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Abstract

When is an individual likely to be accepted or rejected by a group? This
research investigates responses towards prospective groupmembers depend-
ing on how they compare to the group in terms of their perceivedmorality or
competence. Because morality is of particular importance to groups, we
hypothesized that the perceived morality of prospective group members
has more impact on the group’s tendency to accept versus reject them than
their competence. Across three experiments, employing self-report, psycho-
physiological and behavioural measures, results supported this hypothesis:
Immoral (vs. incompetent) individualswere perceived asmore different from
the group and were more likely to be rejected. Additionally, the rejection of
prospective group members with perceived inferior morality (but not those
with inferior competence) was mediated by the group threat they imply.
Inclusion success thus seems to bemainly contingent uponhow a group eval-
uates the individual’s morality relative to the group’s standards.

Applying for a new job, enrolling at university, or mov-
ing to a new country are all examples of individuals
seeking to join a new group, be it a company, school,
or country. In all these cases, the individual is a prospec-
tive group member. Before being included or accepted
by a new group, prospective group members are often
subjected to a selection procedure (e.g., assessments,
grades and background checks). Groups evaluate the
extent to which individuals seek inclusion and meet
the group’s standards (Ellemers & Jetten, 2013; Levine
& Moreland, 1994; Tajfel & Turner, 1979). As a conse-
quence, prospective group members run the risk of
being rejected or prevented from becoming a full mem-
ber when they do not live up to the group’s standards
(e.g., not being hired, not being admitted and green card
application being disapproved).
In this research, we examine when and why prospec-

tive group members might be refused group member-
ship. Specifically, we propose that group members’
responses to prospective groupmembers dependonper-
ceptions of their potential contributions to the group in
terms of morality and competence (e.g., Fiske, Cuddy,
Glick, & Xu, 2002; Leach, Ellemers, & Barreto, 2007).
Considering the importance of morality for the identity
of individuals and groups (e.g., Aquino & Reed, 2002;
Leach et al., 2007),weargue that responses to a prospec-
tive group member are particularly affected by the indi-
vidual’s morality. As we are primarily interested in the
social implications of prospective group members’ mo-
rality and competence, and traits indicate how

individuals relate to others by giving rise to expectations
about future behaviour, we definemorality and compe-
tence at the trait level (Morality: honesty, reliability and
sincerity; Competence: competence, intelligence and
skill; see also Leach et al., 2007; Leach, Bilali, & Pagliaro,
2013). In three experiments, we test our central predic-
tion that morality evaluations of prospective group
members elicit more pronounced acceptance versus
rejection responses from the group than evaluations of
competence. In addition, we hypothesize that particu-
larly individuals who are perceived as morally inferior
pose a greater threat to the group’s image, and are there-
fore more likely to be rejected, than individuals whose
competence does not meet the group’s standards.

Responses to prospective group members

Group members evaluate the extent to which individ-
uals can contribute to the group’s goals and norms
(Levine & Moreland, 1994; Marques, Abrams, Paez, &
Martinez-Taboada, 1998; Moreland & Levine, 1982).
This evaluation process is particularly relevant for indi-
viduals seeking inclusion in the group, as it provides
the group with information about a potential contribu-
tion or threat to the group’s positive identity (Ellemers
& Jetten, 2013), that may inform their decision. Group
members are generally cautious when it comes to
accepting new members (i.e., the ingroup
overexclusion effect; Yzerbyt, Leyens, & Bellour,
1995). The group socialization model (for an overview
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see Levine & Moreland, 1994) argues that when it
seems the prospective group member can contribute to
the group, the group will tend to accept and socialize
the individual by teaching appropriate behaviours and
attitudes (Moreland & Levine, 1982). However, when
the prospective group member is not perceived as being
able to contribute to the group’s image or even
threatens it, the individual is likely to elicit negative
emotional and behavioural responses, conveying dero-
gation, distancing and social exclusion (e.g., Marques
& Paez, 1994; Moreland & Levine, 1982; Pinto,
Marques, Levine, & Abrams, 2010; Williams, Forgas, &
Von Hippel, 2005; see also Levine & Kerr, 2007).
Themajority of studies investigating intragroup evalu-

ations have focused on the impact of, and responses to,
group members who are inferior to the others and
threaten the group’s image because they cannot live up
to the group’s performance expectations (i.e., negative
deviants; the Black Sheep Effect; Marques & Yzerbyt,
1988). Some studies, however, also explored the impact
of, and responses to, groupmemberswhoare superior to
other group members (i.e., positive deviants; e.g.,
Abrams, Marques, Bown, & Henson, 2000). Whereas
responses to negative deviants are typically unambigu-
ously negative, responses to positive deviants tend to be
more diverse and complex. On the one hand, a
superior individual has the potential to enhance the
group’s image,because thecontributionof the individual
might reflect positively on the evaluation of the group as
a whole (Schmitt, Silvia, & Branscombe, 2000). Conse-
quently, individuals who are superior to the others in
the group might be liked and praised (Hogg & Hardie,
1991). On the other hand, to the extent that positive de-
viants also deviate fromwhat is typical for the group, in-
dividuals who are superior to other group members can
—just like inferior individuals—challenge the group’s
cohesiveness in terms of shared standards among its
members (Brown, 2000;Hornsey, 2008; Tajfel&Turner,
1979). Indeed, it has been argued that groups may also
desire to reject group members who deviate positively
from the group because they implicitly challenge the
group’s standards, or ‘raise themark’ inways thatmight
reveal that other group members are deficient (Monin,
Sawyer, &Marquez, 2008; Parks & Stone, 2010).
The research described so far has mainly examined

the different directions in which individuals can deviate
from the group norms, for example in terms of inferior-
ity versus superiority (e.g., Pinto et al., 2010). Impor-
tantly however, there has not been much work that
systematically examined the impact of different evalua-
tive dimensions (e.g., morality vs. competence) on
acceptance versus rejection responses towards individ-
uals who deviate from the group’s standards. The
current research addresses this issue.

Morality versus competence as sources for a
positive group identity

According to Social Identity Theory (SIT; Tajfel &
Turner, 1979), people strive towards a positive social

identity, because they derive part of their self-esteem
from their group membership. In principle, any domain
can be used to establish a positive social identity. Com-
petence has been traditionally considered the primary
dimension that determines the group’s status in terms
of success, both in outcomes and in resources (e.g.,
Bettencourt, Dorr, Charlton, & Hume, 2001; Fiske
et al., 2002; Judd, James-Hawkins, Yzerbyt, & Kashima,
2005). However, morality rather than competence may
be the most important dimension for group value,
because it is instrumental in obtaining and preserving
a positive individual and group identity. Morality (vs.
competence) judgments are primary in regulating
intra-group behaviour (e.g., Rai & Fiske, 2011; Skitka,
2003) and achieving a positive evaluation of the
ingroup (e.g., Leach et al., 2007). For instance, group
members are particularly likely to adhere to the moral
norms of a group (Ellemers, Pagliaro, Barreto, & Leach,
2008) because they anticipate gaining ingroup respect
by doing so (Pagliaro, Ellemers, & Barreto, 2011). Sub-
stantiating this idea, a field experiment among school
teachers found that the perceivedmorality of a prospec-
tive new manager, rather than his or her competence,
was the primary determinant of group members’ will-
ingness to help the new manager to adjust (Pagliaro,
Brambilla, Sacchi, D’Angelo, & Ellemers, 2013). Even
though there are settings in which competence seems
more important than morality (e.g., work settings such
as the stock market), several lines of research have
shown that individuals in performance contexts opt
for moral organizations and moral work teams more
so than for competent ones (e.g., Casciaro & Sousa
Lobo, 2005; Ellemers, Kingma, Van deBurgt, & Barreto,
2011; Van Prooijen & Ellemers, 2015).
Morality thus appears to be an important dimension

for evaluating a group and its members, and seems to
be particularly important for obtaining a positive group
image. As a consequence, when morality is lacking, this
raises a potential threat to the positive image of the
group. Indeed, information suggesting a lack of morality
(i.e., immorality) is considered to be highly diagnostic of
individual dispositions and predictive of future behav-
iour,more so than instances of incompetence (Goodwin,
Piazza, & Rozin, 2014; Martijn, Spears, Van der Pligt, &
Jakobs, 1992; Reeder & Spores, 1983; Skowronski &
Carlston, 1987). Such information might consequently
reflect on the group the immoral deviant belongs to,
and an immoral image is harder to repair than an
incompetent image (e.g., Monin & Miller, 2001). In
sum, we argue that immoral individuals pose a greater
threat to the group’s positive image than incompetent
individuals. Conversely, highly moral individuals have
more potential to contribute positively to the group’s
image thanhighly competent individuals, as groups tend
to value their moral image more than their image as
being competent. Taken together, we predict that
positive versus negative information about the morality
of prospective group members elicits more pronounced
acceptance versus rejection responses than information
about the competence of prospective group members.
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The current research

In this research, we compare how groups respond to
evaluations of prospective group members, based on
information about their morality versus competence.
The central prediction is that morality evaluations of
prospective group members elicit more pronounced
acceptance versus rejection responses from the group
than evaluations of competence. Inferior morality,
rather than inferior competence, is perceived as highly
diagnostic of the individual’s true character and predic-
tive of future behaviour (e.g., Goodwin et al., 2014;
Skowronski & Carlston, 1987). We therefore predict
that individuals who deviate negatively in terms of
morality pose a potential threat to the group, and conse-
quently elicit more negative responses—such as dis-
tancing and rejection—than individuals who deviate
negatively in terms of competence. Conversely, because
individuals who are perceived to be morally superior
have the potential to enhance the group’s image in
terms of its morality—the main dimension of group
value—we anticipate that individuals who deviate posi-
tively on morality evoke more positive responses and
acceptance than individuals who deviate positively on
competence. However, as positive deviance can also
threaten the group’s cohesiveness and prompt rejection,
it could also be hypothesized that morally superior indi-
viduals evoke more negative responses than highly
competent individuals.
We examined these predictions in three experiments.

