetrator blame, verdict, or classification of the
perpetrator’s behavior as rape. One explanation for this pattern may reside in the ambiguity
of the newspaper article with respect to the guilt of the perpetrator. Indeed, it has been
shown that when ingroup’s guilt is certain, the ingroup deviant is judged more harshly
compared to an outgroup counterpart. In contrast, when there is a so-called benefit of the
doubt (that is, the ingroup guilt is not certain) discrimination of an outgroup member is
more likely to emerge (Otten & Gordijn, 2014; van Prooijen, 2006, but see Khosrowtaj et
al., 2022). Recall that the newspaper articles of Experiment 1 described the perpetrator to
be surprised about the deviant claim. This kind of information may have raised doubts
about guilt and prevented the emergence of harsher judgments of the ingroup perpetrator.
As expected, however, we observed a general leniency towards the ingroup culture
compared to the outgroup culture.

Our priming manipulation did not have the predicted effect on perpetrator and culture
judgments. In all likelihood, the five outgroup questions that were embedded in an alleged
quiz did not prove sufficient to make the outgroup salient. Put differently, the priming
manipulation included in the alleged first study did not activate stereotypes about the
outgroup in a way that would carry over to the main dependent variables measured in the
alleged second study. Furthermore, the outgroup questions we used (e.g., “How many
Muslims live in Germany?”’) may have been too broad to create an intergroup context
(Haslam et al., 1995; Haslam & Oakes, 1995) as a necessary boundary condition for the
black sheep effect to occur. Indeed, it has been shown that primes induce assimilation or
contrast depending on their breadth: broad ingroup primes and narrow outgroup primes
provided the greatest assimilation and contrast (agreement and disagreement with one’s
political in- and outgroup), respectively (Ledgerwood & Chaiken, 2007). Accordingly, too
broad outgroup questions may prevent contrasting effects on perpetrator and culture
judgments.

Considering these limitations, we decided to conduct another experiment to test

ingroup protection at the individual and at the group level in a design that we hoped would
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maximize the chances for a black sheep effect to emerge. First, we created newsflashes that
did not leave room for any ambiguity about the guilt of the perpetrator. Second, we secured
a clear intergroup context by using a within-participants manipulation of the group
membership of the perpetrator. That is, we provided participants with two newsflashes
targeting perpetrators, one being from the ingroup and the other from the outgroup. Such a
design should increase the likelihood that participants appraise the perpetrators in the
context of an intergroup comparison, especially in the case where the ingroup perpetrator
is presented second.
Experiment 2

Experiment 2 used a 2 (perpetrator: ingroup vs. outgroup) x 2 (order: ingroup first vs.
outgroup first) mixed design with the first factor varying within participants and the second
between them. Participants worked through two newsflashes (in counterbalanced order)
while having two settings (dating vs. cinema) for increased credibility of the two
newsflashes.

As the newsflashes were less ambiguous about the perpetrator’s guilt and due to the
salient intergroup context (within-subjects design), we expected a black sheep effect to
occur with harsher judgments of the ingroup than of the outgroup perpetrator on all
measures targeting the individual: perpetrator blaming, verdict, and classification of
perpetrator’s behavior as rape. We further expected to replicate the exoneration of the
ingroup culture than the outgroup culture. Finally, we also aimed to examine whether the
order of presentation affects the judgments. If any, order effects may arise due to the
outgroup first condition where the intergroup context is salient (e.g., Haslam & Oakes,
1995).

Sample size estimation
We ran a power analysis using PANGEA (v0.2) web app

(https://jakewestfall.shinyapps.io/pangea/) to estimate the sample size required for

observing a small effect for the main effect of culture blaming. For our 2 (order) x 2
(perpetrator) factorial design participants were nested in order and crossed with perpetrator.
Power analysis was based on the main effect of factor couple in Experiment 1 for culture
blaming. Here, we estimated a d = .24. This resulted in N = 300 for achieving a Power of
94.9%.
Participants

A total of N = 303 participants from the Prolific Academic (www.prolific.co)

participated in the online experiment. We excluded fifteen participants due to our a priori
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exclusion criteria. Specifically, we excluded three participants with too short dwell times
(< 5 seconds) on the pages showing the vignettes, seven participants with parents with a
mother tongue from a predominantly Muslim country, and one participant who participated
in a previous similar experiment. Based on recommendations by Judd et al. (2011), we
inspected the studentized deleted residuals for the dependent variables as means of the
group factor and we excluded nine participants with absolute values of the studentized
deleted residuals > +/- 4 (Judd et al., 2011)*. Our final analyses relied on a total sample of
N =283 (n = 121 female, n = 154 male, n = 4 diverse, n = 4 did not indicate their gender)
with an average age of M = 28.41 years (SD = 7.61; range: 18 — 66 years)."®

Procedure and measures

Overall procedure. Participants worked through a study called perception of sexual
assaults, which we framed as an international study examining the perception and judgment
of sexual assaults in different cultures. We assigned participants randomly to the
experimental condition. All participants worked through two newsflashes starting either
with the ingroup or the outgroup.

Newsflashes. We created two different contexts for the newsflashes which read as follows:

Hannover

Rapist caught

21.05.2018, 11:32 am
The 35-year-old Afghan (German) Ahmed S. (Andreas S.) is accused of having
committed rape last Friday. The contact was initiated via a dating app. Ahmed S.
(Andreas S.) invited to dinner in his apartment. Later that night - despite resistance
- the afore-said rape occurred. According to the police report, he initially denied
the crime, but after being confronted with the clear means of evidence, he

confessed to the rape.

14 Note that we excluded no participant of Exp. 1 based on this criterion.

15 One person indicated an age of 7 and was excluded only for assessing these descriptive
statistics. However, this participant remained in the final sample as participants from Prolific
Academic must be at minimum 18 years old and as this subject did not apply as conspicuous due to
the dwell times.
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Kiel

Rapist caught during the crime

11.12.2010, 10:30 pm
The German (Afghan) 28-year-old Andreas S. (Ahmed S.) is reported for having
committed rape after visiting a cinema. At first, he initiated his approach in a
friendly way — similar to a harmless flirt. However, after his interest was not
returned, he became aggressive and violent. Passers-by surprised the perpetrator
not far from the cinema still in the act and prevented his escape. Andreas S.
(Ahmed S.) finally confessed to the crime after trying to convince by claiming

consensual acts.

Note that we avoided mentioning the victim explicitly so as to rule out possible
identification processes with the victim (e.g., see George & Martinez, 2002, on the
judgment of inter- and intragroup perpetrators and victims; but see Khosrowtaj, Yzerbyt,
et al., 2023) and for ruling out any other inter- or intragroup context beyond the one created
by the within-subjects design.

Judgments. After reading each newsflash, participants worked through the perpetrator
.64),

verdict measure (3 items, Cronbach’s Alpha ingroup = .64, Cronbach’s Alpha outgroup = .72),

blaming measure (6 items, Cronbach’s Alpha ingroup = .60, Cronbach’s Alpha qutgroup

the single item targeting the classification of the perpetrators behaviour as rape, and the
perpetrator’s culture blaming measure (4 items, Cronbach’s Alpha ingroup = .94, Cronbach’s
Alpha outgroup = .96), see Experiment 1 for exemplary items. Finally, participants provided

demographics and were thanked for their participation.

Results

To test our predictions, we ran several 2 (perpetrator: ingroup vs. outgroup) x 2 (order:
ingroup first vs. outgroup first) mixed-model ANOVAs.
Individual blame
Perpetrator blaming. The analysis with perpetrator blaming as criterion revealed a
significant main effect of perpetrator, F(1,281) = 5.31, p =.022, n;; = .019, indicating that
participants blamed the ingroup perpetrator more strongly (M = 6.28, SD = .69) than his
outgroup counterpart (M = 6.21, SD = .73). We further observed a marginally significant
effect of order, F(1,281) = 3.69, p = .056, n;, = .013, such that the overall mean ratings

139



were harsher when the ingroup was presented first (M = 6.32, SD = .06) than when the
outgroup was presented first (M = 6.17, SD = .06). We further observed a significant
interaction, F(1,281) = 39.35, p < .001, 7, = .123 (see Figure 2, panel A). To probe this
interaction, we ran post-hoc paired samples t-tests separately for each order. When the
outgroup newsflash was presented first, the ingroup perpetrator was blamed more (M =
6.30, SD =.73) than the outgroup perpetrator (M = 6.04, SD =.79), t(138) = 6.14, p < .001.
When the ingroup newsflash came first, the outgroup perpetrator was blamed more (M =
6.38, SD = .63) compared to his ingroup counterpart (M = 6.26, SD = .65), t(143) = -2.78,
p =.006.16

Verdict. The analysis with verdict as criterion again revealed a significant main effect of
perpetrator, F(1,281) = 4.32, p = .039, n; = .015, indicating that participants blamed the
ingroup perpetrator more strongly (M = 6.28, SD = .82) than his outgroup counterpart (M
=6.21, SD = .88). We further observed a significant main effect of order F(1,281) = 4.99,
p =.026, n; = .017, such that the overall mean ratings were harsher when the ingroup was
presented first (M = 6.35, SD = .07) than when the outgroup was presented first (M = 6.14,
SD =.07). We further observed a significant interaction, F(1,281) = 63.83, p < .001, n;; =
.185 (see Figure 2, panel B). We again ran post-hoc paired samples t-tests, separately for
each order. When the outgroup newsflash was presented first, the ingroup perpetrator was
blamed more (M = 6.30, SD = .81) than the outgroup perpetrator (M = 5.96, SD = .96),
t(138) = 6.81, p < .001. When the ingroup newsflash was presented first, the outgroup
perpetrator was blamed more (M = 6.45, SD = .73) than his ingroup counterpart (M = 6.25,
SD = .85), t(143) = -4.34, p = .006."7

Classification as rape. The analysis on the classification of the incident as rape revealed a

significant perpetrator x order interaction, F(1,281) = 21.59, p <.001, n; = .071 (see Figure

16 As the assumption of equal variances across all levels of the repeated-measure variable
was violated (perpetrator blaming outgroup p = .009) we conducted a robust ANOVA on trimmed
means using R Studio Version 1.4.1717 and WRS2 package (Mair & Wilcox, 2020). This analysis
revealed similar patterns: a significant main effect for perpetrator (p = .045), no effect of order (p =
.23), and a significant interaction (p < .001).

