University of

"1l Kent Academic Repository

Pinto, Isabel, R., Marques, Jose M., Levine, John M. and Abrams, Dominic
(2016) Membership role and subjective group dynamics: Impact on evaluative
intragroup differentiation and commitment to prescriptive norms. Group
Processes and Intergroup Relations, 19 (5). pp. 570-590. ISSN 1368-4302.

Downloaded from
https://kar.kent.ac.uk/61201/ The University of Kent's Academic Repository KAR

The version of record is available from
https://doi.org/10.1177/1368430216638531

This document version
Publisher pdf

DOI for this version

Licence for this version
UNSPECIFIED

Additional information

Versions of research works

Versions of Record
If this version is the version of record, it is the same as the published version available on the publisher's web site.
Cite as the published version.

Author Accepted Manuscripts

If this document is identified as the Author Accepted Manuscript it is the version after peer review but before type
setting, copy editing or publisher branding. Cite as Surname, Initial. (Year) 'Title of article'. To be published in Title

of Journal , Volume and issue numbers [peer-reviewed accepted version]. Available at: DOI or URL (Accessed: date).

Enquiries

If you have questions about this document contact ResearchSupport@kent.ac.uk. Please include the URL of the record
in KAR. If you believe that your, or a third party's rights have been compromised through this document please see

our Take Down policy (available from https://www.kent.ac.uk/quides/kar-the-kent-academic-repository#policies).



https://kar.kent.ac.uk/61201/
https://doi.org/10.1177/1368430216638531
mailto:ResearchSupport@kent.ac.uk
https://www.kent.ac.uk/guides/kar-the-kent-academic-repository#policies
https://www.kent.ac.uk/guides/kar-the-kent-academic-repository#policies

G
Group Processes & | P
Intergroup Relations | 1

Article R

Group Processes & Intergroup Relations
2016, Vol. 19(5) 570-590

Membership role and subjective © The Author(s) 2016

. . Reprints and permissions:
gI’Oup dyIl amICS : Imp aCt Ol’l eValu athe sagcpub.co.uk/jEurna]sl’crriissions.nav
DOI: 10.1177/1368430216638531

intragroup differentiation and gpirsagepub.com
commitment to prescriptive norms* ®SAGE

Isabel R. Pinto,'? José M. Marques,'? John M. Levine,3
and Dominic Abrams*

Abstract

Two studies examined participants’ evaluations of ingroup or outgroup normative and deviant members
and changes in agreement with a prescriptive norm. In Experiment 1 (IN = 51), the normative target
was either a full or marginal ingroup or outgroup member, and the deviant was a full member. In
Experiment 2 (IN = 113), both targets were full or marginal members, or one was a full member and
the other was marginal. As predicted, maximal upgrading of normative members and downgrading of
deviant members, as well as endorsement of the norm, occurred when both targets were full ingroup
members. In contrast, the deviant was derogated least and the deviant’s position was endorsed most
when the deviant target was a full ingroup member and the normative target was a marginal ingroup
member. Evaluations of normative and deviant ingroup members mediated the effects of their role on
participants’ agreement with the norm.
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reviews, see Jetten & Hornsey, 2014; Levine &
Kerr, 2007; Marques & Paez, 1994). Of the vari-
ous frameworks used to explain reaction to devi-
ance, subjective group dynamics theory (SGDT)
has proven to be useful for explaining the func-
tions fulfilled by group members’ negative reac-
tions to deviants and the intragroup and
intergroup contexts that influence such reactions
(e.g., Abrams, Marques, Bown, & Henson, 2000;
Marques, Abrams, Paez, & Martinez-Taboada,
1998; Marques, Abrams, & Serddio, 2001; Pinto,
Marques, Levine, & Abrams, 2010; Pinto,
Marques, & Paez, 2015).

The basic premise of SGDT is that ingroup
members who oppose generic, prescriptive norms
(deviant members) threaten others’ positive social
identity, whereas members who uphold these
norms (normative members) bolster this identity
(Marques, Yzerbyt, & Leyens, 1988). Examples of
such norms include speaking respectfully to a reli-
gious leader, regardless of whether one is a mem-
ber of that person’ faith, or saluting an athlete
who performed well, regardless of whether one is
a member of that person’s team (cf. Marques
etal., 2001). Evidence shows that when both such
a norm and the actor’s ingroup membership are
salient, people evaluate normative ingroup mem-
bers more favorably and deviant ingroup mem-
bers more unfavorably than normative and
deviant outgroup members holding the same
positions. This phenomenon, called the black
sheep effect (BSE; Marques et al., 1988), occurs
because people seeking a positive social identity
are more motivated to differentiate between
ingroup members who support versus refute a
prescriptive norm than between outgroup mem-
bers taking the same positions (Marques & Paez,
1994). The BSE is well established across a variety
of intergroup and intragroup contexts (e.g,
Abrams, Palmer, Rutland, Cameron, & van de
Vyver, 2013; Begue, 2001; Castano, Paladino,
Coull, & Yzerbyt, 2002; Coull, Yzerbyt, Castano,
Paladino, & Leemans, 2001; Doosje, 2003; Frings,
Abrams, Randsley de Moura, & Marques, 2010;
Shin, 1999).