In Experiment 1, we investigate responses towards
prospective group members who deviate negatively in
terms of morality or competence. In Experiment 2, we
focus on responses towards prospective group members
who deviate positively in terms of morality or compe-
tence. Experiment 3 directly compares responses to pro-
spective group members depending on whether they
deviate negatively or positively in terms of morality or
competence. In all three experiments, we assess percep-
tions of the prospective group member indicated by the
perceived fit between the group and the individual (i.e.,
distancing; Marques et al., 1998) as well as rejection
tendencies (Pinto et al., 2010). In addition, in Experi-
ments 1 and 2, we examine the extent to which the
prospective group members arouse (self-reported)
group threat, while in Experiment 3 we employ an
implicit measure indicating the physiological emergence
of threat by means of cardiovascular indices (e.g.,
Blascovich & Tomaka, 1996). In Experiment, 3 we also
assess actual exclusion behaviour.

Experiment 1

Participants in the first experiment engaged with other
(fictitious) participants in a collaborative task in which
either morality or competence was the main dimension
of performance. In order to enhance a sense of common
group value, we gave participants bogus feedback sug-
gesting that all members of the group attach average
and similar value to the focal dimension of performance

(morality or competence, depending on condition). By
affirming group members’ own prototypicality in this
way, we strove to minimize concern about their own
position in the group.While preparing for the collabora-
tive task, a prospective new group member was intro-
duced who attached less value to either morality or
competence than the other group members, and this
value was ostensibly predictive of the prospective group
member’s future behaviour. The prospective group
member thus appeared to deviate negatively from the
group in terms of morality or competence. We then
assessed participants’ perceptions of, and responses to,
the prospective groupmember.We predicted that group
members would perceive less fit (i.e., more differences)
between the group and the immoral rather than incom-
petent individual, and that the immoral individual
would arouse more threat. In addition, we predicted
that threat would mediate rejection responses, so that
an immoral individual would arouse more threat and
consequently be more likely to be rejected than an
incompetent individual.

Method

Participants anddesign. Ninety-seven undergrad-
uate students (92women,Mage = 19.38 years, SD=3.04)
participated in this experiment. They received three
Euros or course credits for participation. Using a 1-factor
(Dimension: Immoral vs. Incompetent) between-
subjects design, participants were randomly assigned
to one of the two experimental conditions. Participation
took approximately 30 minutes.

Procedure. Participants arrived at the laboratory
and were seated in separate cubicles. The cover story
indicated that the experimental session consisted of
three separate studies. The first was said to be about val-
idating personality measures, the second about attitude
formation, and the third about cooperation. In reality,
the first study consisted of a bogus questionnaire later
used to induce the manipulation; the second study
was an unrelated filler task; the third was the main
study. When starting the third study, participants—
who were all referred to as ‘participant B’—were told
that, since this studywas about cooperation, theywould
be collaborating in a group with other participants on a
management dilemma task. They would be asked to
find agreement on the best solutions to several business
dilemmas. At this point, two other (fictitious) partici-
pants—referred to as participants ‘A’ and ‘C’—were also
said to be ready to start the collaboration task.
The task involved solving business dilemmas, which

would require a trade-off between moral and compe-
tent concerns. To enhance the salience and relevance
of the evaluative dimension, participants were specifi-
cally asked to focus on either the moral or competent
concerns, depending on the experimental condition.
All dilemmas were provided with moral and competent
solutions that were both justifiable. It was explained
that ‘solutions to many dilemmas reflect personal
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considerations. In this study, we are interested in when
moral [competent] solutions are considered best. Morality
generally entails honesty, reliability and sincerity [Com-
petence generally entails competencies, intelligence,
and skills]. Everyone acts more or less morally [compe-
tently] every now and then; it is a personal consideration.
We are particularly interested in moral [competence]
considerations’. In order to enhance the collaboration,
participants first received background information about
their group members’ morality [competence]. At this point,
participants were told that the questions that they
answered in ‘Study 1’ of this session actually measured
the value people attach to eithermorality or competence.
Allegedly based on their answers and reaction times,
participants were furthermore told that we computed a
score indicating the extent to which they value morality
[competence]. A graphwas shown that displayed the value
participants and their group members attached to
morality [competence]. Below the graph, the explicit
conclusion was drawn that ‘on morality [competence] you
score similar to your group members and you attach
average value to morality [competence]. You are equally
inclined to choose moral [competent] solutions and show
moral [competent] behaviour as your group members’.
Next, participants were presented with several exam-

ple dilemmas to solve individually with the purpose of
preparing them for the collaboration task. To illustrate,
onedilemmadescribed anorganization aimedathelping
minorities with limited qualifications on the jobmarket,
struggling to survive.Theorganization inquiredwhether
other companieswouldbewilling to invest in theorgani-
zation. In themoral solution, the investment is made for
ideological reasons, despite the fact that it involves sub-
stantial costs for the investor. In the competent solution,
the investment is not made—even though the initiative
is considered important—as the financial costs are
unlikely to be compensated. All example dilemmas
reflecteda rangeof situations (regarding business invest-
ments, external communications, HR policies and cus-
tomer services) each enabling participants to prioritize
morality or competence concerns (see also Van Prooijen
&Ellemers, 2015;VanProoijen,Ellemers,VanderLee,&
Scheepers, 2016).
During this practice round, a popup screen appeared

informing participants about a fourth (fictitious) partic-
ipant—i.e., ‘participant D’—being ready to join their
group. However, because participants already formed
a group, they would first have the opportunity to
discuss, within their group, whether or not they wanted
participant D to join their group for the collaboration
task. In order to do so, they would receive participant
D’s score on morality [competence], and then be
presented with several questions that would help them
to structure their thoughts about participant D.
We again showed the graph that now also included

the value that participant D attached to either morality
or competence. Below the graph, it was explicitly stated
that ‘participant D scores lower on morality [competence]
than the other group members, and attaches less and
below average value tomorality [competence]. Participant

D is therefore less inclined to choose moral [competent]
solutions. Because participant D attaches less value to
morality [competence] and is less concerned about moral
[competent] solutions, participant D is also less likely
show moral [competent] behaviour than the other group
members’. Participants were next presented with a
questionnaire which comprised the dependent mea-
sures. After completion, they were told they had
reached the end of the study. All participants were fully
debriefed, paid and thanked for their participation.

Measures. Unless reported otherwise, all itemswere
presented on 7-point scales (1 = completely disagree to
7 = completely agree).

Checks. To assess the effectiveness of the manipula-
tion, participants indicated the extent towhich they per-
ceived the prospective groupmember to bemoral (three
items: ‘reliable’, ‘sincere’ and ‘honest’, α = .93) and com-
petent (four items: ‘intelligent’, ‘competent’, ‘skilled’and
‘successful’, α = .76; Leach et al., 2007; see alsoAppendix
S1). To assess the extent to which the groups were rele-
vant to participants, we also measured group identifica-
tion (four items: e.g., ‘I felt connected to the others in
this group’; α = .78; Ellemers, Spears, & Doosje, 1999).

Perception of the prospective group member.
We used a measure of intragroup differentiation
(Marques et al., 1998) to assess how similar or different
participants perceived the prospective groupmember to be
compared to the group (1 = very similar to 9 = very different).

Group threat. As a measure of group threat, partic-
ipants indicated the extent to which they perceived the
prospective group member to be, for example, ‘threat-
ening’, ‘offending’ and ‘damaging’ to the group (eight
items; α = .94).

Responses towards the prospective group
member. The tendency to reject the prospective group
member from the groupwas measured with eight items
(e.g., ‘I do not want participant D to join this group’,
α = .92). See Appendix S2 for additional analyses.

Results

The data of ten participantswere removed from all anal-
yses due to expressed suspicion, during debriefing,
about the cover story regarding the actual presence of
other group members, resulting in data of 87 partici-
pants in the final analyses.1,2 Unless reported otherwise,

1Data and materials of all experiments are stored in the Central Data

Storage Repository of the Institute Psychology, Department of Social

and Organizational Psychology at Leiden University.
2We also conducted the analyses for the key dependent measures in-

cluding all participants. Results revealed similar patterns for perceived

differences between the prospective group member and the group,

F(1, 95) = 8.31, p = .005, ηp
2
= .080; group threat, F(1, 95) = 7.98,

p = .006, ηp
2
= .078; and rejection-tendencies towards the prospective

group member, F(1, 95) = 5.17, p = .025, ηp
2
= .052.
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all data were analyzed bymeans of Analyses of Variance
with Dimension as independent variable.