17 A robust ANOVA on trimmed means (violation of the assumption of equal variances
across all levels of the repeated-measure variable perpetrator blaming outgroup p < .001) revealed
the same pattern of findings: a significant main effect for perpetrator (p = .010), a significant main
effect of order (p = .017), and a significant interaction (p < .001).
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2, panel C). There was no other significant effect, all p> s > .387. To probe this interaction,
we ran post-hoc paired samples t-tests for each order. When the outgroup newsflash was
presented first, the ingroup perpetrator’s behaviour was more likely classified as rape (M =
6.77, SD = .55) than the outgroup perpetrator’s behaviour (M = 6.50, SD = .84), t(138) =
3.83, p <.001. When the ingroup newsflash was presented first, the outgroup perpetrator’s
behaviour was more likely classified as rape (M = 6.79, SD = .58) than the behaviour of his
ingroup counterpart (M = 6.60, SD = .83), t(143) = -2.72, p = .007.18

Culture blaming. Turning to culture blaming, the predicted main effect of perpetrator
proved significant, F(1,281) = 116.22, p < .001, n; = .293, such that the ingroup culture
came across as less responsible of the deviant act (M = 2.42, SD = 1.23) than the outgroup
culture (M = 3.15, SD = 1.58). There was no other effect, all p’s >. 087 (see Figure 2, panel
D).19

18 Note that again the assumption of equal variances on the repeated-measure variable was
violated (for both ingroup and outgroup classification, p < .001), the robust ANOVA indicated as
well a significant interaction between perpetrator times order (p = .004) but no main effects (both
p’s =.169).

19 The assumption of equal variances for the repeated-measures variable was violated
(culture blaming ingroup, p = .001) and the robust ANOVA mirrored the observed patterns, such
that there was only a main effect of perpetrator (p < .001) but no main effect of order (p = .187) nor
an interaction effect (p = .481).
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Figure 2: Judgments as a function of perpetrator’s group membership and order of

presentation
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and order of presentation. Higher scores indicate harsher judgments. Error bars indicate

standard error of the mean.
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Discussion

In Experiment 2, we observed the predicted overall black sheep effect for two out of
the three individual blame measures, namely, perpetrator blaming and verdict. We further
replicated the protection of the ingroup on cultural terms. Interestingly, the significant
interaction indicates that participants manifested a black sheep effect only when the
outgroup newsflash was presented first. This is an important finding because it fits entirely
with our rationale underlying the priming manipulation of Experiment 1. Indeed, when the
outgroup is salient (here, by means of confronting participants first with a newsflash about
an outgroup perpetrator), we found a clear black sheep effect. With these data, Experiment
2 provides clear evidence for our prediction that the activation of a threatening outgroup
stereotype leads to ingroup protection in the form of a black sheep effect. In sharp contrast,
participants who saw the ingroup newsflash first expressed harsher judgments towards the
outgroup perpetrator. Contrary to the condition in which participants began with the
outgroup perpetrator and thus found themselves in an intergroup context, these participants
here may have been in an intragroup context, and perhaps even more clearly so than in
Experiment 1 (Haslam et al., 1995). Indeed, when participants who began with the ingroup
perpetrator continued with the second newsflash, they encountered an intergroup context.
In all likelihood, they then opted to distance themselves from the outgroup perpetrator (as
representing a homogenous threatening group) and expressed harsher judgment of him and
the outgroup.

As far as we know, no work to date has investigated such order effects in the context
of the black sheep effect, we followed up with Experiment 3 to examine the robustness of
the observed pattern regarding the presentation order.

Experiment 3 further aimed to manipulate participants’ perceptions of variability
between the ingroup. Prior research revealed that when participants expect less variability
between ingroup members (Doosje et al., 1998), then an ingroup deviant comes across even
more as an exception and may receive harsher judgments given the threat to the ingroup’s
image (Lewis & Sherman, 2010; Yzerbyt et al., 2000). To test this conjecture, Experiment
3 examined the impact of a manipulation of ingroup entitativity on ingroup protection at

the individual and at the cultural level.
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Experiment 3

Campbell (1958) first introduced the construct of entitativity to refer to the extent to
which a group comes across as a real entity (Campbell, 1958; Lickel et al., 2000; Yzerbyt
et al., 2000). Entitativity encompasses such aspects as common goals and degree of
interactions and connections between group members (Agadullina & Lovakov, 2017
Campbell, 1958; Yzerbyt et al., 2000). Research suggests that, to the extent that they pose
a threat to the entire ingroup, deviant members belonging to highly entitative ingroup (here:
fraternity vs. introductory psychology class, in the context of evaluating high vs. low
quality essays) trigger a black sheep effect (Lewis & Sherman, 2010). Although some work
looked at the impact of entitativity of the ingroup on identification (see Castano et al., 2003
for the relationship between entitativity and identification in the EU context), no research
to date manipulated entitativity of a national group such as Germans to investigate its
influence on judgments of highly deviant behavior. We expected that manipulating ingroup
entitativity might foster the effects of ingroup protection that we observed in Experiment 2
both on the individual and the group level.

In Experiment 3, our aims were thus twofold. First, we wanted to test the robustness
of the findings of Experiment 2. Specifically, we hoped to replicate a black sheep effect at
the individual level and a protective judgment of the ingroup at the cultural level. We
further ambitioned to replicate the black sheep effect in the condition when the outgroup
newsflash was presented first (intergroup context). Second, we wanted to investigate how
people appraise deviance in a context of high (vs. low) ingroup entitativity. Specifically,
we predicted a stronger black sheep effect in the high entitativity condition (significant
black sheep effect) than in the low entitativity condition (small or no black sheep effect).
In addition, we expected less severe condemnation of the ingroup culture in the high
entitativity condition than in the low entitativity condition. As such, we tested a 2
(perpetrator: ingroup vs. outgroup) x 2 (order: ingroup first vs. outgroup first) x 2
(entitativity: low vs. high) mixed design with the first factor varying within participants
and the two remaining factors between them. As part of Experiment 3, we also adapted the
newsflashes with regard to guilt certainty, this time decreasing guilt certainty slightly as
compared to Experiment 2. We did this because of the overall harsher mean ratings
observed in Experiment 2 (e.g., above 5 on a 7-point scale). We reasoned that using the
same newsflashes as in Experiment 2 may make it difficult, if not impossible, to observe

effects of our experimental entitativity manipulation (i.e., ceiling effects).
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Methods
Sample size estimation

We ran a power Analysis using PANGEA (v0.2) web app. For our 2 (perpetrator)
x 2 (order) x 2 (entitativity) design, participants were nested in order as well as entitativity

and crossed with perpetrator.

In Experiment 2, we observed a significant black sheep effect with d, = .41. We
assumed a smaller effect for Experiment 3 of the within-subjects factor perpetrator
(reflecting the black sheep effect) due to the entitativity manipulation. Based on our
predictions, entitativity shall increase the black sheep effect in the high entitativity
condition and lead to a decrease or no black sheep effect in the low entitativity condition.
Thus, being more conservative, we assumed a smaller effect size, namely d, = .20 for both
the black sheep effect (reflected in a main effect of perpetrator) and the interaction between
perpetrator x entitativity. Using this effect size (.20) revealed a power of .898 with a total

of N =700 participants (n = 175 per condition, i.e., order x entitativity).

Participants and design

A total of N = 750 participants from the Prolific Academic with German as first
language participated in the study in two waves. The second wave served for reaching the
final sample size given that we had to exclude participants with parents with critical mother
tongues (see below) or who failed the manipulation check. In the following, the exclusion
criteria are depicted, taking into account both data collections which aimed at reaching our
preregistered sample size of 700 subjects.

We excluded participants who (a) had parents with mother tongues from a
predominantly Muslim country (n = 21), (b) who failed the manipulation check (n = 14),
(c) spent <=5 seconds on the pages with the vignettes (n = 5, one of them also failing the
manipulation check) and (d) who participated in similar previous studies (n = 2). We further
observed the studentized deleted residuals for the dependent variables and excluded six
participants with absolute values > 4 (Judd et al., 2011). This led to an analysis sample of
N = 703. Due to a programming error, participants in the condition of ingroup perpetrator
as first newsflash in the context of cinema did not see the dependent measures regarding
verdict items. That is why we report perpetrator blaming only as dependent measure.
Procedure and measures
Overall procedure. We invited participants to take part in two studies. Participants were

randomly assigned to either of the entitativity conditions (high vs. low) which marked the
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first study for the participants. Participants read the results of an alleged representative
study (see supplementary materials) where, compared to other European citizens, Germans
were described as (dis)similar and (not) connected to each other depending on the
experimental condition (cf. Crawford et al., 2002, for entitativity manipulations for
minimal groups and group of friends). Following the entitativity manipulation, participants
worked through the saying-is-believing task (Bauer & Hannover, 2020; Higgins & Rholes,
1978) and had to come up with three possible reasons for the findings they read about. This
aimed to strengthen the entitativity manipulation.