Recently, Pinto et al. (2010) used Levine and
Moreland’s group socialization model (Levine &

Moreland, 1994; Levine, Moreland, & Hausmann,
2005; Moreland & Levine, 1982) to derive a novel
set of hypotheses regarding conditions under
which the BSE would and would not occur.
According to the group socialization model, the
roles that members occupy in a group are a func-
tion of the length and quality of their relation-
ship to it. The most central role, full member, is
occupied by people who have completed the
socialization phase of group membership and
hence are responsible for carrying out the group’s
most important tasks. By virtue of their tenure in
the group and contributions to it, full members
have more power and status than do members
occupying other roles. One such role is that of
marginal member, which is occupied by people who
once had full member status but have since lost it,
for example because they no longer feel strong
commitment to the group. According to the
group socialization model, full members are per-
ceived as adhering to and reinforcing the group’s
normative position more than do other members.
Therefore, they are especially capable of con-
firming or disconfirming this norm (Levine &
Moreland, 1994).

This analysis suggests that whether normative
and deviant ingroup members occupy full or
marginal roles should be critical to their impact
on social identity, which in turn should affect the
evaluations they receive. In support of this idea,
Pinto et al. (2010, Experiments 1-3) found the
BSE when normative and deviant members were
full members of the group, but not when they
were either new or marginal members (for other
work on reactions to highly representative group
members, see Abrams, Randsley de Moura,
Marques, & Hutchison, 2008; Jetten, Hornsey,
Spears, Haslam, & Cowell, 2010; Levine &
Moreland, 2002; McGarty, Turner, Oakes, &
Haslam, 1993).

A potentially important constraint on the gen-
eralizability of Pinto et al’s (2010) findings, as
well as of BSE research in general, is the fact that
they only studied cases in which both deviant and
normative members occupied the sae role in the
group. For this reason, this research does not
answer the question of whether the BSE depends
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on both the normative and deviant targets or only
one of these targets having full member status.
Thus, a major goal of the present studies was to
compare the impact of the copresence of norma-
tive and deviant members playing the saze roles in
the group with those playing dijfferent roles.

The present studies extended Pinto et al’s
(2010) work in another important way, namely by
considering participants’ opinion change toward
or away from the group’s modal position as well
as their evaluation of the normative and deviant
targets. The possibility of deviant-induced opin-
ion change was identified many years ago in
Festinger’s (1950) classic analysis of reaction to
opinion deviance and received attention in stud-
ies stimulated by this perspective (e.g, Levine,
Saxe, & Harris, 1976; Levine, Sroka, & Snyder,
1977) as well as those stimulated by Moscovici’s
(1976, 1980) analysis of minority influence (for a
review, see Levine & Tindale, 2014). However,
deviant-induced opinion change has not been
assessed in prior research on the BSE.

Effects of Balance Between
Normative and Deviant Ingroup
Members’ Roles

Prior BSE research does not account for the fact
that intragroup conflict can occur in contexts in
which normative and deviant members occupy
different roles as well as the same role in the
group. By simultaneously comparing the impact
of the copresence of normative and deviant
members playing the same roles with those playing
different roles, we aim to extend prior work on the
BSE in an important new direction. More specifi-
cally, we aim to investigate how the balance of the
normative and deviant ingroup members’ roles
affects both participants’ evaluations of the nor-
mative and deviant targets and their opinion
change toward or away from the group’s modal
position.

We propose that ingroup members’ under-
mining or reinforcing potential should depend on
the balance between their role and the roles of
other members who either agree or disagree with
the group norm. That is, evaluations of deviant

and normative members and agreement/disa-
greement with deviant and normative opinions
should be jointly determined by the target mem-
bers’ group affiliation (i.e., whether they belong
to the ingroup or outgroup) and by the balance
between the roles that the deviant and normative
members occupy (e.g., full vs. marginal member).

To clarify these ideas, consider the four role
balance variations that could occur when perceiv-
ers observe two ingroup members, one who disa-
grees with the group’ position (deviant) and the
other who agrees with this position (normative).
In one variation, the deviant and normative are
both full members of the group. Here, because
challenge to the ingroup’s normative position is
espoused by a full member, it poses a real threat to
that position. However, the fact that another full
member espouses the normative position pro-
vides assurance about its validity. Therefore, the
challenge to the normative position by the deviant
full member should increase participants’ motiva-
tion to defend that position. As a result, partici-
pants should derogate the deviant, upgrade the
normative member, and shift their own opinion
further toward the normative position (i.e., rein-
force their allegiance to the prescriptive norm).

In the second variation, the deviant is a full
member while the normative is a marginal mem-
ber. Here, the available confirmation of the not-
mative position does not provide convincing
evidence for its validity, and the deviant member
should undermine certainty about the normative
position and increase the perceived validity of the
deviant position (cf. Randsley de Moura, Abrams,
Marques, & Hutchison, 2010). As a result, partici-
pants should upgrade the deviant ingroup mem-
ber, derogate the normative ingroup member, and
shift their opinion toward the deviant position.

In the third and fourth variations, the deviant
is a marginal member while the normative mem-
ber is either a full or a marginal member. In both
cases, and particularly in the former, deviance
should pose little threat to the ingroup’s norma-
tive position. As a result, participants should have
relatively mild evaluative reactions to both
ingroup members and show little opinion shift
toward or away from the ingroup’s position.
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In summary, we propose that participants’
evaluations of deviant and normative ingroup
members and their movement toward or away
from the ingroups normative position will
depend on the balance between the membership
roles (full or marginal) that these members
occupy. Moreover, we propose that participants’
evaluations will influence the amount and direc-
tion of their opinion shift, such that stronger
derogation of the deviant relative to the norma-
tive ingroup member will produce stronger agree-
ment with the norm. Therefore, we expect that
differential evaluations of deviant and normative
ingroup targets will mediate the effect of role
(full vs. marginal) and position (normative vs.
deviant) on opinion shift. By contrast, outgroup
members’ positions are less relevant for partici-
pants’ social identity. As a result, outgroup mem-
bers’ statuses will have little effect either on how
participants evaluate them or on participants’
level of agreement with the prescriptive norm.