Checks. A Principal Axis Factoring (PAF), using
Promax oblique rotation (Russell, 2002), containing
the morality and competence traits yielded a 2-factor
solution. The items explained 75.94% of the total vari-
ance, and Eigenvalues were 3.03 for the first factor
(i.e., morality) and 1.67 for the second factor (i.e., com-
petence), with factor loadings>.60. We next conducted
a MANOVA with Dimension as predictor of the checks
for perceived morality and competence of the prospec-
tive group member. Results revealed the expected
effects indicating that the manipulation was successful.
Participants in the immoral condition perceived the pro-
spective group member as less moral (M=3.63,
SD = 1.07) than participants in the incompetent condi-
tion (M = 5.25, SD = 0.93), F(1, 85) = 56.95, p < .001,
ηp
2 = .40.Moreover, participants in the incompetent con-

dition perceived the prospective group member as less
competent (M = 4.10, SD = 0.68) than participants in
the immoral condition (M = 5.00, SD = 0.69), F(1,
85) = 37.21, p< .001, ηp

2 = .30.We found no differences
in group identification (F < 1, p = .63) between the
experimental conditions.

Perception of the prospective group member.
Participants perceived more differences between the
immoral prospective group member and the group
(M = 6.56, SD = 1.52) than between the incompetent
prospective group member and the group (M = 5.61,
SD = 1.26), F(1, 85) = 9.99, p = .002, ηp

2 = .10.

Group threat. As predicted, the immoral prospec-
tive group member induced more group threat
(M = 3.13, SD = 1.14) than the incompetent prospective
group member (M = 2.48, SD = 1.06), F(1, 85) = 7.55,
p = .01, ηp

2 = .08.

Responses to the prospective group member.
Participants were more inclined to reject the immoral
prospective group member (M = 3.48, SD = 1.38) than
the incompetent prospective group member (M = 2.79,
SD = 1.19), F(1, 85) = 6.26, p = .01, ηp

2 = .07.

As expected, perceived differences between the group
and the prospective groupmember correlated positively
with group threat, r = .30, p = .004, and both were asso-
ciated with the tendency to reject the prospective group
member, r = .44, p < .001 and r = .76, p < .001,
respectively.
Additionally, we conducted ANCOVAs including

competence ratings (i.e., manipulation check scale) as
a covariate for the effect of Dimension on the prospec-
tive groupmember evaluationmeasures to test for plau-
sible halo or compensation effects (Kervyn, Yzerbyt, &
Judd, 2010). The effects of Dimension remained signifi-
cant on all of the prospective group member evaluation
measures (all Fs > 9.21, ps < .003, ηp

2s > .10) when
controlling for competence ratings.

Mediation. To examine whether the effect of
dimension on the tendency to reject the prospective
group member was mediated by group threat, we con-
ducted bootstrapping analyses (Hayes, 2013; Preacher
& Hayes, 2004), using the SPSS Process macro for sim-
plemediation (model 4)with 5000 bootstrap resamples.
The tendency towards rejection was entered as depen-
dent variable, with dimension as predictor and group
threat as mediator.
The bootstrap results showed that the indirect effect

of dimension on the tendency towards rejection
through group threat was significant with a point esti-
mate of .56 and a 95% BCa CI of 0.1481 to 0.9894,
indicating full mediation (see Figure 1). The immoral
(vs. incompetent) prospective group member elicited
more group threat, which led to a greater tendency to
reject the immoral prospective group member.

Discussion

In this experiment, we examined how groups respond
to morally inferior and competently inferior prospective
group members. As predicted, a prospective group
member who deviates negatively in terms of morality
elicits more group threat and is therefore more likely
to be refused group membership than a prospective
group member who deviates negatively in terms of
competence. We conclude this based on a comparison
of relative differences in rejection responses; however,

Fig. 1: Group threat mediates the relationship between the evaluation of the prospective group member and the tendency to reject the prospective

group member, Experiment 1. *p < .05, **p < .01

R. van der Lee et al.Responses to prospective group members
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results indicate that participants did not actually reject
the prospective group member as the means in both
cases remained below the midpoint of the scale. None-
theless, participants were less accepting of an immoral
prospective group member than of an incompetent
prospective group member.
These results confirm the importance of morality for

groups and individual group members (e.g., Aquino &
Reed, 2002; Leach et al., 2007), and the perceived
diagnosticity of information indicating a lack ofmorality
for the overall assessment of the individual’s true nature
(e.g., Goodwin et al., 2014). Consequently, an immoral
prospective group member poses a greater threat to the
group than an incompetent prospective group member.
In turn, this threat causes group members to respond
more harshly towards the morally inferior prospective
group member, as the mediation of group threat on
the tendency to reject the prospective group member
shows. Group members also cognitively distance them-
selves more from the morally inferior individual, by
indicating less fit between the group and the immoral
individual compared to the incompetent individual.
We found no evidence for dimension compensation
(e.g., Kervyn et al., 2010); meaning that the prospective
group member’s low morality was not compensated by
inferences of high competence, as competence ratings
did not drive the prospective group member evaluation
effects. Taken together, group members respond more
negatively to amorally inferior rather than incompetent
prospective group member.

Experiment 2

In a second experiment, participants were confronted
with a prospective group member who allegedly devi-
ated positively in morality or competence as compared
with the other group members (i.e., a highly moral or
competent prospective group member). We again
assessed participants’ perceptions of and responses
towards the prospective group member. We predicted
that a highly moral prospective group member would
induce less group threat, and would consequently be
more likely to be accepted by the group than a highly
competent prospective group member. In addition, we
predicted that group members would perceive better fit
(i.e., more similarities) between the group and a highly
moral rather than highly competent individual. Alter-
natively, as positive deviance can also arouse negativity
(e.g., Monin et al., 2008), it could also be the case that a
highly moral prospective group member would elicit
more negative responses than a highly competent pro-
spective group member.

Method

Participants and design. Fifty-three undergradu-
ate students (39women,Mage = 21.57, SD= 4.17) partic-
ipated in this experiment in return for three Euros or
course credits. Using a 1-Factor (Dimension: Moral vs.
Competent) between-subjects design, participants were

randomly assigned to one of the two experimental
conditions.

Procedure. The procedure was identical to Experi-
ment 1, except for the direction of the deviance. Partic-
ipants were told that the prospective group member,
‘participant D, scored higher on morality [competence]
than the other group members, and attached more,
and above average, value tomorality [competence]. Partic-
ipant D is thus more concerned about and inclined to
choose moral [competent] solutions and more likely to
show moral [competent] behaviour than the other group
members.’ After the manipulation, the questionnaire
comprising the dependent measures followed.

Measures. The questionnaire comprised similar
measures and items as in Experiment 1. The checks
consisted of a manipulation check of the prospective
group member’s perceived morality (α = .93) and com-
petence (α = .77), and group identification (α = .82).
Perceptions of the prospective group member were
again assessed by means of perceived similarity of the
prospective group member to the group (1 = very similar
to 9 = very different). We then measured group threat
(α = .91) and the tendency to reject the prospective
group member (α = .96).

Results

Due to expressed suspicion about the cover story, we re-
moved data of four participants from all final analyses,
resulting in usable data of 49 participants.3

Checks. A PAF containing the morality and com-
petence traits yielded a 2-factor solution. The items
explained 74.13% of the total variance, and
Eigenvalues were 3.49 for the first factor (i.e., moral-
ity) and 1.01 for the second factor (i.e., competence).
A MANOVA revealed the anticipated effects: Partici-
pants in the moral condition perceived the prospec-
tive group member to be more moral (M = 5.67,
SD = 0.89) than participants in the competent condi-
tion (M = 3.16, SD = 0.90), F(1, 47) = 95.52,
p < .001, ηp

2 = .67. Conversely, participants in the
competent condition perceived the prospective group
member to be more competent (M = 5.53, SD = 0.69)
than participants in the moral condition (M = 4.22,
SD = 0.71), F(1, 47) = 42.75, p < .001, ηp

2 = .48.
Differences between conditions emerged for group

identification, F(1, 47) = 7.38, p = .01, ηp
2 = .14. Partici-

pants in the moral condition identified more with the
group (M = 4.71, SD = 0.96) than participants in the
competent condition (M = 3.87, SD = 1.20). Controlling

3We again conducted the analyses for the key dependent measures in-

cluding all participants. Results revealed similar patterns for perceived

differences between the prospective group member and the group,

F(1, 51) = 3.93, p = .053, ηp
2
= .071; group threat, F(1, 51) = 5.52,

p = .023, ηp
2
= .098; and rejection-tendencies towards the prospective

group member, F(1, 51) = 3.63, p = .062, ηp
2
= .066.
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for group identification in the subsequent analyses did
not significantly alter the results.

Perception of the prospective group member.
Participants perceived less differences between the
highly moral prospective group member and the group
(M = 5.23, SD = 1.63) than between the highly compe-
tent prospective group member and the group
(M = 6.17, SD = 1.37), F(1, 47) = 4.73, p = .03, ηp

2 = .09.