Subsequently, participants started with the alleged second study, which mimicked

Experiment 2. Here the procedure was the same as in Experiment 2. After working through
the first newsflash and its blame judgments, participants worked through the second
newsflash and the blame items and finished the study by indicating some demographics
before being fully debriefed. We included two attention checks throughout the study (e.g.,
“Please select the 4”) and warned participants about their presence at the beginning of the
study. We further added one manipulation check item examining whether participants
correctly remembered the content of the first article that was crucial for the entitativity
manipulation: “What was the conclusion of the results you read in the beginning of this
study?” 1 = “Germans were described as similar to each other compared to other European
countries”, 2 = “Germans were described as dissimilar to each other compared to other
European countries”. This item came after the end of the alleged Study 2 so to avoid
influencing participants directly after the entitativity study. In addition, we asked one
explorative item as follows: “How similar and connected do you believe are Germans?”
(Varying from 1 = not at all similar to 7 = very similar).
Newsflashes. We used the newsflashes from Experiment 2 and adapted the last sentence
of each newsflash for leaving room for guilt being slightly more ambiguous as mentioned
above. For instance, in the dating context, we adapted the concluding sentence as follows:
According to the police report, he initially denied the crime. But after several days of
lengthy interrogations, he confessed to the rape. In the cinema context the concluding
sentence read as follows: Andreas S. (Ahmed S.) finally confessed to the crime after the
interrogations by the police even though he was convinced by the actions being consensual
until the end.

Judgments. The dependent measures were the same as in Experiment 2,
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Results

We analyzed our data with 2 (perpetrator: ingroup vs. outgroup) x 2 (order: ingroup
first vs. outgroup first) x 2 (entitativity: high vs. low) mixed-model ANOVA:s.
Individual blame
Perpetrator blaming. The first analysis with perpetrator blaming? as dependent variable
revealed a significant main effect of perpetrator, F(1,699) = 57.45, p < .001, nf, = .076,
indicating that participants blamed the ingroup perpetrator more strongly (M = 6.15, SD =
.78) than his outgroup counterpart (M = 5.95, SD = .92). We further observed a significant
main effect of order F(1,699) = 10.62, p = .001, 77;2; =.015, such that the overall judgments
of the perpetrators were harsher when the ingroup was presented first (M = 6.14, SD = .04)
compared to the case when the outgroup was presented first (M = 5.96, SD = .04). In
addition, we observed a significant interaction of perpetrator x order, F(1,699) = 99.09, p

<.001, 77;2; =.124. To probe the interaction, we ran post-hoc paired samples t-tests for each

order. When the outgroup newsflash came first, the ingroup perpetrator was blamed more
harshly (M = 6.18, SD = .76) than the outgroup perpetrator (M = 5.73, SD = .97), t(355) =
11.20, p <.001, d,= .594. When the ingroup newsflash came first, there was no significant
difference between the blame attributions except for a marginal trend: the outgroup
perpetrator was marginally blamed more harshly (M = 6.17, SD = .81) compared to his
ingroup counterpart (M = 6.11, SD = .80), t(346) = -1.97, p = .050, d, = .106. We did not
observe any significant main or interaction effect regarding entitativity, see Figure 3, panel
A.21

20 As the assumption of homogeneity of variances was violated for the repeated measures
variable (perpetrator blaming outgroup p = .001) we ran a robust ANOVA on trimmed means as in
Exp. 2. This analysis revealed the same pattern of results with both significant main effects
(perpetrator: p < .001, order: p = .004) and the interaction effect (p <.001).

21 Due to a programming error, participants in the ingroup first and newsflash depicting the
cinema context did not work through the verdict items. As such this measure includes missing data
in one of four conditions and the results should be interpreted with caution. This measure mirrored
the perpetrator blaming patterns with a main effect of perpetrator (F(1,538) = 14.06, p < .001, n,; =
.025, ingroup perpetrator (M = 6.21, SD =.99) > outgroup perpetrator (M = 5.95, SD = 1.14)), a
trend for a main effect for order (F(1,538) = 3.76, p = .053, n;; = .007, ingroup first (M = 6.19, SD
=.07), outgroup first (M = 6.03, SD =.05)), and an interaction effect between perpetrator and order,
F(1,538) = 53.72, p < .001, n; = .091. For probing the interaction, we ran post-hoc paired samples
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However, it is noteworthy, that the manipulation check indicated that the entitativity
manipulation was successful as it affected the degree of similarity and connectedness
perceived by participants, F(1, 701) = 87.39, p < .001, n; = .111. Participants in the
entitativity high condition (M = 4.57, SD = 1.22) indicated higher degrees of perceived
similarity and connectedness between Germans than those in the entitativity low condition
(M =3.73,SD =1.17).

Classification as rape. The analysis on the classification of the perpetrator’s behaviour as
rape? revealed a significant effect of perpetrator, F(1,699) = 49.22, p < .001, 77;2; = .066,
that is the ingroup perpetrator’s behaviour was classified more likely as rape (M = 6.54, SD
= .89) than the outgroup perpetrator’s behaviour (M = 6.21, SD = 1.15). We further
observed a significant effect of order, F(1,699) = 5.98, p = .015, nj = .008: again, the
overall judgments for the classification as rape were harsher when the ingroup newsflash
came first (M = 6.45, SD = .04) than when the outgroup newsflash came first (M = 6.31,
SD = .04). In addition, we observed a significant interaction between perpetrator x order,
F(1,699) = 26.45, p < .001, n3 = .036. Post-hoc paired samples t-tests for each order
revealed that when the outgroup newsflash came first, the ingroup perpetrator’s behaviour
was classified more as rape (M = 6.59, SD = .79) than the outgroup perpetrator’s behaviour
(M =6.03, SD =1.25), t(355) = 7.96, p < .001, d,=.422. When the ingroup newsflash came
first, there was no significant difference between the classification as rape (M = 6.49, SD =

.98; M = 6.40, SD = .99, for ingroup and outgroup perpetrator respectively), t(346) = 1.46,

t-tests separately for the levels of factor order. When the outgroup vignette was presented first, the
ingroup perpetrator was blamed more harshly (M = 6.28, SD = .87) compared to the outgroup
perpetrator (M = 5.79, SD = 1.21), t(355) = 9.38, p < .001, dz = .497. When the ingroup vignette
was presented first, the outgroup perpetrator was blamed more harshly (M = 6.26, SD = .93)
compared to the outgroup perpetrator (M = 6.09, SD = 1.18), t(185) =-2.40, p = .017, |dz| =.176. We
did not observe any significant main or interaction effect regarding entitativity (entitativity, F(1,538)
=1.32, p =.251,; perpetrator x entitativity, F(1,538) = .02, p = .880; perpetrator x order x entitativity,
F(1,538) = 1.06, p = .303).

22 As the assumption of homogeneity of variances was violated for the repeated measures
variable (classification as rape ingroup p = .001, outgroup p <.001) we conducted a robust ANOVA
which was in line with the observed significant results (perpetrator: p < .001, order: p = .009)
interaction effect (p <.001).
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p = .146 (see Figure 3, panel B). We did not observe any significant main or interaction
effect regarding entitativity.

Culture blaming. We again replicated the predicted effect of perpetrator on culture
blaming, F(1,699) = 242.05, p < .001, 3 = .257, such that the ingroup culture was judged
more leniently (M = 2.68, SD = 1.47) than the outgroup culture (M = 3.55, SD = 1.68). In
contrast to Experiment 2, we also observed an effect of order, F(1,699) = 8.97, p = .003,
13 = .013, such that the overall judgments were harsher when the ingroup newsflash came
first (M = 3.28, SD = .08; M = 2.96, SD = .07, for ingroup and outgroup newsflash,
respectively). In addition, we observed a significant interaction?® between perpetrator x
order, F(1,699) = 6.83, p =.009, n; =.010 (see Figure 3, panel C). Paired samples t-tests
for each order indicated that when the outgroup newsflash came first, the ingroup culture
was judged more leniently (M = 2.45, SD = 1.33) than the outgroup culture (M = 3.46, SD
= 1.68), t(355) =-12.44, p <.001, |d,| = .659. In a similar vein, but less pronounced, when
the ingroup newsflash came first, the ingroup culture was again judged more leniently (M
=2.93, SD = 1.57) than the outgroup culture (M = 3.64, SD = 1.69) (M = 2.93, SD = 1.57),
t(346) =-9.45, p <.001, |d;| = .509. We did not observe any significant main or interaction

effect regarding entitativity.

23 As the assumption of homogeneity of variances was violated for the repeated measures
variable (culture blaming ingroup p = .006) we conducted a robust ANOVA on trimmed means.
This indicated both significant main effects (perpetrator: p < .001, order: p =.003) but no interaction
effect (p = .106).
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Figure 3: Judgments as a function of perpetrator’s group membership and order of

presentation
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bars indicate standard error of the mean.
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Discussion

With regard to our replication aim, Experiment 3 confirmed the predicted patterns in
terms of the black sheep effect for perpetrator blaming and classification as rape:
Participants indicated harsher blame towards the ingroup than outgroup perpetrator. They
further considered the perpetrator’s behaviour more as rape when he belonged to the
ingroup than to the outgroup. More importantly, we replicated the black sheep effect when
the outgroup newsflash was presented first. That is, participants expressed harsher
judgments towards the ingroup perpetrator when they had first read the outgroup newsflash.
This pattern was present also on the classification of the perpetrator’s behaviour as rape:
participants perceived the ingroup perpetrator’s behaviour more as rape when they first
worked through the outgroup newsflash. This is in line with our view that the activation of
a threatening outgroup before the judgement of an ingroup member elicits harsher
judgments of the ingroup deviant. Regarding the blame attributed towards the culture of
the perpetrators, we replicated the exoneration of the ingroup culture. We further observed
a higher difference between the culture blame judgments when the outgroup newsflash was
presented first. Again, this confirms that making an intergroup context salient reinforces
the protection of the ingroup (e.g., Marques & Yzerbyt, 1988).