To address these questions, we conducted two
experiments. The first manipulated the role of
the normative member (full vs. marginal) while
holding constant the role of the deviant member
(full). The second experiment manipulated the
roles of both the normative member (full vs.
marginal) and deviant member (full vs. marginal).
In both experiments, we also manipulated the
group memberships of the two targets (ingroup
vs. outgroup).

Experiment 1

Our goal in Experiment 1 was to examine the effect
of varying the role of the normative member (full
vs. marginal) when the deviant was a full member.
In addition, we manipulated the group member-
ships of the two targets (ingroup or outgroup) to
provide a test of the BSE in these two situations.
Participants indicated how much they agreed or
disagreed with the normative and the deviant opin-
ions before they received information about tar-
gets’ roles and positions, then evaluated the targets,
and finally gave their own opinions again.!

(2010), we
expected evaluations of the normative target to

Consistent with Pinto et al

be most favorable and evaluations of the deviant
target to be least favorable when both the deviant
and normative targets were ingroup full members
than in all other (ingroup and outgroup) condi-
tions. We also expected most shift toward the
ingroup’s normative position in this condition
and most shift away from this position when the
deviant target was an ingroup full member and
the normative target was an ingroup marginal
member than in the remaining conditions. Finally,
we predicted that differential evaluations of nor-
mative and deviant targets would mediate the
joint impact of membership role (full or mar-
ginal) and group membership (ingroup or out-
group) on opinion shift toward or away from the
normative position.

Method

Participants and design. Participants were 51 (43
female and eight male) university students attend-
ing two different Portuguese universities. Sex,
university membership, and age were similarly
distributed across experimental conditions.?

We used a 2 (targets’ group: Ingroup vs.
Outgroup) x 2 (normative target’s role: Full
Member vs. Marginal Member) x 2 (target’s opin-
ion: Normative vs. Deviant) mixed design, in
which targets’ group and normative target’s role
were between-participants factors, and target’s
opinion was a within-participants factor.?

Procedure. 1n the first of two sessions, we informed
participants that they were taking part in an inter-
university program designed to help students
“reach a consensus concerning their views about
recent changes in the university systems in the
European Union (the ‘Bologna Process’) and the
various consequences of these changes” We
asked participants to indicate how much they
agreed or disagreed with two statements repre-
senting, respectively, a normative and a deviant
opinion about the Bologna Process. In the second
session (1 week later), we informed participants
that student representatives of their university and
of a neighboring university would soon meet to
discuss students’ goals and strategies regarding the
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Bologna Process. Allegedly, participants’ task was
to help choose, from a pool of students of their
own (or the other) university (“for the sake of
objectivity”), those who would represent them in
the forthcoming debates. Following the procedure
employed by Pinto et al. (2010), participants were
given information about two (fictitious) students
“chosen at random from the pool obtained in the
first session.” This information concerned their
university affiliation, the length of their enroll-
ment, how much they felt integrated into and
enjoyed being students of that university, and the
opinion (normative or deviant) they agreed with
the most. This procedure allowed us to manipu-
late three independent variables.

Target’s opinion manipulation. Information indi-
cated that one target advocated the normative
opinion (normative target), whereas the other
advocated the deviant opinion (deviant target).
The normative opinion was “University students
should coalesce in order to be able to negoti-
ate their best options regarding the Bologna
Process.” The deviant opinion was “University
students are too immature to participate in deci-
sion-making, and should abide by the authorities’
decisions regarding the Bologna Process.” These
opinions corresponded, respectively, to a gener-
ally accepted and a generally rejected opinion
among students at the time we conducted the
study (cf. Pinto et al., 2010).

Targets” group and normative target’s role manipu-
lations. 'The two target students were presented
as belonging either to the participant’s univer-
sity (ingroup) or the other university (outgroup).
Additional information indicated that the target
students either had been enrolled in the univer-
sity for 3 years, felt integrated into it, identified
with it, and wished to remain in it (full mem-
ber) or had been enrolled in the university for
3 years, but did not feel integrated into it, did
not identify with it, and wanted to leave it (mar-
ginal member). The deviant target was always
presented as a full member, and the normative
target was presented either as a full member or a
marginal member.

Measures and manipulation checks

Ingroup identification. In the first session, partici-
pants answered three questions designed to assess
their identification with their university: “How
much do you feel you are a student of your univer-
sity?”’; “How much do you consider yourself to be
similar to the other students of your university?”;
“How much do you identify yourself with the
other students of your university?” (1 = not at all, 7
= very much s0). We averaged participants’ responses
to these questions to create an ingroup identifica-
tion score (Cronbach’s « = .83). This measure was
included to determine if ingroup identification
was equivalent across experimental conditions and
to assess the overall level of identification.

Agreement with the normative and deviant opin-
Zons. In the first session, before any experimental
manipulations, participants indicated how much
they agreed with eight statements ostensibly
designed “to measure the opinions of the student
population about the Bologna Process.” Six state-
ments were fillers aimed to increase the credibility
of the procedure. The remaining two statements
corresponded to the normative and the deviant
opinions (1 = I totally disagree; 7 = I totally agree).