Group threat. As predicted, a highlymoral prospec-
tive group member elicited less group threat (M = 2.35,
SD = 0.82) than a highly competent prospective group
member (M = 3.06, SD = 1.28), F(1, 47) = 5.51,
p = .02, ηp

2 = .10.

Responses to the prospective group member.
Participants were less inclined to reject a highly moral
prospective group member (M = 2.64, SD = 1.43) than
a highly competent prospective group member
(M = 3.53, SD = 1.69), F(1, 47) = 3.99, p = .05, ηp

2 = .08.
Although perceived differences between the prospec-

tive groupmember and the group did not correlate with
group threat, r = .25, p = .08, both correlated positively
with the tendency to reject the prospective groupmem-
ber, r = .40, p = .05 and r = .69, p < .001, respectively.
Additional ANCOVAs, including competence ratings

as a covariate, of the effect of Dimension on the prospec-
tive group member evaluation measures revealed that
the effect of Dimension on perceived differences
remained significant, F(1, 47) = 9.08, p = .004, ηp

2 = .16,
but the effect on group threat and rejection tendencies
disappeared (F’s < 1.60, p’s > .20, η

p

2’s < .03).

Mediation. As in Experiment 1, mediation analyses
showed that the indirect effect of dimension on the ten-
dency to reject the prospective group member through
group threat was significant with a point estimate of
�.69 and a 95%BCa CI of�1.4345 to�0.1053, indicat-
ing full mediation (see Figure 2). A highly moral (vs.
highly competent) prospective group member induced
less group threat, which led to a decreased tendency to
reject the highly moral prospective group member.

Discussion

Results confirmed that a highlymoral prospective group
member is evaluated more positively, and elicits less
group threat than a highly competent prospective group
member. As a consequence, group members are more
inclined to accept a highly moral individual than a
highly competent individual. These results do not sup-
port the alternative possibility for groups dealing with
a positive deviant, namely derogation of a do-gooder
(e.g., Monin et al., 2008; Parks & Stone, 2010). We rea-
soned that this is the case because highly moral individ-
uals have the potential to contribute substantially to the
positive image of the group (e.g., Schmitt et al., 2000).
That is, morality is seen as more central and more
important for the group’s positive image than compe-
tence (Aquino & Reed, 2002; Leach et al., 2007). An
individual who has the potential to contribute to or
enhance the group’s morality is therefore more likely
to be accepted by the group than an individual who
can lift the group in terms of competence. However,
results also indicate a potential halo effect (Kervyn
et al., 2010), as competence ratings of a highly moral
prospective group member are associated with group
threat and rejection tendencies towards the prospective
group member. Thus, highly moral individuals are also
considered to be competent, and group members are
more likely to welcome a generally ‘good’ person.

Experiment 3

The aim of Experiment 3 was to replicate and extend
the findings of Experiments 1 and 2 by directly compar-
ing responses towards prospective group members who
deviate either negatively or positively from the group in
terms of morality or competence. That is, in a single
design, we systematically varied the dimension
(morality vs. competence) as well as the direction
(positive vs. negative) of information provided about
the prospective group member. We assessed the impact
of the deviance on indicators of participants’ percep-
tions, evaluation and inclusion of the prospective group
member. We included several additional measures in
order to gain further insight into the impact of prospec-
tive group members on the group’s responses. First, as

Fig. 2: Group threat mediates the relationship between the evaluation of the prospective group member and the tendency to reject the prospective

group member, Experiment 2. *p < .05, **p < .01
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an additional check, we assessed whether prospective
group members affect perceptions of group members’
own membership and position in the group. Second,
we measured actual rejection behaviour in video mes-
sages participants allegedly sent to each other. Third,
rather than asking participants to explicitly state the
extent to which they experienced group threat, we
incorporated an implicit measure to assess the emer-
gence of threat by means of cardiovascular reactivity.
The biopsychosocial model of challenge and threat

(BPSM; Blascovich & Tomaka, 1996) describes cardio-
vascular indices of ‘threat’ and ‘challenge’ motivational
states during motivated performance. To be able to dis-
tinguish between threat and challenge, sufficient levels
of task engagement and goal relevance—as indicated
by increased heart rate (HR) and decreased pre-ejection
period (PEP; an index of left ventricular contractile
force) compared to baseline—are required. Next, car-
diac output (CO; the amount of blood in liters that is
pumped through the heart per minute) and total
peripheral resistance (TPR; the constriction vs. dilation
of blood vessels regulating the flow through the arterial
system) distinguish between challenge and threat:
Challenge is marked by relatively high CO and low
TPR, whereas threat is marked by relatively low CO
and high TPR. These measures can gain insight in group
members’ psychophysiological stress and coping
responses by implicitly assessing their level of threat
when considering prospective group members who
can harm or bolster the group’s image as moral or
competent.

Method

Participants and design. One-hundred and nine
undergraduate students (78women,Mage = 25.06 years,
SD = 8.13) participated and received either 6 Euros or
course credits for participation. We employed a 2
(Dimension: Morality vs. Competence) × 2 (Deviance:
Positive vs. Negative) between-subjects design. Partici-
pants were randomly assigned to one of the four condi-
tions. Participation took approximately 45 minutes to
complete the study.

Procedure. Participants arrived in the laboratory,
were seated in front of a computer equipped with a
webcam, and attached to the apparatus for measuring
cardiovascular responses (see below). To measure
impedance-cardiographic (ICG) and electrocardio-
graphic (ECG) signals, four spot electrodes were placed
on participants’ upper and lower back and two on their
chest. In addition, a blood pressure sensor was attached
to the index finger of their non-dominant hand. We
then took a 5-minute baseline measure of their cardio-
vascular responses.
Next, we continued by explaining the general proce-

dure and cover story, which were similar to the first
and second experiment. Participant D, that is, the
prospective groupmember, was introduced as attaching
less [more] value to morality [competence] than the

other group members, and hence, less [more] likely to
behave morally [competently]. Participants then com-
pleted a questionnaire (see below), after which they
engaged in a speech task which served as our behav-
ioural measure of rejection. They delivered a speech in
front of a webcam about whether and why they (did
not) want participant D to join the group for the collab-
oration task. The speeches recorded by each group
member would allegedly be shown to the others in the
group, with the purpose of discussing whether and
why participant D could (not) join the group for the col-
laboration task. Participants were (ostensibly randomly)
chosen to record their speechfirst. They could take up to
3 minutes for their speech, during which we assessed
their cardiovascular responses (e.g., Mendes,
Blascovich, Hunter, Lickel, & Jost, 2007). When partici-
pants finished their speech, they reached the end of the
study and were debriefed, paid and thanked for their
participation.

Measures. All dependent variables were measured
on 7-point scales (1 = completely disagree to 7 = completely
agree) and comprised similar items as used in the first
two experiments, unless reported otherwise.

Checks. As a check of the effectiveness of our
manipulations, we asked participants to indicate the
prospective group member’s perceived morality
(α = .95) and competence (α = .88). Additionally, we
again assessed group identification (α = .81) and added
a measure of participants’ concern about their own
position in the group due to the prospect of including
this individual (five items; e.g., ‘Because of participant
D’s values, I am worried about my own position in the
group’; α = .86).

Perception of the prospective group member.
Similar to Experiments 1 and 2, we assessed the extent
to which the prospective group member was perceived
as similar to or different from the group.

Responses to the prospective group member.
The tendency to reject the prospective group member
(α = .87) was assessed in the same way as in Experi-
ments 1 and 2.

Rejection-behaviour. Two independent raters
blind to condition coded participants’ speeches to deter-
mine whether they explicitly stated that they wanted to
reject the prospective group member (1 = inclusion,
2 = exclusion) as a behavioural measure of rejection.
TheKappa intercoder reliability was .89 (p< .001), indi-
cating almost perfect agreement between the raters.

Cardiovascular reactivity. Electrocardiographic
signals (ECG), impedance-cardiographic signals (ICG)
and blood pressurewere continuously measured during
the experiment using a Biopac MP150 system (Biopac
Systems Inc., Goleta, CA). Electrocardiography was
measured using an ECG100 module and a Lead I
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electrode configuration. For measuring ICG, the
NICO100c module was used. Blood pressure was mea-
sured using a Nexfin monitor (BMEYE, Amsterdam,
The Netherlands). Cardiovascular data was stored using
Acqknowledge software (Biopac Systems, Goleta, CA)
and manually scored following standard guidelines
(Sherwood et al., 1990; see also De Wit, Scheepers, &
Jehn, 2012).

Results

The data of 10 participants were removed from all anal-
yses due to expressed suspicion about the cover story
during debriefing, resulting in 99 participants with
usable self-report data.4 Due to signal loss, we had
usable cardiovascular data of 95 participants. Unless
reported otherwise, all data were analyzed by means
of Analyses of Variance with Dimension and Deviance
as independent variables.