As far as entitativity was concerned and despite the apparent success of our
manipulation, we did not observe any main nor interaction effects involving this factor.
One possible explanation may be that the seriousness of the deviant behaviour selected in
the present context prevents the emergence of any visible impact of this factor. Further, it
has been shown that intimacy groups receive the highest entitativity ratings followed by
task groups, social groups, and loose associations (Denson et al., 2006; Lickel et al., 2000).
As such, it may be challenging to manipulate the entitativity of a social group such as
Germans. Previous work used minimal groups, friends, experimental confederates with
similar field-hockey sweaters (e.g., Crawford et al., 2002; Pereira & van Prooijen, 2018)
or groups where the cohesiveness of the group was perceived as high without further
manipulation, that is, fraternities (Lewis & Sherman, 2010). It thus remains to be seen how
entitativity or other factors affecting the subjective homogeneity of the ingroup (or of the
outgroup) may play a role in the emergence of our predicted pattern on individual-level and
group-level judgments.

General discussion

In the present work, we investigated ingroup protection at the individual and

cultural level. We built on recent work showing harsher judgments of individual ingroup
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perpetrators (i.e., black sheep effect) on the one hand and more lenient judgment of the
ingroup as a whole on the other hand (Khosrowtaj, Yzerbyt, et al., 2023). In Experiment 1,
we tested whether the mere salience of a threatening outgroup may elicit harsher judgments
of an ingroup than an outgroup perpetrator using a purely intragroup design. Experiment 2
built on Experiment 1 and highlighted the importance of an intergroup context using a
within-participant manipulation of perpetrator’s group membership. In Experiment 3, we
tested the robustness of the patterns observed in Experiment 2 and further tested the effect
of high (vs. low) ingroup entitativity on judging an ingroup perpetrator and his culture.
Lessons learned

The present work found support for the black sheep effect at the individual
perpetrator level, that is, participants judged the perpetrator more harshly when he was an
ingroup than outgroup member (Marques et al., 1988; Marques & Yzerbyt, 1988). Our
distinct contribution to the black sheep effect literature concerns the examination of
people’s tendency to protect the ingroup as a whole (Marques, 1990; Marques & Yzerbyt,
1988). Participants blamed the ingroup culture (including its norms and values) less
severely for the deviant behaviour than they blamed the outgroup culture. As far as we
know, the present contribution is the first to show a protection of the ingroup both on
individual and cultural level. That is, in two of three experiments, we observed the harsher
condemnation of one ingroup member. While all three experiments found that, the ingroup
was protected culturally. These results may also hint to a derogation of the outgroup as a
whole. Both judgments on individual and cultural level are comparative, that is one may
take the perspective that one outgroup perpetrator is not judged more harshly than his
ingroup counterpart, while on cultural level, participants consider the culture of the
outgroup perpetrator to be more responsible for the deviant behaviour.

The order effects observed in Experiment 2 are in fact fully consistent with the idea
underlying our outgroup salience manipulation of Experiment 1. When participants face an
ingroup perpetrator after being reminded of the threatening outgroup (which is activated
by the deviant behaviour of the outgroup perpetrator in the first newsflash), they distanced
themselves more extremely from the ingroup deviant. This finding proved to be robust as
it was replicated in Experiment 3. This pattern suggests that the presence of an intergroup
context constitutes a necessary condition for the black sheep effect to occur.

This difference between the ascription of blame at the individual and at cultural level
hints to a possible proximity to the concept of shifting standards (e.g., Biernat & Manis,

1994). Different judgment standards may have been used for in- and outgroup deviants
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based on group stereotypes (Biernat et al., 1991). Even though the focus of the present
work did not rely on the use of different dependent variables (i.e., subjective vs. objective
items), the black sheep effect may be seen as a form of more demanding standard for the
ingroup perpetrator and more favourable judgment (leniency) towards the outgroup
perpetrator based on the stereotype that “Muslims/Afghans are violent” (Biernat et al.,
1991; Linville & Jones, 1980). Shifting standards have been observed to be motivated by
ingroup protection (Miron et al., 2010): participants were less motivated to protect the
ingroup and experienced higher collective guilt with respect to America’s history of slavery
after they had affirmed their group’s value. Importantly, all dependent measures used by
Miron et al. (2010) targeted only the ingroup. As such, the present contribution extends the
examination of different standards as we compared judgments attributed to both in- and
outgroup perpetrators on individual and cultural level.
Limitations and future directions

Regarding the failure of our priming manipulation, we suggest that the
operationalization was too broad (Ledgerwood & Chaiken, 2007) and thus too weak to
activate the idea of a threatening outgroup. Narrower primes may elicit the intergroup
context and lead to harsher black sheep effects, which has been discussed alongside the
order effects of Exp. 2-3. Along similar lines, our entitativity manipulation of Experiment
3 did not affect participants’ judgments of the perpetrators and their cultures. At the same
time, participants in the high entitativity condition did perceive Germans as more similar
and connected to each other than participants in the low entitativity condition. This suggests
that the absence of the predicted pattern may also be due to a ceiling effect. As much as
this, the idea behind underlying both the outgroup salience and entitativity manipulations
remains worth pursuing and future research may address these aspects more explicitly.
Future work may also benefit from taking into account the perceptions of outgroup
entitativity. If participants indeed perceive the outgroup as entitative and threatening
(Agadullina & Lovakov, 2017; Sacchi et al., 2009; Vasquez et al., 2015; Yzerbyt et al.,
2000), this may motivate them more to distance themselves from an ingroup deviant and
to judge their own culture more leniently.

One may further ask whether the differences on culture blaming arise as a cause of
ingroup protection or outgroup derogation. One strategy to approach this issue may rest on
a comparison between the influence of ingroup identification on the one hand and of
outgroup prejudice on the other. To the extent that these two aspects can be separated,

future work would benefit from distinguishing between the two processes.
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Finally, and leaving the question of the way people appraise negative acts, it would
be fruitful to examine whether positive acts (such as success) from ingroup and outgroup
members are attributed to their culture. Future research may follow this promising research
idea for raising awareness for differential treatments and portrayals of foreigners, residents

with immigration background, and refugees.

Conclusions

The present work offers a number of interesting insights to the existing literature.
First, we show that in spite of the impression that may stem from existing media debates
where negative attitudes and hostility towards Muslims are prevalent (Bauer & Hannover,
2020; Stiirmer et al., 2019; Zick et al., 2011), German participants more harshly judge a
German perpetrator compared to his Afghan counterpart. This black sheep effect may seem
paradoxical but it preserves the positivity of the ingroup as a whole (Marques & Yzerbyt,
1988).

Second, our data show that it matters whether participants find themselves in an
intragroup or in an intergroup context. Making a threatening outgroup salient facilitates the
emergences of the black sheep effect as a way to express that such a deviant behavior is
not typical for the ingroup (Marques & Yzerbyt, 1988; Yzerbyt et al., 2000).

Third, the ingroup is protected on cultural level. The comparative leniency towards
the ingroup culture may be a form of outgroup discrimination on cultural level which may
incriminate all outgroup members. When the perpetrator is an ingroup member, it is only
the individual harm doer who is judged more harshly (i.e., black sheep effect), thereby
deflecting the responsibility of the rest of the ingroup while in case of an outgroup
perpetrator, it is not him but his culture who is derogated. These data suggest that the
outgroup deviant is not so much treated as an individual but rather as an instance of an
otherwise homogenous and indeed negative outgroup. Raising the level of awareness
regarding this judgmental strategy may be crucial means for decreasing hostility against
Muslims and reducing anti-Muslim prejudices (Bruneau et al., 2020; Gallardo et al., 2021).

Investigating this aspect is undoubtedly an avenue for future research.
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Supplementary materials
Experiment 3: Entitativity manipulation

High entitativity German wording as in the Experiment:

Entnommen und gekdrzt aus: Fischer, J. & Vikas, R. (2020). How we perceive ourselves:
results of a representative survey in Germany. Journal of Cultural Psychology, 1(3), 257-
263.

Insgesamt deuten die Ergebnisse der bevolkerungsreprasentativen Studie darauf hin, dass
Deutsche besonders im Vergleich zu anderen europdischen L&ndern als &hnlich und

zusammengehorig beschrieben werden kénnen.

Auf die Frage, welche Werte den Teilnehmenden im Leben wichtig und erstrebenswert
erscheinen, haben nicht weniger als 78% der Deutschen dieselben Top 3 Werte ausgewahlt:
korperliches und psychisches Wohlbefinden, Freiheit und enge Beziehungen zu anderen

Menschen.

Ein &hnliches Muster ergab sich bei den Persdnlichkeitsmerkmalen, die die Teilnehmenden
als fir sich typisch ansehen. Hier wéhlten sogar fast 83% der Befragten vergleichbare

Merkmale auf den ersten finf Platzen.

Interessanterweise scheinen sich die Deutschen nicht nur in ihren Werten und
Personlichkeitsmerkmalen sehr d&hnlich zu sein, auch in Bezug auf alltdgliche
Gewohnheiten wie beispielsweise Ess- und Trinkverhalten wurden bei mehr als zwei

Dritteln der Teilnehmenden sehr hohe Uberschneidungen gefunden.

In Bezug auf das Zusammengehdrigkeitsgefuhl in Deutschland gaben annahernd 73,8%
der Befragten an, dass es Ihnen wichtig ist, dass sie sich gegenseitig unterstiitzen und

insbesondere in Krisenzeiten und Not zusammenhalten.