Evalnations of targets. In the second session,
participants evaluated each target on seven bipo-
lar scales. Endpoints were selfish, bad friend, ill-man-
nered, senseless, dull, envious, and disloyal (= 1), and
altruistic, good friend, considerate, sensible, interesting,
generous, and Joyal (= 7). For each participant, we
averaged the evaluations of each target on these
scales to create a normative target score and a
deviant target score (Cronbach’ o« = .95 and .91,
respectively). For several analyses, we employed
an evaluative differentiation score, computed as
the difference between the evaluations of the
normative and deviant targets.

Opinion change. After evaluating the targets,
participants were again asked to state their agree-
ment with the normative and deviant opinions
(1 = I totally disagree; 7 = I totally agree) and filler
statements. We reversed the response scale for
the deviant opinion and computed a normative



Pinto et al.

575

opinion change and a deviant opinion change
score for each participant. Positive norma-
tive (deviant) opinion change scores reflected
increased agreement with the normative (devi-
ant) position from the first to the second session.
We then computed an opinion change score by
subtracting the deviant opinion change score
from the normative opinion change score, such
that positive values indicate increased agreement
with the normative opinion (and disagreement
with the deviant opinion) and negative values
indicate increased agreement with the deviant
opinion (and disagreement with the normative
opinion).

Manipulation checks. We assessed the accuracy
of participants’ recall of the targets’ member-
ship group (“Which university do student A and
student B attend?”) and role (“Does student
A[B] feel well integrated in the university?”;
“Is student A[B] motivated to participate in the
discussion program?”). All participants whose
responses were considered (cf. Participants sec-
tion) perceived the target’s membership group
and targets’s role as intended.

Results and Discussion

Ingroup identification. A Targets’ Group x Norma-
tive Target’s Role ANOVA computed on the
ingroup identification scores showed no signifi-
cant differences in ingroup identification across
experimental conditions, all Fs < 1. Furthermore,
a one-sample 7 test comparing the mean ingroup
identification score of all participants to the mid-
point of the response scale (4) indicated that par-
ticipants significantly identified with their ingroup
university (M = 5.08, SD = 1.08), #50) = 7.10,
p <.001, 95% CI [0.77, 1.38].

Prior agreement with the normative and deviant opin-
ions. We conducted a Targets’ Group x Norma-
tive Target’s Role x Opinion (agreement with
normative opinion, agreement with deviant
opinion) repeated-measures ANOVA on partici-
pants’ agreement with the normative and deviant
opinions in the first session. We found only a

significant effect of opinion, F(1, 47) = 276.68, p
<.001, n,? = .855. Participants agreed more with
the normative (M = 6.24, SD = 0.84) than with
the deviant (M = 2.29, §D = 1.59) opinion. Thus,
prior to the manipulation of the normative tar-
get’s role, participants did not differ across con-
ditions in their agreement with the normative
and deviant statements.

Evalnations of targets. We conducted a Targets’
Group x Normative Target’s Role x Target’s
Opinion repeated-measures ANOVA on target
evaluation scores. Directly relevant to our predic-
tions, we found a significant Targets’ Group x
Normative Target’s Role x Target’s Opinion
interaction, F(1,47) = 15.45,p <.001, 0> = .247.4

We decomposed the three-way interaction
according to normative target’s role (see Table
1). In line with our hypothesis, we found a sig-
nificant Targets’ Group x Target’s Opinion
interaction when the normative target was a full
member, F(1, 48) = 14.95, p <.001, npz = .238,
but not when the normative target was a mar-
ginal member, F(1, 48) < 1. As expected, in the
former condition, participants evaluated the
normative ingroup target more favorably than
the normative outgroup target, F(1, 48) = 6.00,
p = .018, npz = .112, and the deviant ingroup
target more unfavorably than the deviant out-
group target, F(1, 48) = 20.58, p < .001, 0> =
.300.

Additionally, we conducted separate contrast
analyses on the normative and deviant target
scores. For the normative target score, we
assigned the values of +3 to the condition in
which the normative target was an ingroup full
member and —1 to the other conditions. For the
deviant target score, we assigned the values of —3
to the condition in which the normative target
was an ingroup full member and +1 to each of
the remaining conditions. Both contrasts were
significant, #(47) = 7.91, p < .001, and #47) =
7.61, p < .001, respectively. As predicted, partici-
pants judged the normative target more favorably
and deviant target less favorably when those tar-
gets were ingroup full members compared to tar-
gets in all other conditions.
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Table 1. Evaluations of normative and deviant targets as a function of the normative target’s role and targets’

group (Experiment 1).

Targets’ group

Ingroup Outgroup
Normative full member 6.18 (0.48) 5.26 (0.56)
Deviant full member 2.48 (0.57) 3.93 (0.31)

#11) = 13.30%* #11) = 8.85%*
Normative marginal member 4.51 (0.50) 4.04 (0.59)
Deviant full member 4.15 (0.42) 4.10 (0.99)

#13) = 2.02¢ (12) <1

Note. 7 = favorable evaluation; 1 = unfavorable evaluation. Standard deviations are presented in brackets.

i < .10, *p = .001. **p < 001.

Table 2. Agreement with the normative opinion and agreement with the deviant opinion in the first and

second sessions across conditions (Experiment 1).

Session 1 Session 2
Ingroup Outgroup Ingroup Outgroup
Normative full member
Agreement with normative opinion 6.33 6.08 6.75 5.92
(0.65) 0.79) (0.45) (1.24)
Agreement with deviant opinion 2.00 2.42 1.08 2.58
(0.85) (2.02) (0.29) (1.17)
Normative marginal member
Agreement with normative opinion 6.36 6.15 5.29 5.08
(0.84) (1.07) (1.86) (1.94)
Agreement with deviant opinion 1.93 2.85 3.43 2.23
(1.07) (2.08) (1.56) (1.48)

Note. T =1 fully agree; 1 = 1 fully disagree. Standard deviations are presented in brackets.