Checks. A PAF with the morality and competence
traits again yielded a 2-factor solution. The items
explained 84.50%of the total variance, and Eigenvalues
were 3.55 for the first factor (i.e., morality) and 1.96 for
the second factor (i.e., competence). To assess the effec-
tivenessofourmanipulations,weconductedaMANOVA
withDimensionandDeviance aspredictorsof the checks
forperceivedmoralityandcompetenceoftheprospective
group member. The 2-way interactions were significant
for morality, F(1, 95) = 106.98, p < .001, ηp

2 = .53 and
competence,F(1, 95) =40.28,p< .001,ηp

2 = .30. Planned
contrasts confirmedthatperceivedmoralitywas lower in
the immoral condition than in the moral condition
(p < .001), and perceived competence was lower in the
incompetence condition than in the competence condi-
tion (p< .001; see Table 1).
We found no differences between experimental con-

ditions on group identification (all Fs< 1, ps> .46). For
participants’ concern about their own group member-
ship, the Dimension X Deviance interaction emerged,
F(1, 95) = 4.37, p = .04, ηp

2 = .04. Simple main effect
analyses only revealed an effect of Dimension in the
negative Deviance conditions: Participants were less
concerned about their own position in the group when
the prospective group member deviated on morality
(M = 2.88, SD = 1.30) rather than competence
(M = 3.56, SD = 0.81). There were no differences
between the positive Deviance conditions.

Perception of the prospective group member.
A significant Dimension X Deviance interaction
emerged on perceived fit, F(1, 95) = 6.41, p = .01,
ηp
2 = .06. Simple main effect analyses showed that

participants in the negative Deviance conditions per-
ceived more differences between an immoral prospec-
tive group member and the group than between an
incompetent prospective group member and the group
(see Table 1), thus replicating the results of Experiment
1.5 There were no differences between the two positive
Deviance conditions.

Responses to the prospective group member.
There was a significant Dimension X Deviance interac-
tion on the tendency to reject the prospective group
member, F(1, 95) = 4.99, p = .03, ηp

2 = .05; the main
effects of Dimension, F(1, 95) = 3.97, p = .05, ηp

2 = .04,
and Deviance, F(1, 95) = 7.15, p = .01, ηp

2 = .07, were
also significant. Simple main effect analyses revealed
that the tendency towards rejection was greater for the
immoral prospective groupmember than for the incom-
petent prospective group member, F(1, 48) = 9.52,
p = .003, ηp

2 = .16 (see Table 1). There were no differ-
ences between the positive Deviance conditions.

Rejection-behaviour. Two participants did not
provide a speech, resulting in 97 participants with
behavioural data that was coded. Rejection-behaviour
differed as a function of condition, χ2(3,
N = 97) = 11.26, p = .01. In the negative Deviance con-
ditions, 20% of participants communicated rejection of
the immoral prospective group member, whereas 0%
of participants rejected the incompetent prospective
groupmember, χ2(1,N = 49) = 5.34, p = .02. This behav-
iour is in line with self-reported rejection tendencies. In
the positive Deviance conditions, participants were
more inclined to communicate rejection of a highly
moral prospective group member (37.5% of partici-
pants) than communicating rejection of a highly com-
petent prospective group member (16.7% of
participants), χ2(1, N = 48) = 2.64, p = .10.
Perceived differences between the prospective group

member and the group correlated positively with both
the tendency to reject the prospective group member,
r = .28, p = .005, and rejection-behaviour, r = .31,
p = .002. In addition, rejection-behaviour was signifi-
cantly correlated with the self-reported rejection ten-
dencies of the prospective group member, r = .70,
p < .001.

4Analyses of the main self-reported measures including all participants

revealed similar patterns of results for perceived differences between

the prospective group member and the group, F(1, 105) = 4.58,

p = .035, ηp
2
= .042; rejection-tendencies towards the prospective group

member, F(1, 105) = 3.44, p = .066, ηp
2
= .032; and rejection-behaviour,

χ2(3, N = 106) = 11.19, p = .011.

5We also included a self-report measure of group threat (α = .86). An

ANOVA yielded only a main effect of Deviance, F(1, 95) = 11.13,

p = .001, ηp
2
= .10. Participants in the positive conditions reported more

group threat than participants in the negative conditions. The Dimen-

sion X Deviance interaction was not significant, F(1, 95) = 0.20,

p = .65, ηp
2
= .002. The self-reported measure of group threat was not

correlated with TCI, r =�.07, p = .53. Nevertheless, in line with the re-

sults of Experiments 1 and 2, self-reported group threat correlated pos-

itively with perceptions that the prospective group member differed

from the group, r = .27, p = .007, and the tendency to reject the prospec-

tive group member, r = .52, p < .001, as well as rejection-behaviour,

r = .32, p = .001. As this study was part of students’ Master thesis pro-

jects, the questionnaire contained additional self-report variables. These

were assessed after the variables reported here, and are not relevant to

our hypotheses. A list of these variables is available upon request.
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Additional ANCOVAs, including competence ratings
as a covariate, of the effects of Dimension and Deviance
on the prospective group member evaluation measures
revealed that the Dimension X Deviance effects
remained significant on all prospective group member
evaluation measures (all Fs > 9.21, ps < .003,
ηp
2s > .10) when controlling for competence ratings.

Cardiovascular reactivity. We computed mean
scores for HR, PEP, CO and TPR for the last minute of
the baseline and the first minute of the speech task.
We then computed reactivity scores by subtracting the
baseline scores from the speech task scores (see
Table 2). For each reactivity score, we transformed out-
liers (i.e., raw scoresmore than 3 SDs from themean) to
themost extreme scorewithin 3 SDs above or below the
mean.

Task engagement. Overall, HR increased, ts > 4,
ps < .001, and PEP decreased, ts > �3, ps < .001, signif-
icantly from zero (i.e., baseline) during the speech task in
all conditions, confirming sufficient task engagement
and goal relevance. There were no differences between
conditions in both HR and PEP (all Fs < 2, ps > .20).

Challenge and Threat. We calculated a single
Threat–Challenge Index (i.e., TCI) using standardized
z-scores of CO and TPR in the following formula: ZTPR
* �1 + ZCO * 1 (e.g., Scheepers, De Wit, Ellemers, &
Sassenberg, 2012). Greater values indicate a relative
tendency towards challenge, whereas lower values are
indicative of a relative tendency towards threat. An

ANOVA on TCI revealed no reliable differences
between conditions, Fs < 1, ps > .46.
Additional analyses revealed that TCI did not corre-

late with any of the self-reported measures assessing
responses to the prospective group member (rs < �.14,
ps > .17) nor the behavioural measure of rejection
(r = �.07, p = .52) across conditions.

Discussion

In Experiment 3, we directly compared groupmembers’
responses with individuals who deviate positively or
negatively from the group on the dimension of morality
or competence. The most pronounced responses
appeared when the prospective group member would
undermine the group’s standards of morality rather
than competence. That is, group members cognitively
distance themselves more from a prospective group
member perceived to be immoral than from a prospec-
tive group member perceived to be incompetent. In
addition, group members are more inclined to reject
an immoral individual (as indicated by self-report as
well as behavioural measures) than an incompetent
individual. We ruled out that this is the case because
groupmembers are concerned about their own position
in the group due to the prospect of including this indi-
vidual in the group. In fact, the behavioural measure
of rejection demonstrated that none of the group mem-
bers rejected a prospective group member due to infe-
rior competence.
Somewhat surprisingly, we observed no differences

in perceptions of, or the tendency to reject highly moral
versus highly competent prospective groupmembers, as

Table 1. Means and standard deviations of evaluations of and responses towards prospective group members (Experiment 3)

Immoral prospective

group member

Incompetent

prospective group

member

Highly moral

prospective group

member

Highly competent

prospective group

member

M (SD) M (SD) M (SD) M (SD)

Morality ratings 3.32 (1.21)a 5.52 (0.74)b 5.49 (1.14)b 3.43 (0.93)a
Competence ratings 4.73 (1.06)a 4.32 (0.69)a 3.70 (0.60)b 5.45 (0.81)c
Perceived differences between the

prospective group member and the group

6.72 (1.43)a 5.48 (1.42)b 5.64 (1.63)b 5.92 (1.47)b

Tendency to reject the prospective

group member

3.28 (1.34)a 2.37 (0.61)b 3.37 (1.08)a 3.43 (1.11)a

Note: Means with different subscripts per row differ reliably from each other (p < .05) following LSD post hoc tests.

Table 2. Means and standard errors of cardiovascular reactivity as a function of evaluation dimension and deviance of prospective group members

(Experiment 3).