Aus den Ergebnissen l&sst sich klar schlussfolgern, dass Deutsche im Vergleich zu anderen
europdischen Landern als zusammengehdrig - im Sinne einer Einheit — beschrieben werden

kodnnen.
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English translation:

Taken and abridged from: Fischer, J. & Vikas, R. (2020). How we perceive ourselves:
results of a representative survey in Germany. Journal of Cultural Psychology, 1(3), 257-
263.

Overall, the results of the population-representative study indicate that Germans can be
described as similar and belonging together, especially in comparison to other European

countries.

When asked which values the participants considered important and worth striving for in
life, no fewer than 78% of Germans chose the same top 3 values: physical and mental well-

being, freedom and close relationships with other people.

A similar pattern emerged for the personality traits that the participants considered typical
of themselves. Here almost 83% of those questioned chose comparable characteristics in

the first five places.

Interestingly, Germans not only seem to be very similar in their values and personality
traits, but also in relation to everyday habits such as eating and drinking behavior, very

high overlaps were found in more than two thirds of the participants.

With regard to the feeling of togetherness in Germany, almost 73.8% of those surveyed
stated that it is important to them that they support each other and stick together, especially

in times of crisis and need.

From the results it can be clearly concluded that Germans can be described as belonging

together - in the sense of a unit - in comparison to other European countries.

Low entitativity: German wording as in the Experiment:

Entnommen und gekdrzt aus: Fischer, J. & Vikas, R. (2020). How we perceive ourselves:
results of a representative survey in Germany. Journal of Cultural Psychology, 1(3), 257-
263.

Insgesamt deuten die Ergebnisse der bevdlkerungsrepréasentativen Studie darauf hin, dass
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Deutsche besonders im Vergleich zu anderen europdischen Landern als einander undhnlich

und individuell beschrieben werden kdnnen.

Auf die Frage, welche Werte den Teilnehmenden im Leben wichtig und erstrebenswert
erscheinen, haben weniger als 22% der Deutschen dieselben Top 3 Werte ausgewéhlt:
korperliches und psychisches Wohlbefinden, Freiheit und enge Beziehungen zu anderen

Menschen.

Ein &hnliches Muster ergab sich bei den Persdnlichkeitsmerkmalen, die die Teilnehmenden
als fur sich typisch ansahen. Hier wéhlten gerade mal 17% der Befragten vergleichbare

Merkmale auf den ersten finf Platzen.

Interessanterweise scheinen sich die Deutschen nicht nur in ihren Werten und
Personlichkeitsmerkmalen zu unterscheiden, auch in Bezug auf alltdgliche Gewohnheiten
wie beispielsweise Ess- und Trinkverhalten konnten bei nur 26,2% der Teilnehmenden

deutliche Uberschneidungen gefunden werden.

In Bezug auf das Zusammengehdrigkeitsgefihl in Deutschland gaben 26,2% der Befragten
an, dass es ihnen wichtig ist, dass sie sich gegenseitig unterstiitzen und insbesondere in

Krisenzeiten zusammenhalten.

Aus den Ergebnissen lasst sich klar schlussfolgern, dass Deutsche im Vergleich zu anderen
europdischen Landern eher als einander undhnlich und individuell beschrieben werden

kodnnen.

English translation:

Taken and abridged from: Fischer, J. & Vikas, R. (2020). How we perceive ourselves:
results of a representative survey in Germany. Journal of Cultural Psychology, 1(3), 257-
263.

Overall, the results of the population-representative study indicate that Germans can be
described as dissimilar and individual, especially in comparison to other European

countries.
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When asked which values the participants considered important and worth striving for in
life, less than 22% of Germans selected the same top 3 values: physical and mental well-

being, freedom and close relationships with other people.

A similar pattern emerged for the personality traits that the participants considered typical
of themselves. Here just 17% of those surveyed chose comparable characteristics in the
first five places.

Interestingly, Germans not only differ in their values and personality traits, but also in
relation to everyday habits such as eating and drinking behavior, clear overlaps were found

in only 26.2% of the participants.

With regard to the feeling of togetherness in Germany, 26.2% of those surveyed stated that
it is important to them that they support each other and stick together, especially in times

of crisis.

From the results it can be clearly concluded that Germans are more likely to be described

as dissimilar and individual compared to other European countries.
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General Discussion

As part of this dissertation, we examined the impact of several characteristics of a) the
perpetrator, b) the deviant act as well as ¢) the evaluator on blame attributions in the context
of deviant behavior. We used the framework of coping with ingroup deviance model while
going beyond the perpetrator by further shedding light on the impact of victim’s ethnicity
and more importantly by examining attributions on cultural level. The following paragraph

summarizes the main findings of the present dissertation.

Summary of the main findings

Based on media analysis hinting to a biased representation of refugees and Muslims
and the attribution of deviant acts to their background and religious affiliation (Kearns et
al., 2019; Stirmer et al., 2019; Wigger, 2019; Wigger et al., 2022) the first contribution of
this work tested whether German participants indicate indeed higher interest towards
stereotypic information categories (e.g., religious affiliation) in face of a perpetrator from
a predominantly Muslim country than his German counterpart. This first empirical test
revealed that after imagining a newspaper article about a deviant act, participants indicate
higher interest towards stereotypic information categories in case of an outgroup than
ingroup perpetrator. Further, participants’ judgments on stereotypicality clarified their
awareness about the stereotypic information categories. As such the biased representation
as part of the media is existent in the information search of participants.

As part of the second manuscript, we tested whether an ingroup perpetrator compared
to his outgroup counterpart would be judged more harshly relying on literature on the black
sheep effect (Marques & Yzerbyt, 1988). We further aimed to test whether guilt certainty
would interact with the perpetrator’s ethnicity. Recall the so called benefit of the doubt: it
has been shown that when ingroup’s guilt is not certain then outgroup discrimination
occurs, in case of guilt being certain the black sheep effect is expressed (van Prooijen,
2006). The black sheep effect was only observed on the dependent measures used by van
Prooijen (2006), namely anger and hostile affect. We did not observe the interaction
between ethnicity and guilt certainty even though the guilt certainty manipulation was
successful. Thus, we proceeded with Exp. 2 of manuscript 2, where we tested our idea that
perceiving the outgroup as less human may affect the judgments of the deviant behavior
leading to unequal blame attributions. As such, we used an experimental manipulation for
reducing infrahumanization (increasing the ascription of secondary emotions) based on

work conducted by Davies et al. (2018). In contrast to what prior research on
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infrahumanization has shown (Leyens et al., 2000, 2001), we observed valence differences
as a result of our manipulation. Participants in the infrahumanization condition ascribed
higher degrees of positive secondary emotions but surprisingly fewer negative secondary
emotions to the outgroup. Recall that based on the infrahumanization theory independent
of valence, secondary emotions are preserved for the ingroup and thus the manipulation
intended to increase the ascription of both positive and negative secondary emotions to the
outgroup. One explanation for this may be due to the infrahumanization manipulation
which introduced a positive act of the outgroup (helping the ingroup). The proceeding
assessment of the emotions may have been conflicting in case of the negative emotions.
Davies et al. (2018) observed a reduction of infrahumanization following an outgroup
helping the ingroup manipulation after a natural catastrophe (negative incident) while
assessing only negative (primary and secondary) emotions. Previous research did not
always include both valences of emotions (Cuddy et al., 2007; Davies et al., 2018;
Demoulin et al., 2009), as such it is difficult to examine differential effects.

However, the experimental infrahumanization manipulation did not influence blame
judgments: We observed the black sheep effect independent of the infrahumanization
manipulation. Interestingly, as part of both experiments of manuscript 2, the victim was
blamed more harshly when the perpetrator stemmed from the outgroup. These results
pointed to a shift of blame from the outgroup perpetrator to the ingroup perpetrator and the
ingroup victim.

In addition, we observed correlational patterns regarding the ascribed emotions. With
increasing attribution of secondary positive emotions, participants blamed the outgroup
perpetrator less severely. Mirroring this effect, with increasing attribution of secondary
positive emotions to the outgroup the victim was blamed more harshly when the perpetrator
stemmed from the outgroup. These correlational patterns concerning the positive secondary
emotions are also in line with a shift of blame away from the outgroup perpetrator.

We further used the information categories (tested as part of manuscript one) and
asked participants about which information categories they wished to be informed further.
Participants indicated higher interest towards the information categories religious
affiliation, cultural and ethnic background as well as civil status in case of an outgroup than
ingroup perpetrator.

For further investigating the shift of blame from the outgroup perpetrator to the
ingroup perpetrator, we continued with contributions which were depicted as part of

manuscript 3. Again, we tested whether German participants would blame the ingroup
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perpetrator more harshly than his outgroup counterpart, replicating the black sheep effect.
In addition, we examined whether further descriptions of the perpetrator would matter
regarding the judgments. We examined whether participants would exonerate a positively
described perpetrator (warm and competent) more readily than his counterpart described in
negative terms (cold and incompetent) using the stereotype content model (for a recent
review, see Abele et al., 2021; Fiske et al., 2002). Results indicated both the black sheep
effect as well as the exoneration of the positively described perpetrator. Again, the victim
was judged more harshly when the perpetrator stemmed from the outgroup. However,
based on the first experiment of manuscript 3, we could not conclude whether the victim is
blamed in an intergroup dyad condition (George & Martinez, 2002) or only when she
belonged to the ingroup and the perpetrator to the outgroup.

That is why we manipulated the victim’s ethnicity as part of Exp. 2 of manuscript 3.
More importantly, in line with the idea of a shift of blame (from the outgroup individual to
the ingroup perpetrator and to the ingroup victim), we examined blame attributions towards
the culture of the perpetrators and victims. That is, we assessed not only blame attributions
on individual perpetrator and victim level but also on cultural level.