Opinion change. We expected participants’ opinion
shift toward the normative position to be greatest
when the normative target was an ingroup full
member and smallest (or most negative) when
the normative target was an ingroup marginal
member compared to the remaining conditions.
A Targets’” Group x Normative Target’s Role
ANOVA on the opinion change scores yielded a
significant Targets’ Group x Normative Target’s
Role interaction, F{(1, 47) = 5.46, p = .024, 0> =
.104 (see Table 2).

To test our hypothesis, we compared the opin-
ion change score in each condition with the value
of 0 (no change). We found that (a) increased
agreement with the normative position was

significant only when the normative target was an
ingroup full member (M = 1.33, §D = 1.07), 11)
= 493, p < .001, 95% CI [0.65, 2.02] and (b)
decreased agreement with the normative position
was significant only when the normative target
was an ingroup marginal member (M = —2.57,
SD = 3.84), #(13) = —2.51, p = .026, 95% CI
[-4.79, —0.36]. Within the outgroup conditions,
we found no significant differences between the
opinion change scores and 0 (7 always < 1.71, us;
see Figure 1). These results support our opinion
change hypothesis.

Mediation model. We predicted that differential
evaluations of normative and deviant targets
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would mediate the joint impact of membership
role (full or marginal) and group membership
(ingroup or outgroup) on opinion shift toward or
away from the normative position. We first cre-
ated an evaluative differentiation score by subtracting
evaluation of the deviant member from evalua-
tion of the normative member (Abrams, Marques,
Bown, & Dougill, 2002; Abrams et al., 2000;
Marques et al.,, 1998). Evaluative differentiation
was significantly correlated with opinion change,
r = .489, p < .001, indicating the potential for
mediation involving these variables.

+34 D Ingroup condition

] . Outgroup condition

+1

No
= change

Opinion change score
[=}
|
t
1
1
1
1
1

24

-3
T T
Full member Marginal member

Normative target’s role

Figure 1. Opinion change as a function of targets’
group and normative target’s role (Experiment 1).

We then created a new independent variable,
labeled “normative conflict” to test our focal pre-
diction. The code values we assigned to this vari-
able reflect our predictions about the expected
evaluative differentiation between the normative
and deviant targets, and the associated opinion
change in each experimental condition.
Specifically, we predicted the strongest evaluative
differentiation and the strongest opinion shift
towards the normative position when both the
normative and deviant targets were ingroup full
members (normative conflict = 1). In contrast,
we expected the lowest evaluative differentiation
and strongest opinion shift towards the deviant
opinion when the normative target was ingroup
marginal and the deviant was ingroup full mem-
ber (normative conflict = —1). Finally, in both
outgroup conditions we expected moderate eval-
uative differentiation and no opinion change
(normative conflict = 0). Therefore, the former
two conditions should reflect respectively, the
strongest and the weakest prescriptive focus on
the ingroup normative position. Opinion change
and evaluative differentiation were the dependent
and mediator variables, respectively.

We tested mediation effects using PROCESS
analysis with 10,000 bootstrap samples (Hayes,
2013, Model 4; see Figure 2). The overall model
was significant, F(2, 48) = 9.25, p < .001, R? =
.28. The joint effect of normative conflict and
evaluative differentiation significantly predicted
opinion change (indirect effect: 4 = 0.85, SE =

Evaluative differentiation

Normative conflict

52%

Opinion change

(1.95%*%) 1.11

Figure 2. Mediation model predicting opinion change as a function of normative conflict through evaluative

differentiation (Experiment 1).
Note. 1 < 10, %p < 05. #*p < 01. #%%p < 001.
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0.47, 95% CI [0.12, 1.98]). Moreover, the effect
of normative conflict on opinion change became
nonsignificant when we entered evaluative differ-
entiation in the equation (4= 1.11, SE = 0.69, =
1.61, p = .115, 95% CI [-0.28, 2.50], indicating
that evaluative differentiation fully mediated the
association between normative conflict and opin-
ion change.

Our mediation test was based both on theo-
retical and temporal considerations (given that
opinion change was measured after evaluations).
However, given that other research suggests that
opinion change might precede evaluations of
group members in some instances (cf. Frings &
Abrams, 2010), we tested a treverse mediation
model that treated opinion change as a mediator
of differential evaluation. The model was also sig-
nificant, F(2, 48) = 24.88, p < .001, R? = .51. The
joint effect of normative conflict and opinion
change significantly predicted evaluative differen-
tiation (indirect effect: 4 = 0.23, SE = 0.10, 95%
CI [0.06, 0.48]). Importantly, however, the effect
of normative conflict on evaluative differentiation
remained significant when we entered opinion
change in the equation (4 = 1.39, SE = 0.27, =
5.13, p <.001, 95% CI [0.84, 1.93]), indicating that
opinion change only partially mediated the asso-
ciation between normative conflict and evaluative
differentiation. To summarize, taken together, the
two mediation analyses provided relatively strong
evidence that evaluative differentiation mediated
the effect of normative conflict on opinion
change and relatively weak evidence for the
reverse pattern of mediation.