Immoral prospective

group member

Incompetent prospective

group member

Highly moral prospective

group member

Highly competent

prospective group member

M (SEM) M (SEM) M (SEM) M (SEM)

Heart rate 9.95 (1.84) 12.03 (1.84) 10.62 (2.01) 11.67 (1.88)

Pre-ejection period �13.44 (2.96) �15.94 (2.96) �10.02 (3.23) �11.47 (3.02)

Cardiac output 0.25 (0.07) 0.32 (0.07) 0.25 (0.07) 0.28 (0.07)

Total peripheral resistance 110.88 (179.44) �195.92 (179.44) 87.66 (195.79) 183.44 (183.14)

Threat-challenge index �0.14 (0.35) 0.39 (0.35) �0.14 (0.39) �0.14 (0.36)
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might be expected based on the results of Experiment 2.
First, we did notfind evidence of a halo effect, as compe-
tence ratings were not predictive of responses towards a
highly moral prospective group member. Second, the
behavioural measure indicated that this time, partici-
pants were more inclined to communicate rejection of
a highly moral rather than highly competent prospec-
tive group member, although this difference is not reli-
able. However, participants did communicate rejection
of a highly moral prospective group member as often
as they intended to reject an immoral prospective group
member. This implies that prospective group members
who deviate from the group in terms of morality
—regardless of whether this is in positive or negative
sense—run the risk of being excluded (e.g., Hornsey,
2008), possibly because they imply that other group
members are morally deficient (Monin et al., 2008).
This is also consistent with work emphasizing the
importance of consensus about important moral values
(Kouzakova, Ellemers, Harinck, & Scheepers, 2012;
Kouzakova, Harinck, Ellemers, & Scheepers, 2014)
and sharing of moral standards in groups (Ellemers,
Pagliaro, & Barreto, 2013). By comparison, participants
seem relatively willing to include in the group individ-
uals who are perceived to be incompetent. Why are
people reluctant to reject, or even willing to include
individuals with inferior competence? This may be
understood whenwe consider that information indicat-
ing incompetence is perceived to be less diagnostic of
more stable individual dispositions than information
indicating immorality (e.g., Goodwin et al., 2014). Thus,
people should be more hopeful that individuals may
improve in the future when they have inferior compe-
tence rather than morality. This optimistic outlook
may buffer against group threat of including a new
group member who is perceived to be incompetent.
We did not find reliable mean level differences

between cardiovascular indices of threat and challenge
motivational states between our experimental condi-
tions. This corroborates previous research that was
unable to differentiate between cardiovascular states
of threat and challenge in response to an ingroup devi-
ant, because ingroup deviance generally invokes situa-
tional uncertainty and ambiguity (Frings, Hurst,
Cleveland, Blascovich, & Abrams, 2012). However,
we did find increases in task engagement and goal rel-
evance, indicating that group members find dealing
with a deviating prospective group member an impor-
tant issue.

General Discussion

In three experiments, we examined how group mem-
bers respond to a prospective group member who is
evaluated on the dimensions of morality and compe-
tence. Our general hypothesis was that the morality of
prospective group members triggers more pronounced
responses from the group than their competence.
Accordingly, our results consistently demonstrate that
perceptions of a prospective group member who

deviates negatively on morality (rather than compe-
tence) are more negative in terms of perceived fit
between the individual and the group. Furthermore,
an immoral rather than incompetent prospective group
member elicits more group threat and is consequently
more likely to be refused—or, less likely to be offered
—group membership (Experiments 1 and 3). As this
was demonstrated in a laboratory induced work set-
ting—group members believed they were performing
a cooperative task considering solutions tomanagement
dilemmas—our results converge with previous research
demonstrating the importance of morality across group
types and settings; even those in which competence
seems the primary concern (e.g., Van Prooijen &
Ellemers, 2015).
Furthermore, these results extend previous research

demonstrating that information indicating inferior
morality is seen as more diagnostic of the individual’s
dispositions and predictive of future behaviour than
information indicating inferior competence (e.g.,
Goodwin et al., 2014; Skowronski & Carlston, 1987)
by revealing the consequences for prospective group
members who seek inclusion. This also explains why
an immoral prospective group member is more likely
to be seen as a threat to the group’s image than someone
who is perceived to be incompetent. Moreover, these
results corroborate prior research demonstrating that
immoral ingroup deviants arouse a threat to the group’s
image (Brambilla, Sacchi, Pagliaro, & Ellemers, 2013).
The responses to prospective group members who

deviate in a positive sense from the group in terms of
morality or competence were less straightforward.
Whereas the results of Experiment 2 indicated that
highly moral (vs. competent) individuals are perceived
more positively and are more likely to be accepted by
and included in the group, highly moral individuals
were as likely to be rejected as those with inferior
morality in Experiment 3. These differential responses
to positive deviance reflect divergent research findings
reported in the literature; on the one hand, it has been
demonstrated that individuals who exceed the group’s
standards have the potential to enhance the group’s
image (Schmitt et al., 2000). On the other hand, other
research has shown that those individuals might also
pose a threat when they are seen as undermining the
group’s cohesiveness and as raising performance stan-
dards for other group members (e.g., Hornsey, 2008;
Tajfel & Turner, 1979). Indeed, individuals who are per-
ceived as superior to other group members often elicit
negative responses such as derogation and social exclu-
sion, and this is particularly likely to be the case when
they seem superior to others in the moral domain—
so-called do-gooders (Monin et al., 2008). In addition,
individuals might also fear that highly moral others
might reject them, resulting in do-gooder derogation
and—preventive—rejection of moral deviants
(O’Connor & Monin, 2016).
One explanation for these opposing responses

towards morally superior deviants might have to do
with the perceived diagnosticity of the superior
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morality. That is, positive information regarding moral-
ity is not necessarily regarded as predictive of future
moral behaviour (e.g., Skowronski & Carlston, 1987).
Thus, although a highlymoral individual can potentially
lift the group’s moral image because the individual gen-
erally valuesmorality, it remains unclear to what extent
the individual will displaymoral behaviour that benefits
the group and how this relates to the moral behaviour
of the other group members. Future research might
shedmore light on factors and situational circumstances
that moderate this effect. This might make it possible to
determine more specifically when morally superior
individuals are given the benefit of the doubt and seen
to enhance the positive image of the group, and when
they are primarily seen as a threat to the group’s cohe-
siveness and current standards.
We focused on the comparison between responses to

information about the morality versus competence of
prospective group members. As the broader dimension
of warmth, according to the Stereotype Content Model
(SCM; Fiske et al., 2002), encompasses both morality
and sociability, we also checked for the role of sociability
trait inferences. Although a limitation of the current
research is that we did not systematically vary levels of
the prospective groupmember’s sociability, results indi-
cate that sociability (i.e., liking) is generally important in
group and interpersonal contexts, yet it could not
account for the effects of morality versus competence
we observed across studies (see Appendix S1). Indeed,
recent research demonstrated that the liking of others
is mainly contingent upon their morality (Hartley
et al., 2016; Landy, Piazza, & Goodwin, 2016).
In addition, across studies, we checked whether trait

inferences might have led to halo or compensation
effects (e.g., Kervyn et al., 2010) as alternative explana-
tions for the prospective group member evaluation
effects we observed. First, although competence ratings
of a highly moral prospective group member were asso-
ciated with lower rejection tendencies in Experiment 2
but not in Experiment 3, we found no reliable evidence
for a halo effect as the perceived morality and compe-
tence ratings diverged. This points in the direction of a
compensation effect, meaning that, for example, indi-
viduals inferred that the prospective group member’s
low morality is compensated with high competence.
This seems plausible, because groups can engage in
social creativity by bolstering another dimension when
the group’s image is threatened on one dimension
(Ellemers & Haslam, 2011), or when coping with status
differences and inequalities between groups and indi-
viduals (Kay et al., 2007). Importantly, however, the
current results showed that this inferred trait compensa-
tion does not spill over to the evaluation of a prospective
groupmember in terms of its value to the group’s image
and subsequent acceptance or rejection responses;
morality appears to be the main dimension on which
groups evaluate a prospective member.
The current research is also limited in the sense that

we focused exclusively on responses towards prospec-
tive group members who seem to deviate from the

group’s standards, following the same work setting
paradigm across studies. This experimentally induced
setting might not have fully resonated with our partic-
ipants’ actual working experience. However, using this
paradigm made it relatively straightforward to com-
pare the results across studies. Overall, participants
perceived more differences than similarities between
the group and the positively deviating prospective
group member—regardless of the dimension of evalu-
ation. This result indicates an overall tendency to keep
a distance from those who deviate from the group’s
current standards, and is in line with research showing
that group members are generally reluctant in
accepting new members (e.g., Yzerbyt et al., 1995).
Groups might, however, respond differently towards
deviance occurring among individuals who are already
included in the group as full group members or have
earned a special standing in the group (Ellemers &
Jetten, 2013; Moreland & Levine, 1982; Pinto et al.,
2010). It is important to note that prospective group
members have not yet had the opportunity to contrib-
ute to the positive social identity of the group. Instead,
they are assessed in terms of their potential contribu-
tion to the group’s image. Additionally, whereas a full
group member who lacks morality might elicit more
social identity threat than a prospective group member
who lacks morality, excluding a full group member
might be more difficult than rejecting a prospective
group member, especially in groups more experienced
with work settings. Future research could continue
examining (the motivational underpinnings of)
responses to group members of different statuses and
group types (e.g., Frings et al., 2012; Mendes et al.,
2007; Mendes, Major, McCoy, & Blascovich, 2008),
and in particular take into account the relevance of
the dimension on which deviants are evaluated.
In sum, groups can reject prospective group members

for various reasons, such as deviating attitudes, perfor-
mances and personality traits. In the current research,
we demonstrate that the dimension on which a pro-
spective group member deviates affects the group’s
acceptance versus rejection responses. The results of
three experiments reveal that a prospective group
member who deviates negatively in terms of morality
induces more group threat, and is consequently more
likely to be rejected from the group than a prospective
group member who deviates negatively in terms of
competence. Conversely, groups seem, on the one
hand, more willing to accept a prospective group mem-
ber who can contribute to the group’s morality (i.e.,
superior morality) than an individual who can contrib-
ute to the group’s competence. On the other hand,
however, individuals who are perceived as morally
superior can also elicit do-gooder derogation. Overall,
morality evaluations of prospective group members
elicit more pronounced acceptance and rejection
responses from groups than evaluations in terms of
competence. Thus, morality—more so than compe-
tence—appears to be an important dimension onwhich
groups determine who is in or out.