We replicated harsher victim blaming when the perpetrator stemmed from the
outgroup. In addition, the ingroup victim was judged more harshly compared to the
outgroup victim. Thus, these victim blaming patterns were not due to the intergroup dyad
per se.

Mirroring our expectations concerning culture blaming, we observed harsher
attributions of blame towards the outgroup culture than the ingroup culture (in other words
the ingroup culture was judged less severely than the outgroup culture). That is, on one
hand, we observed participants condemning the individual ingroup perpetrator and on the
other hand the outgroup culture for the deviant act.

We proceeded to test the protection of the ingroup on individual and on cultural level
as part of manuscript 4. We tested whether outgroup saliency before the confrontation with
ingroup deviance would come along with harsher black sheep effect due to a distancing
strategy from the outgroup. Even though this outgroup saliency manipulation through the
quiz questions did not affect the judgments, the results of the proceeding experiments hint
to the predicted pattern. When the intergroup context was salient (Exp. 2-3 of manuscript
4), we observed order effects which are in line with the idea that the presence of a
threatening outgroup elicits a distancing strategy form the ingroup deviant in form of the

black sheep effect. More precisely, when participants worked through the outgroup

170



newsflash first, they expressed a black sheep effect (i.e., the ingroup perpetrator who came
first was judged more harshly). This may be a result of the comparative context (S. A.
Haslam & Oakes, 1995) and is discussed further below.

Based on previous literature (Lewis & Sherman, 2010), we further predicted
participants in a high ingroup entitativity condition (Campbell, 1958; Crawford et al., 2002;
Yzerbyt et al., 2000) expressing a stronger black sheep effect and less ingroup culture
blaming than those in the low entitativity condition. We did not observe any main or
interaction effect with ingroup entitativity. One possible explanation for this may be that
entitativity is difficult to manipulate for social groups. For instance, previous work
manipulated entitativity for minimal groups or group of friends (Crawford et al., 2002;
Pereira & van Prooijen, 2018) but not for social groups such as Germans. Where entitativity
is manipulated for social groups, its impact is not estimated in the context of deviant
behavior (cf. Castano et al., 2003).

In sum, in several experiments, we observed a shift of blame, from the stereotyped
outgroup perpetrator to the ingroup perpetrator and ingroup victim on individual level. And
at cultural level, we predicted, observed and replicated the maintenance of the positivity of

the ingroup as a whole.

In short: questions answered as part of the present work

Considering the questions addressed as part of the present work (see Table 1 from the
introduction of this thesis), we can summarize the following answers. First, German
participants are indeed more interested in stereotypic information categories (e.g., religious
affiliation, ethnic background) in face of a perpetrator from a predominantly Muslim
country than his ingroup counterpart.

Second, the categorization of the perpetrator does not interact with the crime type
which is in line with the stereotype of non-German perpetrators including both property
and violent crimes (Bolesta et al., 2022). Further, the benefit of the doubt may on some
occasions depend on other factors to occur. Reducing infrahumanization did neither affect
positive nor negative emotions in the predicted way. However, ascribing higher positive
secondary emotions to the outgroup was associated with less severe blame attributions
towards the outgroup perpetrator. This hints to an exonerating effect which suggests a shift

of blame again away from the outgroup perpetrator.
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Alarmingly, when a perpetrator is described as positive (warm and competent),
German participants exonerate his behavior. Throughout the experiments, we observed
harsher victim blaming (German victim) when the perpetrator stemmed from the outgroup.

Most important, blame attributions on cultural level hint at the exoneration of the
ingroup as a whole. The other side of the coin may be the derogation of the outgroup culture
(discussed further below). The final manuscript of this work examined and replicated the
protection of the ingroup on individual and on cultural level. One main contribution of this
last empirical work lies in the importance of comparative context: participants judge an
ingroup perpetrator more harshly when the stereotyped outgroup is presented first. These

order effects will be discussed more in depth as part of the next section.

“(N)one among us, but all of them” — on order effects

The robust order effects that we observed as part of two experiments point to an
interesting explanation for the black sheep effect and culture blaming. Recall that the order
effect, which was replicated as part of manuscript 4, Experiment 3, translates to a black
sheep effect when the outgroup newsflash came first. This is in line with the idea that
outgroup salience before confrontation with ingroup deviance (manuscript 4, Exp. 1) may
elicit the black sheep effect. When working through the outgroup newsflash first,
participants have been in an intergroup context (S. A. Haslam et al., 1995; S. A. Haslam &
Oakes, 1995) which motivated the harsher judgment of the ingroup perpetrator who was
presented second probably due to activated stereotypes about the outgroup.

The intergroup context may be a necessary boundary condition for the black sheep
effect to occur in a context where the deviant act is stereotypically associated with a given

outgroup.

Limitations of the present work and future directions

With all efforts to conduct exhaustive and fruitful experiments, the present work
comes along with some limitations. First, we focused on German samples as ingroup and
perpetrators from predominantly Muslim countries as outgroup. For generalization
purposes beyond these two groups, one may want to examine blame attributions cross-
nationally on perpetrator and cultural level. | would expect the protection of the ingroup on
individual (e.g., Marques & Yzerbyt, 1988; Reese et al., 2013) and cultural level to occur

cross-nationally whenever an intergroup context with a stigmatized outgroup is at stake and
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the ingroup’s guilt or hostile intention is not ambiguous (van Prooijen, 2006; Wang et al.,
2016).

Second, the infrahumanization manipulation as part of the third contribution of this
thesis did not fully work as predicted, however the results hint to a fruitful line of work
which benefits from further investigating the role of valence of emotions in
infrahumanization theory specially when the manipulated context is incongruent with the
assessed valence of the secondary emotions. Recall that following the infrahumanization
manipulation participants ascribed fewer negative secondary emotions to the outgroup
whereas there was an increase in ascription of the positive secondary emotions. It remains
worthwhile further investigating this discrepancy which is not predicted by the theory.

In addition, our experimental manipulations of the fourth contribution of this thesis
(outgroup priming and ingroup entitativity), which aimed to increase the protection of the
ingroup did not have an impact on the judgments (probably due to ceiling effects). Future
work may investigate whether it is possible to experimentally increase the black sheep
effect in such deviant contexts with social groups. This would allow to test further
underlying mechanisms of ingroup favoritism and outgroup derogation. Furthermore,
future work may benefit from including outgroup entitativity as a moderator: as for the
outgroup, high entitativity comes along with the so-called interchangeability between
outgroup members, indicating that they are all the same (Vasquez et al., 2015) eliciting
vicarious retribution. Future work may investigate outgroup entitativity as an underlying
factor for the differences in judgments on cultural level.

Third, we manipulated the presentation order of the newsflashes as part of the fourth
manuscript, Exp 2-3 but did not examine possible order effects due to the presentation order
of the dependent measures. Future work may benefit from this differentiation. It may be
fruitful to examine whether the judgments on individual and on cultural level are
independent of the presentation order of the assessments. Interestingly, one previous work
shows that when participants can first distance themselves from the whole ingroup, then
the black sheep effect is not observed anymore (Eidelman & Biernat, 2003). One may ask
whether it is necessary to punish the ingroup deviant more harshly on individual level when
one previously had the chance of expressing that the ingroup culture is less responsible for
the deviant behavior than the outgroup culture. In other words, perceiving the outgroup
culture as more responsible than the ingroup culture may suffice on cultural level and the
ingroup favoritism may vanish on individual level. However, one may predict both patterns

even when the cultural items are presented first and the perpetrator items second. This may
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be due to possible different underlying mechanisms (see further below the lack of
correlation between perpetrator blaming and culture blaming) which go beyond what was
observed as part of the present work. If the culture blaming translates more to outgroup
culture derogation rather than ingroup protection per se, then the necessity of preserving
the positivity of the ingroup (Marques, 1990; Marques & Yzerbyt, 1988) exists on
individual level, as such the black sheep effect shall be expected independent of the
presentation order of the cultural items.

Fourth, we investigated negative deviant acts across all experiments. It may be
interesting to examine whether the discrepancies would occur also for positive acts
achieved or committed by in- and outgroup members and in how far their culture is at stake

for the positive deeds.

Strengths of the present work

The present dissertation comes along with several strengths which are mentioned in
the following. We conducted several large sampled experiments while trying to reach the
general public, that is, we used several platforms for distributing our calls for participation
(samples of manuscript 1-3). As such, although our sample focusses on only one ethnicity
as social ingroup, that is, Germans, our results are not limited to a psychology student
sample as has been criticized for several psychological experiments (cf. Henrich et al.,
2010).

It is further important to note, that we tried to reach ecological validity (Kihlstrom,
2021) by providing participants with alleged newspaper articles which are close to media
reports in real life. Further, we used social groups (beyond for instance minimal groups)
which is also increasing the ecological validity of our set of experiments. We
operationalized the outgroup using names, nationalities or referred to a possible religious
affiliation: perpetrator from a predominantly Muslim country (manuscript 1), Syrian
refugee (manuscript 2), Afghan refugee (manuscript 3, experiments 1-2 in the positive and
negative description condition, in the no description condition only the name was
manipulated), Afghan perpetrator (manuscript 4). The observed outgroup culture blaming
confirms the associations towards a conglomerate of perpetrator from predominantly
Muslim countries and refugees (cf. Shooman, 2012; Sturmer et al., 2019; Wigger, 2019).
This may allow to generalize the findings beyond the experimental setting.

Where the experimental manipulation (for instance infrahumanization) did not come

along with the expected pattern, the correlative patterns indicated interesting results which
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were discussed in terms of future directions (e.g., in case of the ascribed secondary positive
emotions towards the outgroup, recall the results of manuscript 2, Exp. 2).