Discussion

The results of this study support our predictions.
When participants were presented with a norma-
tive ingroup full member together with a deviant
ingroup full member, they upgraded the former
member and derogated the latter, and they
increased their agreement with the normative
position. This did not occur when targets were
outgroup members or when the normative target
was a marginal ingroup member and the deviant
target was an ingroup full member. In the latter

case, participants evaluated the deviant ingroup
target more favorably, and they decreased their
agreement with the normative position. We also
found support for the hypothesis that differential
evaluations of normative and deviant targets
would mediate the joint impact of membership
role (full or marginal) and group membership
(ingroup or outgroup) on opinion shift toward or
away from the normative position.® Our tesults
thus support the idea that the joint enhancement
of the normative member and derogation of the
deviant member influence participants’ commit-
ment to the ingroup normative position.

These findings are consistent with the idea
that when people favor normative ingroup mem-
bers and derogate deviant ingroup members they
do so to sustain a valued normative position (e.g,,
Pinto et al., 2010). They suggest that substantial
evaluative differentiation only occurs when there
is strong support for the norm (from a full
ingroup member), which empowers others to
resist the threat represented by a full member
who is deviant. In contrast, in the presence of
weak normative ingroup support (from a mar-
ginal member), individuals decrease their alle-
giance to the normative position and shift toward
the opinion of the (deviant) full member.
Therefore, unlike normative marginal members,
normative full members can counteract the nega-
tive effects of other full members’ deviant opin-
ions on the subjective validity of the ingroup’s
normative position. Consistent with this interpre-
tation, only when observing a normative ingroup
full member did participants’ evaluative differen-
tiation between the normative and the deviant
ingroup targets predict their subsequent (greater)
endorsement of the normative position. These
results are in line with SGDT’s assumption that
evaluations of normative and deviant ingroup
(full) members reflect individuals’ motivation to
uphold the normative position that sustains their
social identity.

The findings also partially help disambiguate
the interpretation of Pinto et al’s (2010) results.
Specifically, whereas Pinto et al. (2010) showed
that joint full membership was sufficient for the
BSE, their research did not demonstrate that it is
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necessary. The present study showed that, in the
presence of a deviant full member, the normative
target must also be a full member in order for the
BSE to occur. However, the question remains
whether, in the presence of a normative full
member, the deviant target must also be a full
Besides this question,
Experiment 2 also replicated Experiment 1. Such

member. addressing
a replication is particulatly desirable given that
the power of the statistical analyses in Experiment
1 was compromised by the relatively small cell
sizes in this study.

Experiment 2

Earlier we differentiated four situations involving
two ingroup members, one who disagrees with
the group’s position (deviant member) and one
who agrees (normative member). Experiment 1
investigated situations in which the deviant is a
full member and the normative member is either
a full or marginal member. Experiment 2 repli-
cates these two situations and adds two more in
which the deviant member is a marginal member
and the normative member is either a full or mar-
ginal member. This design allows us to compare
all four combinations of normative and deviant
target members’ roles (full vs. marginal) when tar-
gets are either members of an ingroup or an out-
group. In addition, it allows us to test alternative
interpretations of our findings in Experiment 1.
One alternative interpretation is that more
extreme differential evaluation and opinion
change occurred when both targets were full
members not because they both occupied this
particular role but simply because they both occu-
pied the same role. This interpretation, which is
contrary to our theory, implies that there should
also be extreme judgments and increased agree-
ment with the normative position when the two
ingroup targets are both marginal members.
Another alternative interpretation, which is
also contrary to our theory, is that opinion shift
depended exclusively on the role held by the nor-
mative ingroup target rather than on the balance
between the threat posed by the deviant member
and the support provided by the normative

member. This interpretation implies that, regard-
less of the deviant member’s role, opinion shift
toward the normative position would increase in
the presence of a normative ingroup full mem-
ber and remain unchanged or decrease in the
presence of a normative ingroup marginal
membet.

To recapitulate our eatlier argument, we
assume that participants’ evaluations of deviant
ingroup members and subsequent opinion
change are based on the degree to which these
members threaten the ingroup normative posi-
tion and on the strength of normative support
provided by other members. We assume that
such threat is much stronger when deviants are
ingroup full members than when they are
ingroup marginal members. Conversely, norma-
tive support is stronger when provided by an
ingroup full member than by an ingroup mar-
ginal member. Therefore, consistent with the
results of Experiment 1, we expected that the
role of the normative ingroup target (full or mar-
ginal) should strongly affect evaluations of both
the normative and the deviant ingroup targets.
Differential evaluations of normative and devi-
ant targets, in addition, should mediate the joint
impact of membership role (full or marginal)
and group membership (ingroup or outgroup)
on opinion shift toward or away from the nor-
mative position.

In the two conditions of the present study in
which the deviant is a full member, we expected to
replicate the pattern obtained in Experiment 1. In
contrast, in the two new conditions in which the
deviant is a marginal member, we expected a differ-
ent pattern of results. In these latter conditions, the
deviant should not threaten the normative position,
regardless of whether the normative member is full
or marginal. Therefore, when the deviant is a mar-
ginal member, we did not expect polatized evalua-
tions of the two targets or substantial change in
participants’ position toward or away from the
group norm. As a corollary to this hypothesis, we
expected the deviant ingroup full member to be
judged less unfavorably than all other deviant tar-
gets when accompanied by a normative ingroup
This is when

marginal member. because
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the accompanying normative ingroup member is
marginal, the full membership of the deviant makes
it harder to derogate the deviant without also
implicitly derogating the ingroup.