R. van der Lee et al. Responses to prospective group members

European Journal of Social Psychology 47 (2017) 748–762 Copyright © 2017 John Wiley & Sons, Ltd. 759



Conflict of Interest

The authors declare that there are no conflicts of interest
with respect to the research, authorship and/or publica-
tion of this article.

Acknowledgements

We thank Laura Noordermeer and Yara Tiggelhoven for
data collection of Experiment 3.

Supporting Information

Additional supporting information may be found in the
online version of this article at the publisher’s web-site.

References

Abrams, D., Marques, J. M., Bown, N., & Henson, M. (2000).
Pro-norm and anti-norm deviance within and between
groups. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 78,
906–912. http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.78.5.906

Aquino, K., & Reed, A. II (2002). The self-importance of
moral identity. Journal of Personality and Social
Psychology, 83, 1423–1440. http://dx.doi.org/10.1037//
0022-3514.83.6.1423

Bettencourt, B. A., Dorr, N., Charlton, K., & Hume, D. L.
(2001). Status differences in in-group bias: A meta-
analytic examination of the effects of status stability,
status legitimacy, and group permeability. Psychological
Bulletin, 127, 520–542. http://dx.doi.org/10.1037//0033-
2909.127.4.520

Blascovich, J., & Tomaka, J. (1996). The biopsychosocial
model of arousal regulation. In M. P. Zanna (Ed.),
Advances in experimental social psychology (pp. 1–51), 28.
San Diego, CA: http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/S0065-
2601(08)60235-X Academic Press.

Brambilla, M., Sacchi, S., Pagliaro, S., & Ellemers, N. (2013).
Morality and intergroup relations: Threats to safety and
group image predict the desire to interact with outgroup
and ingroup members. Journal of Experimental Social
Psychology, 49, 811–821. http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.
jesp.2013.04.005

Brown, R. (2000). Social identity theory: Past achievements,
current problems and future challenges. European Journal
of Social Psychology, 30, 745–778. http://dx.doi.org/
10.1002/1099-0992(200011/12)

Casciaro, T., & Sousa Lobo, M. (2005). Competent jerks,
lovable fools, and the formation of social networks.
Harvard Business Review, 1118.

DeWit,F.R.C.,Scheepers,D.,&Jehn,K.E. (2012).Cardiovas-
cular reactivity and resistance to opposing viewpoints dur-
ing intragroup conflict. Psychophysiology, 49, 1691–1699.
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/j.1469-8986.2012.01456.x

Ellemers, N., & Haslam, S. A. (2011). Social identity theory.
Handbook of theories of social psychology, 2, 379–398.

Ellemers, N., & Jetten, J. (2013). The many ways to be
marginal in a group. Personality and Social Psychology Review,
17, 3–21. http://dx.doi.org/10.1177/1088868312453086

Ellemers, N., Kingma, L., van de Burgt, J., & Barreto, M.
(2011). Corporate Social Responsibility as a source of
organizational morality, employee commitment and

satisfaction. Journal of Organizational Moral Psychology,
1, 97–124.

Ellemers, N., Pagliaro, S., & Barreto, M. (2013). Morality and
behavioural regulation in groups: A social identity ap-
proach. European Review of Social Psychology, 24, 160–193.
http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/10463283.2013.841490

Ellemers, N., Pagliaro, S., Barreto, M., & Leach, C. W. (2008).
Is it better to be moral than smart? The effects of morality
and competence norms on the decision to work at group
status improvement. Journal of Personality and Social Psychol-
ogy, 95, 1397–1410. http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/a0012628

Ellemers, N., Spears, R., & Doosje, B. (1999). Social identity:
Context, commitment, content. Oxford, England: Blackwell.

Fiske, S. T., Cuddy, A. J. C., Glick, P., & Xu, J. (2002). Amodel
of (often mixed) stereotype content: Competence and
warmth respectively follow from perceived status and
competition. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 82,
878–902. http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.82.6.878

Frings, D., Hurst, J., Cleveland, C., Blascovich, J., & Abrams,
D. (2012). Challenge, threat, and subjective group dynam-
ics: Reactions to normative and deviant group members.
Group Dynamics: Theory, Research, and Practice, 16,
105–121. http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/a0027504

Goodwin, G. P., Piazza, J., & Rozin, P. (2014).Moral character
predominates in person perception and evaluation. Journal
of Personality and Social Psychology, 106, 148–168. http://dx.
doi.org/10.1037/a0034726

Hartley, A. G., Furr, R. M., Helzer, E. G., Jayawickreme, E.,
Velasquez, K. R., & Fleeson, W. (2016). Morality’s central-
ity to liking, respecting, and understanding others. Social
Psychological and Personality Science. http://dx.doi.org/
10.1177/1948550616655359

Hayes, A. F. (2013). Introduction to Mediation, Moderation and
Conditional Process Analysis. New York, New York: Guilford
Press.

Hogg, M. A., & Hardie, E. A. (1991). Social attraction,
personal attraction, and self-categorization: A field study.
Personality and Social Psychology Bulletin, 17, 175–180.
http://dx.doi.org/10.1177/014616729101700209

Hornsey, M. J. (2008). Social identity theory and self-
categorization theory: A historical review. Social and Person-
ality Psychology Compass, 2, 204–222. http://dx.doi.org/
10.1111/j.1751-9004.2007.00066.x

Judd, C. M., James-Hawkins, L., Yzerbyt, V., & Kashima, Y.
(2005). Fundamental dimensions of social judgment:
Understanding the relations between judgments of
competence and warmth. Journal of Personality and Social
Psychology, 89, 899–913. http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/0022-
3514.89.6.899

Kay, A. C., Jost, J. T., Mandisodza, A. N., Sherman, S. J.,
Petrocelli, J. V., & Johnson, A. L. (2007). Panglossian ideol-
ogy in the service of system justification: How complemen-
tary stereotypes help us to rationalize inequality. Advances
in Experimental Social Psychology, 39, 305–358. http://dx.
doi.org/10.1016/S0065-2601(06)39006-5

Kervyn, N., Yzerbyt, V., & Judd, C. M. (2010). Compensation
between warmth and competence: Antecedents and con-
sequences of a negative relation between the two funda-
mental dimensions of social perception. European Review
of Social Psychology, 21, 155–187. http://dx.doi.org/
10.1080/13546805.2010.517997

Kouzakova, M., Ellemers, N., Harinck, F., & Scheepers, D.
(2012). The implications of value conflict: How

R. van der Lee et al.Responses to prospective group members

European Journal of Social Psychology 47 (2017) 748–762 Copyright © 2017 John Wiley & Sons, Ltd.760

http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.78.5.906
http://dx.doi.org/10.1037//0022-3514.83.6.1423
http://dx.doi.org/10.1037//0022-3514.83.6.1423
http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/0033-2909.127.4.520
http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/0033-2909.127.4.520
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/S0065-2601(08)60235-X
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/S0065-2601(08)60235-X
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.jesp.2013.04.005
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.jesp.2013.04.005
http://dx.doi.org/10.1002/1099-0992(200011/12)
http://dx.doi.org/10.1002/1099-0992(200011/12)
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/j.1469-8986.2012.01456.x
http://dx.doi.org/10.1177/1088868312453086
http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/10463283.2013.841490
http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/a0012628
http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.82.6.878
http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/a0027504
http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/a0034726
http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/a0034726
http://dx.doi.org/10.1177/1948550616655359
http://dx.doi.org/10.1177/1948550616655359
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/j.1751-9004.2007.00066.x
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/j.1751-9004.2007.00066.x
http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.89.6.899
http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.89.6.899
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/S0065-2601(06)39006-5
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/S0065-2601(06)39006-5
http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/13546805.2010.517997
http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/13546805.2010.517997


disagreement on values affects self-involvement and
perceived common ground. Personality and Social Psychol-
ogy Bulletin, 38, 798–807. http://dx.doi.org/10.1177/
0146167211436320

Kouzakova, M., Harinck, F., Ellemers, N., & Scheepers, D.
(2014). At the heart of a conflict: Cardiovascular and self-
regulation responses to value vs. resource conflicts. Social
Psychological and Personality Science, 5, 35–42. http://dx.doi.
org/10.1177/1948550613486673

Landy, J. F., Piazza, J., & Goodwin, G. P. (2016). When it’s
bad to be friendly and smart: The desirability of sociabil-
ity and competence depends on morality. Personality and
Social Psychology Bulletin. http://dx.doi.org/10.1177/
0146167216655984

Leach, C. W., Bilali, R., & Pagliaro, S. (2013). Groups and
morality. APA Handbook of Personality and Social Psychology,
2, 123–149.