Additionally, we used and investigated both experimental and correlative patterns as
part of our experiments. The categorization of the perpetrators via name and ethnicity led
to robust effects, which were replicated across experiments (e.g., black sheep effect, victim
blaming when perpetrator stemmed from the outgroup, culture blaming). We further aimed
to achieve maximal parallelism between experimental conditions. This was for instance
achieved by keeping parallel all information except for the information revealing the
ethnicity of perpetrators and victims.

Further, it is noteworthy, that we aimed to conduct follow-up experiments in a way
that allowed to test the replication of at least one previous condition. For instance, even
though we did not replicate the findings observed by van Prooijen (2006) as part of
manuscript 2, Exp. 1, we conducted a design as part of the follow up Experiment which
allowed to examine the effect of guilt certainty again. Another example in this sense targets
the examination of the order effects as part of manuscript 4, experiments 2 and 3. This is
important as we aimed to test for the robustness of our findings given the replication crisis
in psychology (e.g., Shrout & Rodgers, 2018).

This is also the first contribution investigating differential patterns in degree of
interest towards information categories in the context of two crime types (theft and sexual
violence) while taking into account the group membership of the perpetrator.

We further investigated differences regarding judgments on individual perpetrator and
victim as well as cultural level. We observed discrepancies on individual and on cultural
level which would have been undetected if we would have investigated only the judgments
on one of these two levels. We observed the protection of the ingroup both on individual
and cultural level while going beyond allocations of positive or negative stimuli (e.g.,
Mummendey et al., 2000; Mummendey & Otten, 1998) or a costly punishment game (cf.
Schiller et al., 2014). In our experiments we examined guilt attributions in a highly deviant
context (e.g., sexual violence) which has been in the spotlight of the media and debates
about integration (Landmann et al., 2019; Stiirmer et al., 2019; Wigger, 2019; Wigger et
al., 2022). As such we looked at for instance what is associated with safety threat or realistic
threat situations (Landmann et al., 2019; Stephan & Stephan, 1996, 2000). The present
work provides empirical hints to ingroup favoritism on individual level (in form of the

black sheep effect) and on cultural level which may be translated to the derogation of the
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stereotyped outgroup. | will discuss these two sides of one coin in the following more in
depth.

The protection of the ingroup on individual and cultural level — an extension to a mere
black sheep effect?

On the one hand we observed the black sheep effect as part of several experiments
(manuscript 2, partly in Exp. 1, Exp. 2, manuscript 3, Exp. 1-2, manuscript 4, Exp. 2-3) and
on the other hand, we observed more lenient judgments towards the ingroup than outgroup
culture in all experiments where culture blaming was assessed (manuscript 3, Exp. 2,
manuscript 4, Exp. 1-3). One may interpret the data as expressing more leniency towards
one outgroup deviant but harsher derogation of the outgroup as a whole on cultural terms.
So far, we do not fully know whether the data supports ingroup favoritism on individual
and cultural level or whether we have ingroup favoritism on individual level and outgroup
derogation on cultural level. The following paragraphs aim to provide possible answers for

these questions.

Beyond differentiating from the outgroup?

One perspective from previous work on ingroup bias and outgroup discrimination
hints to the pattern that ingroup bias aims at differentiating from outgroups. This work
illustrates that outgroup derogation can take place when there is no alternative way for
ingroup positivity than in expense of the outgroup (Mummendey & Schreiber, 1983). This
was investigated by the use of different questionnaires for assessing the quality of a creative
group work. Ingroup bias was highest in the condition where the assessment was
complementary and enabled participants to distribute 100 points between the in- and
outgroup. In this condition one group may have received higher ratings than the other group
as the points were possible to benefit one group over the other. The authors showed that in-
and outgroups are judged equally when assessment takes place for the same dimensions
and separately for both groups.

We argue that in our experiments the assessments for both groups were also on equal
dimensions and separate (same dependent measures: individual and culture for both in- and
outgroup perpetrator), thus in principle enabling equal treatments for participants.
However, we observed discrepancies on individual and cultural judgments (individual
judgments ingroup > outgroup, culture blaming ingroup < outgroup). Reasons for this

discrepancy may lie in differences regarding the methods used. For instance, we looked at
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negative deviant acts while participants of Mummendey and Schreiber (1983) evaluated a
creative group work where groups of participants had to come up with a painting of a
“human city of tomorrow”. Further, groups were created by using minimal groups
(participants differed in the color of the smocks they wear). In addition, the participants
were 66 male subjects from a college of social work. One may speculate whether social
work students may be more lenient regarding outgroup treatment thus showing outgroup
discrimination only when it was not possible to secure ingroup positivity without damaging
the outgroup. More importantly, in our work, we show outgroup discrimination in the
context of a negative deviant behavior and examined the blame attributions towards both
individual members as well as on cultural level for real social categories. We can conclude
that considering the differences between Mummendey and Schreiber’s work (1983) and
the present work, we indeed observed discrimination against the outgroup on cultural terms
while using separate assessments. As such, using separate assessments may in some
contexts reveal outgroup discrimination which may go beyond mere differentiation from
the outgroup. Alternatively, the reader may ask about the correlations between the
assessments (individual and culture blaming), as a negative correlation may indicate that
the assessments have not been separate and that the higher the judgments of the individual
ingroup deviant, the more lenient the judgments on cultural level. This was exploratively
tested for manuscript 4, Experiment 2 and 3, where we can directly compare the correlation
patterns as part of the full within-subjects framework as well as part of the between-subjects
framework (first presented newsflash). To examine the correlation between perpetrator
blaming and culture blaming in the full within-subjects framework, we created two
difference scores (ingroup minus outgroup) for perpetrator blaming and culture blaming
each. This correlation between these two difference scores was not significant, r = .062, p
=.294, for Experiment 2 and r = .002, p = .963, for Experiment 3 of manuscript 4. We
further looked at the correlation pattern between perpetrator blaming and culture blaming
while only looking at the first presented newsflash. Here, again we observed no meaningful
correlation between perpetrator blaming and outgroup culture blaming r = -.022, p = .708,
for Experiment 2, first newsflash only, r = -.089, p = .019 for Experiment 3, first newsflash
only. Neglecting the order of presentation, we did not observe any correlation between
ingroup perpetrator blaming and outgroup culture blaming r = -.013, p = .830 for
Experiment 2 and r =-.051, p = .175 for Experiment 3 of manuscript 4.

The absence of a correlation between the two is reminiscent of previous research

arguing that ingroup love and outgroup discrimination do not relate to each other and have
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differing underlying mechanisms (Brewer, 1979, 1999, 2001, 2017; Brewer & Campbell,
1976; Cashdan, 2001; Hewstone et al., 2002; Struch & Schwartz, 1989; Yzerbyt &
Demoulin, 2010). As such the lack of a correlation is not surprising in our framework. A
further analysis of additional data provides insights for outgroup prejudice driving the
difference in culture blaming. Here, as part of the broader project of manuscript 4,
Experiment 1 we assessed negative attitudes towards the outgroup two weeks before
participants were invited to the main Experiment. Interestingly, with increasing negative
attitudes towards Muslims and Islam participants indicated harsher derogation of the
outgroup culture. Thus, we can conclude that prejudice moderated the derogation of the
outgroup culture®.

Considering attributional differences on two different assessments, the reader may
also think of work on shifting standards. As part of the following section, | will briefly

relate the present work with the shifting standards literature.

Shifting standards

Another explanation for the patterns observed (black sheep effect on individual level
and the harsher judgments towards the outgroup culture) may be due to different standards
based on stereotypes people endorse towards other groups (Biernat et al., 1991; Linville &
Jones, 1980). For instance, an underlying stereotype based on threats associated with
refugees and Muslims may read as follows “Muslims/refugees are dangerous or violent”
(Frissen et al., 2018; Landmann et al., 2019; Velasco Gonzalez et al., 2008; Wirtz et al.,

2016) and lead to differential judgments. One may perceive the black sheep effect as a

24 Culture blaming. The regression analysis with perpetrator culture blaming as
criterion indicated the predicted main effect of couple, b = .36, t(426) = 2.39, p = .017, r;,z,
= .01, such that participants blamed the outgroup culture more strongly (M = 3.27, SD =
1.77) than the ingroup culture (M = 2.89, SD = 1.56). We further observed a significant
negative attitudes towards the outgroup (NA) effect, b = .57, t(426) = 6.03, p <.001, 1 =
.08, and a significant couple x NA interaction, b = 1.28, 1(426) = 6.78, p <.001, n; = .10.
To decompose this interaction, we ran simple slope analyses as a function of couple.
Participants blamed the culture of the outgroup more with increasing NA, b = 1.21, t(426)
= 9.13, p < .001, n; = .164, while there was no relationship between NA and blame
attributed to the ingroup culture, p = .600

178



coping strategy with the violated stereotype (Carnaghi & Yzerbyt, 2007; Pinquart et al.,
2021). Within the ingroup category it is highly negative to act as the ingroup deviant in our
experiments. As such the black sheep effect may occur on individual level as the ingroup
deviant acted contradictory to the general expectancy, in other words the ingroup is
evaluated as more harshly as the standards for the ingroup are more demanding (Biernat,
2003; Biernat et al., 1991). In case of the outgroup perpetrator the above mentioned
prejudice may be confirmed which may explain the harsher derogation of the outgroup than
ingroup culture (Biernat et al., 1991; Biernat & Manis, 1994; Linville & Jones, 1980). As
such we could translate shifting standards to the two levels of individual and cultural level
of the present work. Even though the concept of shifting standards was shown using
different dependent measures which were beyond the scope of the present work, we
perceive similarities regarding the differential judgments (Alves, 2022, personal
communication). Different cognitive standards about the ingroup and outgroup may be in
line with the observed judgments on individual and cultural level. Further above we
observed the moderating impact of negative attitudes towards the outgroup, on culture
blaming: With increasing negative attitudes towards Muslims and Islam, participants more
harshly blamed the outgroup than the ingroup.