As regards participants’ change in agreement
with the normative position, consistent with
Experiment 1, we expected (a) a stronger shift
towards the normative opinion when both nor-
mative and deviant ingroup targets are full mem-
bers than in all other conditions and (b) a stronger
shift towards the deviant opinion when the nor-
mative ingroup target is a marginal member and
the deviant ingroup target is a full member than
in all other conditions. Because outgroup mem-
bers’ roles and opinions should be largely irrele-
vant, this should not occur when the deviant and
normative members belong to the outgroup.
Thus, in line with Experiment 1 and our theory,
we again expected that differential evaluations of
normative and deviant targets should mediate the
joint impact of membership role (full or mar-
ginal) and group membership (ingroup or out-
group) on opinion shift toward or away from the
normative position.

Method

Participants and design. Participants were 26 male
and 87 female students (IN = 113) recruited in the
campus of two Portuguese universities. Sex, uni-
versity membership, and age were equally distrib-
uted across experimental conditions.” A 2 (targets’
group: Ingroup vs. Outgroup) x 2 (deviant tar-
get’s role: Full Member vs. Marginal Member) x 2
(normative target’s role: Full Member vs. Mar-
ginal Member) x 2 (target’s opinion: Normative
vs. Deviant) mixed design was used. Targets’
group, deviant target’s role, and normative tar-
get’s role were between-participants factors; tar-
get’s opinion was a within-participants factor.

Procedure. 'The procedure was the same as that
used in Experiment 1. As before, we collapsed the
items measuring identification with the ingroup
university to create an ingroup identification score
(Cronbach’s o = .74). Moreover, we computed a
normative target and a deviant target score from

the items used to evaluate each of these targets
(Cronbach’s alphas, respectively, were .89 and .83).
Finally, we computed an opinion change score.

Results and Discussion

Ingroup identification. A Targets’ Group x Deviant
Target’s Role x Normative Target’s Role ANOVA
on the ingroup identification score yielded no sig-
nificant effects, F(1, 105) always < 2.41, us. Par-
ticipants identified with their group equally across
experimental conditions, and they identified with
their ingroup university as shown by the signifi-
cant difference between their mean ingroup iden-
tification score and the midpoint of the response
scale, M = 4.64, SD = 0.88; #112) = 7.78,
» <.001, 95% CI [0.48, 0.80].

Prior agreement with the normative and deviant opin-
ions. We conducted a Targets’ Group x Deviant
Target’s Role x Normative Target’s Role x Opin-
ion (agreement with normative opinion, agree-
ment with deviant opinion) repeated-measures
ANOVA on participants’ agreement with the
normative and the deviant opinions in the first
session of the study. We obtained only a signifi-
cant effect of opinion, F(1, 105) = 1152.05,
p < .001, > = .916. Participants agreed more
with the normative (M = 6.35; §D = 0.76) than
with the deviant (M = 2.01; SD = 0.94) opinion.
Thus, prior to the manipulation of members’
roles, participants did not differ across condi-
tions in their agreement with the normative and
deviant opinions.

Evaluations of target members. We conducted a Tar-
gets’ Group x Deviant Target’s Role x Normative
Target’s Role x Target’s Opinion repeated-meas-
ures ANOVA on the normative target and devi-
ant target scores. Directly relevant to our
predictions, we found a significant effect of Tar-
gets’ Group x Deviant Target’s Role x Normative
Target’s Role x Target’s Opinion, F(1, 105) =
10.57, p = .002, 0,2 = .091.8

We decomposed the four-way interaction
according to deviant target’s role. We found the
expected significant Targets” Group x Normative
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Table 3. Evaluations of normative and deviant targets as a function of the deviant target’s role, normative
target’s role and targets’ group (Experiment 2).
Targets’ group
Ingroup Outgroup

Normative full member 6.08 (0.63) 5.27 (0.74),
Deviant full member 2.93 (0.84) 3.83 (0.55)

#(15) = 9.78** #14) = 7.21%*
Normative marginal member 4.17 (0.65) 4.10 (0.51),
Deviant full member 4.41 (0.72) 4.10 (0.60)

(13) <1 (12) <1
Normative full member 5.60 (0.506) 5.63 (0.58)
Deviant matginal member 3.65 (0.64) 3.56 (0.53)

#(13) = 8.78** #12) = 10.99**
Normative marginal member 4.45 (0.69) 4.55 (0.57)
Deviant marginal member 3.46 (0.65) 3.72 (0.62)

#(13) = 4.77%* #(13) = 4.21*

Note. 7 = favorable evaluation; 1 = unfavorable evaluation. Standard deviations are presented in brackets.

=001, ¥ < .001.

Target’s Role x Target’s Opinion interaction only
in the two deviant full member conditions, F(1,
110) = 10.00, p = .002, n,? = .083 (in the two
deviant marginal member conditions: F(1, 110 <
1). Therefore, in the deviant full member condi-
tions, we decomposed the Targets’ Group x
Target’s Opinion within the conditions defined
by the normative target’s role factor. Results
yielded a significant Targets’ Group x Target’s
Opinion interaction only when both the norma-
tive and deviant targets were full members, F(1,
110) = 14.22, p < .001, n,* = .114. When the nor-
mative target was marginal member and the devi-
ant target was a full member, F(1, 110) < 1. As
predicted, we found a BSE in the former condi-
tion. The normative ingroup target was judged
more favorably than the normative outgroup tar-
get, F(1, 110) = 6.79, p = .010, n,* = .058, and the
deviant ingroup target was judged more unfa-
vorably than the deviant outgroup target, F(1,
110) = 12.45, p = .001, 0> = .101 (see Table 3).
We also decomposed the full interaction by
targets’ group. Results were significant within the
ingroup condition, but not within the outgroup
condition, respectively, F(1, 110) = 14.13, p <
001, 7,2 =114, and F(1, 110) < 1. In the ingroup
condition, we found a marginally significant

Deviant Target’s Role x Normative Target’s Role
interaction for normative target evaluations, F
(1,110)=3.22,p=.075, 7,2 = .028. Concomitantly,
the Deviant Target’s Role x Normative Target’s
Role interaction was significant for deviant target
evaluations F(1, 110) = 21.55, p < .001, .2 =
.164.