Leach, C. W., Ellemers, N., & Barreto, M. (2007). Group
virtue: The importance of morality (vs. competence and
sociability) in the positive evaluation of in-groups. Journal
of Personality and Social Psychology, 93, 234–249. http://dx.
doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.93.2.234

Levine, J. M., & Kerr, N. L. (2007). Inclusion and exclusion:
Implications for group processes. In A. E. Kruglanski, &
E. T. Higgins (Eds.), Social psychology: Handbook of basic
principles (2nd ed., pp. 759–784). New York, NY: Guilford
Press.

Levine, J. M., & Moreland, R. L. (1994). Group socialization:
Theory and research. European Review of Social Psychology, 5,
305–336. http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/14792779543000093

Marques, J. M., Abrams, D., Paez, D., &Martinez-Taboada, C.
(1998). The role of categorization and in-group norms in
judgments of group and their members. Journal of Personal-
ity and Social Psychology, 75, 976–988. http://dx.doi.org/
10.1037/0022-3514.75.4.976

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, 37–68. http://dx.doi.org/
10.1080/14792779543000011

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, 287–292.

Martijn, C., Spears, R., Van der Pligt, J., & Jakobs, E. (1992).
Negativity and positivity effects in person perception and
inference:Ability versusmorality.European Journal of Social
Psychology, 22, 453–463.

Mendes, W. B., Blascovich, J., Hunter, S. B., Lickel, B., &
Jost, J. T. (2007). Threatened by the unexpected: Physio-
logical responses during social interactions with
expectancy-violating partners. Journal of Personality and
Social Psychology, 92, 698–716. http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/
0022-3514.92.4.698

Mendes, W. B.,Major, B.,McCoy, S., & Blascovich, J. (2008).
How attributional ambiguity shapes physiological and
emotional responses to social rejection and acceptance.
Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 94, 278–291.
http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.94.2.278

Monin, B., & Miller, D. T. (2001). Moral credentials and the
expression of prejudice. Journal of Personality and Social
Psychology, 81, 33–43. http://dx.doi.org/10.1037//0022-
3514.8I.I.33

Monin, B., Sawyer, P. J., & Marquez, M. J. (2008). The rejec-
tion of moral rebels: Resenting those who do the right
thing. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 95,
76–93. http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.95.1.76

Moreland, R. L., & Levine, J. M. (1982). Socialization in
small-groups: Temporal changes in individual-group rela-
tions. In L. Berkowitz (Ed.), Advances in experimental social
psychology (pp. 137–192), 15. New York: Academic Press.

O’Connor, K., &Monin, B. (2016).When principled deviance
becomes moral threat: Testing alternative mechanisms for
the rejection of moral rebels. Group Processes and Intergroup
Relations., http://dx.doi.org/10.1177/1368430216638538

Pagliaro, S., Brambilla, M., Sacchi, S., D’Angelo, M., &
Ellemers, N. (2013). Initial impressions determine behav-
iours:Morality predicts thewillingness to help newcomers.
Journal of Business Ethics, 117, 37–44. http://dx.doi.org/
10.1007/s10551-012-1508-y

Pagliaro, S., Ellemers, N., & Barreto, M. (2011). Sharing
moral values: Anticipated ingroup respect as a determi-
nant of adherence to morality-based (but not
competence-based) group norms. Personality and Social
Psychology Bulletin, 37, 1117–1129. http://dx.doi.org/
10.1177/0146167211406906

Parks, C. D., & Stone, A. B. (2010). The desire to expel unself-
ish members from the group. Journal of Personality and
Social Psychology, 99, 303–310. http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/
a0018403

Pinto, I. R., Marques, J. M., Levine, J. M., & Abrams, D.
(2010). Membership status and subjective group dynam-
ics: Who triggers the black sheep effect? Journal of Personal-
ity and Social Psychology, 99, 107–119. http://dx.doi.org/
10.1037/a0018187

Preacher, K. J., & Hayes, A. F. (2004). SPSS and SAS proce-
dures for estimating indirect effects in simple mediation
models. Behavior Research Methods Instruments & Computers,
36, 717–731. http://dx.doi.org/10.3758/BF03206553

Rai, T. S., & Fiske, A. P. (2011). Moral psychology is relation-
ship regulation: Moral motives for unity, hierarchy, equal-
ity, and proportionality. Psychological Review, 118, 57–75.
http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/a0021867

Reeder, G. D., & Spores, J. M. (1983). The attribution of
morality. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 44,
736–745. http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.44.4.736

Russell, D. W. (2002). In search of underlying dimensions:
The use (and abuse) of factor analysis in personality and
social psychology bulletin. Personality and Social Psychology
Bulletin, 28, 1629–1646. http://dx.doi.org/10.1177/
014616702237645

Scheepers, D., de Wit, F., Ellemers, N., & Sassenberg, K.
(2012). Social power makes the heart work more effi-
ciently: Evidence fromcardiovascularmarkers of challenge
and threat. Journal of Experimental Social Psychology, 48,
371–374. http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.jesp.2011.06.014

Schmitt, M. T., Silvia, P. J., & Branscombe, N. R. (2000).
The intersection of self-evaluation maintenance and
social identity theories: Intragroup judgment in interper-
sonal and intergroup contexts. Personality and Social
Psychology Bulletin, 26, 1598–1608. http://dx.doi.org/
10.1177/01461672002612013

Sherwood, A., Allen, M. T., Fahrenberg, J., Kelsey, R. M.,
Lovallo, W. R., & van Dooren, L. J. P. (1990).
Methodological guidelines for impedance cardiography.

R. van der Lee et al. Responses to prospective group members

European Journal of Social Psychology 47 (2017) 748–762 Copyright © 2017 John Wiley & Sons, Ltd. 761

http://dx.doi.org/10.1177/0146167211436320
http://dx.doi.org/10.1177/0146167211436320
http://dx.doi.org/10.1177/1948550613486673
http://dx.doi.org/10.1177/1948550613486673
http://dx.doi.org/10.1177/0146167216655984
http://dx.doi.org/10.1177/0146167216655984
http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.93.2.234
http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.93.2.234
http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/14792779543000093
http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.75.4.976
http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.75.4.976
http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/14792779543000011
http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/14792779543000011
http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.92.4.698
http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.92.4.698
http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.94.2.278
http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.8I.I.33
http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.8I.I.33
http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.95.1.76
http://dx.doi.org/10.1177/1368430216638538
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s10551-012-1508-y
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s10551-012-1508-y
http://dx.doi.org/10.1177/0146167211406906
http://dx.doi.org/10.1177/0146167211406906
http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/a0018403
http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/a0018403
http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/a0018187
http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/a0018187
http://dx.doi.org/10.3758/BF03206553
http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/a0021867
http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.44.4.736
http://dx.doi.org/10.1177/014616702237645
http://dx.doi.org/10.1177/014616702237645
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.jesp.2011.06.014
http://dx.doi.org/10.1177/01461672002612013
http://dx.doi.org/10.1177/01461672002612013


Psychophysiology, 27, 1–23. http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/
j.1469-8986.1990.tb02171.x

Skitka, L. J. (2003). Of different minds: An accessible
identity model of justice reasoning. Personality and Social
Psychology Review, 7, 286–297. http://dx.doi.org/10.1207/
S15327957PSPR0704_02

Skowronski, J. J., & Carlston, D. E. (1987). Social judgment
and social memory: The role of cue diagnosticity in
negativity, positivity, and extremity biases. Journal of
Personality and Social Psychology, 52, 689–699. http://dx.
doi.org/10.1037//0022-3514.52.4.689

Tajfel, H., & Turner, J. C. (1979). An integrative theory of
intergroup conflict. In W. G. Austin, & S. Worchel (Eds.),
The social psychology of intergroup relations (pp. 33–47).
Monterey, CA: Brooks/Cole.

Van Prooijen, A.-M., & Ellemers, N. (2015). Does it pay to be
moral? How indicators of morality and competence

enhance organizational andwork team attractiveness.Brit-
ish Journal of Management, 26, 225–236. http://dx.doi.org/
10.1111/1467-8551.12055

Van Prooijen, A.-M., Ellemers, N., van der Lee., R. &
Scheepers, D. (2016). What seems attractive may not
alwaysworkwell: Evaluative and cardiovascular responses
to morality and competence levels in decision-making
teams. Group Processes and Intergroup Relations. http://dx.
doi.org/10.1177/1368430216653814

Williams, K. D., Forgas, J. P., & von Hippel, W. (Eds.) (2005).
The social outcast: Ostracism, social exclusion, rejection, and
bullying. New York: Psychology Press.

Yzerbyt, V. Y., Leyens, J.-P., & Bellour, F. (1995). The ingroup
overexclusion effect: Identity concerns in decisions about
group membership. European Journal of Social Psychology,
25, 1–16.

R. van der Lee et al.Responses to prospective group members

European Journal of Social Psychology 47 (2017) 748–762 Copyright © 2017 John Wiley & Sons, Ltd.762

http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/j.1469-8986.1990.tb02171.x
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/j.1469-8986.1990.tb02171.x
http://dx.doi.org/10.1207/S15327957PSPR0704_02
http://dx.doi.org/10.1207/S15327957PSPR0704_02
http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.52.4.689
http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.52.4.689
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/1467-8551.12055
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/1467-8551.12055
http://dx.doi.org/10.1177/1368430216653814
http://dx.doi.org/10.1177/1368430216653814