Bringing in negative attitudes in the explanation framework, point to a motivational
desire behind the observed patterns. Interestingly, a motivational explanation for shifting
standards has been provided as well (Miron et al., 2010). The motivation to protect the
ingroup can on the one hand drive to stricter standards leading to the protection of the
ingroup and on the other hand to less collective blame for the ingroup (Miron et al., 2010).
Miron et al. (2010) investigated people’s reactions towards the African colonization by
America. High identifiers set the standards for the judgment of the negative past of the
ingroup higher than low identifiers which resulted in less severe judgments of the harm as
well as less perceived ingroup collective guilt (Miron et al., 2010). In other words, high
identifiers needed more evidence for accepting their ingroups’ wrongdoing which protected
from high perceptions of collective guilt. Thus, shifting standards are not only a cognitive
mechanism as shifting standards can also be understood as being caused by motivational
desires (Miron et al., 2010). However, these results do not fully overlap with the black
sheep effect on individual level as here high identifiers perceived the harm as less severe
and thus experienced less collective guilt. In our experiments participants judged the
ingroup deviant more harshly and exonerated the ingroup culture. But it is important to

mention that in our experiments we examined both in- and outgroup wrongdoing while
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Miron et al. (2010) investigated ingroups’ wrongdoing (for instance, Exp. 1, Americans
enslaving Africans). However, both perceiving a harm as less severe or harsher rejecting it
parallel to the two reactions illustrated as part of the introduction of this thesis, namely,
positive or negative bias as part of the coping with ingroup deviance model. As such both
Miron et al. (2010) and our work may be interpreted in line with a motivational account of
preserving the positivity of the ingroup, while as part of the present thesis, we investigated
both in- and outgroup wrongdoing and in addition examined blame judgments on
individual and cultural level, which contributes to the existing literature on intergroup
attributions.

Future work may benefit from implementing an experimental manipulation of Miron
etal. (2010, Study 3) to examine whether the judgments on individual and on cultural level
may be influenced by activating group-affirmation. More precisely, the authors asked their
participants to list three positive things that the ingroup did as part of the history, for
reducing the motivation to protect the ingroup. The positive affirmation condition
decreased the motivation of setting higher ingroup standards for concluding that the
ingroup has been racist. Participants of this condition also perceived the harm caused by
the ingroup as more severe and expressed higher collective ingroup guilt than those of the
non-positive affirmation condition (Miron et al., 2010). It would be fruitful to investigate
whether such a group-affirmation task beforehand may lead to more or less equal cultural
blame attributions which can in turn be used for interventions for reducing discrimination
of the outgroup on cultural level.

It is important to note, that in line with our patterns regarding the lack of a correlation
between perpetrator and culture blaming, no correlation has been observed between
shifting standards and other forms of prejudice (direct: explicit racial attitudes nor indirect:
via Implicit association test) in the context of academic competence of Black and White
people (Biernat et al., 2009). However, shifting standards predicted behavioral
discrimination, that is, decreased allocation of funds towards an organization in support of
the outgroup (Biernat et al., 2009). Both shifting standards and the patterns observed as
part of the present dissertation on individual and cultural level may be based on stereotypes.
The comparative judgment (ingroup < outgroup) in culture blaming can be understood as
a cultural derogation, as a form of discrimination of the whole outgroup. If what we
observed on cultural level translates to an outgroup discrimination and taking into account
the black sheep effect which preserves the positivity of the ingroup by excluding one

ingroup deviant, the present work provides empirical data for what Brewer classified as
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one of her typologies, which I will discuss in the next section together with different

predictors underlying ingroup favoritism and outgroup derogation.

Ingroup favoritism and outgroup discrimination: Brewer’s Type I1I typology

Indeed, recent research points to different predictors for ingroup favoritism and
outgroup derogation for in- and outgroup warmth ratings (Hamley et al., 2020). Using latent
profile analysis, researchers observed social dominance orientation, preference for
inequality and social hierarchies among groups (Pratto et al., 1994), predicting ingroup
favoritism and outgroup derogation for Europeans, that is, the advantaged group (Hamley
et al., 2020). For the disadvantaged group (i.e., Maori, minority in New Zealand) ingroup
favoritism and outgroup derogation was predicted by ethnic identity centrality (Hamley et
al., 2020).

What Hamley et al. (2020) observe based on their analyses, reflects Type Il of
Brewer’s typology of ingroup bias decomposed by Brewer (2017): Type I reflects ingroup
favoritism which is expressed without any disadvantageous treatment of the outgroup
(Brewer, 2017). Type II translates to discrimination of the outgroup while the ingroup’s
treatment is unbiased. Finally, Type Ill translates to what we may have observed as part of
our empirical work: “discrimination involves differential treatment in favor of the ingroup
and against the outgroup”(Brewer, 2017 p. 92). Type Il includes threats which are elicited
by specific outgroups and thus this ingroup bias aims to protect the ingroup (Brewer, 2017).
Brewer (2017) points in her review chapter that most research centers around the first Type
of ingroup bias (i.e., here the ingroup is favored while there is no hostility towards the
outgroup). The present work points to Type Il typology of ingroup favouritism which
includes the discrimination of the outgroup in form of the outgroup culture derogation. The
further above-mentioned moderation effect between perpetrator’s group membership and
negative attitudes towards the outgroup on culture blaming (outgroup > ingroup) indicated
the underlying prejudice for the outgroup culture derogation. As part of the next section, |
will briefly turn to the question whether an unaffiliated group would be necessary for

differentiating between ingroup favoritism and outgroup derogation.

The (un)necessity of an unaffiliated group?
The interested reader may ask whether the present design of experiments lack a
control condition where an unaffiliated perpetrator is compared to both ingroup and

outgroup perpetrator. In theory, this may allow to differentiate between the underlying

181



processes, for instance whether it is indeed more ingroup protection or outgroup derogation
on individual and on cultural terms. Creating such an unaffiliated group is indeed
challenging as we cannot be sure how the imagination of participants will perceive an
alleged unaffiliated perpetrator (as unaffiliated, ingroup or outgroup?). In real world, there
are indeed conflicting groups which face each other, as such one may argue that the present
work is close to the real-world scenario. However, previous work hint to the importance of
differentiating between the two processes as most of work in intergroup context do not
investigate a third unaffiliated group (Braun & Gollwitzer, 2012). As such future work may
benefit from investigating this further by implementing a possible unaffiliated group
(Khosrowtaj et al., 2023). All in all, it is important to note that the black sheep effect is a
comparative judgment where the ingroup is evaluated more extremely compared to an
outgroup. For culture blaming, we argue that it is as well a comparative judgment which
disadvantages the outgroup over the ingroup. As further analysis of additional data revealed
that negative attitudes towards the outgroup impact the outgroup culture blaming, I believe
that the difference in culture blaming is a cause of outgroup derogation rather than mere

ingroup protection. Future work can elaborate on these underlying processes more in depth.

Conclusions

The introduction of this work started with a quote hinting to the loss of individuality
of outgroups such as refugees. The present dissertation examined several characteristics
affecting the coping with ingroup deviance, while extending the ingroup deviance model
with investigating reactions towards in- and outgroup deviants on individual and on cultural
level. Alarmingly, stereotypic information categories such as religious background and
ethnic background of the outgroup perpetrator marked interesting information categories
which participants wished to know further about.

Regarding the characteristics affecting blame attributions, we can conclude that it
matters whether a victim is harmed by an outgroup or an ingroup perpetrator. In case of an
outgroup perpetrator the victim is judged more harshly. Compared to an outgroup victim,
the ingroup victim is perceived as more blameworthy. Positive descriptions regarding
warmth and competence lead to the exoneration of a perpetrator. Humanization (correlative
pattern only for positive secondary emaotions) is associated with less severe judgments of
an outgroup perpetrator.

In line with stereotypes towards refugees, Muslims and foreigners (Frissen et al.,
2018; Ogan et al., 2014; Soral et al., 2020; Sturmer et al., 2019; Unkelbach et al., 2008;
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Velasco Gonzalez et al., 2008; Wigger, 2019; Wigger et al., 2022) as well as the black
sheep literature (Marques et al., 1988; Marques & Yzerbyt, 1988), we tested the protection
of the ingroup both on individual and cultural level. Participants judged one individual
perpetrator more harshly (black sheep effect) while on cultural level the outgroup culture
was perceived as more responsible for the deviant act than the ingroup culture (ingroup <
outgroup). This may be the empirical hint for the loss of individuality which was illustrated
by the quote described as part of the introduction of the present thesis (Gouma, 2019). One
outgroup deviant may be not punished as harshly as his ingroup counterpart because he is
perceived to represent a whole group. The culture blaming pattern is reminiscent of a subtle
form of prejudice:

“Note that exaggerated cultural differences are ostensibly non-prejudicial — the
covert key to prejudice; for it hardly appears prejudiced to report on actual and obvious
intergroup differences” (Pettigrew & Meertens, 1995 p. 60).

This possible culture derogation may have remained invisible without having
examined the attributions beyond the individual perpetrators. As such for future work, we
also suggest differentiating on attributional levels (referring to one acting target and their
culture). Future work may for instance follow this fruitful path by (qualitatively) examining
participants’ perceptions of discrepancies in responsibility attributions which are
presumably taken as cultural differences. The outgroup may thus be perceived as an
enduring homogenous threat and the positivity of the ingroup as a whole is preserved
(Marques, 1990; Marques et al., 1988; Marques & Yzerbyt, 1988; Yzerbyt et al., 2000).
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