We expected that, when presented with
ingroup targets, participants (a) would judge the
normative target more favorably when both tar-
gets were full members than in all other condi-
tions and (b) would judge the deviant target more
unfavorably in that condition and less unfavora-
bly in the condition where the normative target
was a marginal member and the deviant target
was a full member than in the two conditions in
which the deviant target was a marginal member.
To test these predictions, we conducted contrast
analyses for the normative and deviant target
evaluation scores within the ingroup condition.
To examine normative target scores, we assigned
the values of +3 to the condition in which both
the normative and deviant targets were full mem-
bers and —1 to all the other conditions. To exam-
ine the deviant target scores, we conducted two
contrast analyses. The first analysis tested the
prediction that the deviant full member should



582

Group Processes & Intergronp Relations 19(5)

trigger the most negative evaluation in the pres-
ence of a normative full member. Therefore, we
assigned the value of —3 to the condition in
which both the normative and deviant targets
were full members and +1 to the remaining con-
ditions. The second analysis tested the prediction
that, when accompanied by the normative mar-
ginal ingroup member, the deviant ingroup full
member should be the least negatively evaluated
of all deviants. Therefore, we assigned the value
of +3 to the condition in which the normative
target was a marginal member and the deviant
target was a full member and —1 to the remaining
conditions. In support of our predictions, all
three contrasts were significant, £54) = 7.20, p <
001, #54) = 4.28, p < .001, and #54) = 4.76, p <
.001, respectively.

Opinion change. We predicted opinion change (a) in
the direction of the normative opinion when both
the normative and deviant targets were ingroup
full members and (b) in the direction of the devi-
ant opinion when the normative target was an
ingroup marginal member and the deviant target
was a full member. We first conducted a Targets’
Group x Deviant Target’s Role x Normative Tar-
get’s Role ANOVA on the opinion change score.
Directly relevant to our predictions, we found a
marginally significant Targets’ Group x Deviant
Target’s Role x Normative Target’s Role interac-
tion, F(1, 105) = 3.09, p = .082, 1> = .029 (see
Table 4).” We decomposed the interaction by tar-
gets’ group. As predicted, results were significant
within the ingroup conditions but not within the
outgroup conditions, respectively, F(1, 110) =
6.68, p = .011, n,? = .057, and F(1, 110) < 1.1°
Finally, we compared the opinion change
score in each condition to the value of 0 (no
change). In support of our hypothesis, when
both the normative and deviant targets were
ingroup full members, participants significantly
reinforced their adherence to the normative posi-
tion from the first to the second session of the
experiment, A15) = 2.80, p = .014, 95% CI [0.22,
1.65]. Concomitantly, when the normative target
was an ingroup marginal member and the deviant
was a full member, participants significantly

shifted toward the deviant position between the
two sessions, A13) = —3.51, p = .004, 95% CI
[-3.112, —0.74]. No significant changes occurred
in the remaining conditions, # always < 1.70, zs
(see Table 4 and Figure 3). Together, these results
support our opinion change hypothesis.

Mediation model. We predicted that normative and
deviant member’s role should affect opinion
change through evaluative differentiation espe-
cially when both the normative and deviant tar-
gets were ingroup full members (predicting strong
evaluative differentiation and increased support
for the normative opinion) and when the norma-
tive target was an ingroup marginal member and
the deviant target was a full member (predicting
weaker evaluative differentiation and increased
support for the deviant opinion). Thus, we coded
the normative conflict variable (which was calcu-
lated as in Experiment 1) based on this prediction.
We assigned the value of +1 to the condition in
which both targets were ingroup full members
(where we expected stronger evaluative differen-
tiation and stronger shift towards the normative
opinion than in all the other conditions); the value
of 0 to the conditions in which (a) the normative
target was an ingroup full member and the deviant
target was a marginal member, (b) both the nor-
mative and deviant targets were ingroup marginal
members, and (c) all outgroup conditions (where
we expected moderate evaluative differentiation
and did not expect any opinion change); and the
value of —1 to the condition in which the norma-
tive target was an ingroup marginal member and
the deviant target was a full member (where we
expected weaker evaluative differentiation and
stronger shift towards the deviant opinion than in
all other conditions).

We conducted a mediation analysis, in which
normative conflict was the independent variable,
evaluative differentiation was the mediator, and
opinion change was the dependent variable.
Evaluative differentiation and opinion change
were significantly related, providing a basis for
testing mediation (r = .394, p < .001), for which
we used PROCESS Model 4 with 10,000 boot-
strap samples (Hayes, 2013). The overall model
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Table 4. Agreement with the normative opinion and agreement with the deviant opinion in the first and
second sessions across conditions (Experiment 2).
Session 1 Session 2
Ingroup Outgroup Ingroup Outgroup

Normative full member—Deviant full member

Agreement with normative opinion 6.44 (0.63) 6.53 (0.64) 6.94 (0.25) 6.20 (1.21)

Agreement with deviant opinion 2.19 (1.42) 1.87 (0.74) 1.75 (1.13) 2.07 (1.22)
Normative marginal member—Deviant full member

Agreement with normative opinion 6.43 (0.76) 6.38 (0.87) 5.36 (1.50) 5.54 (1.13)

Agreement with deviant opinion 1.71 (0.91) 1.92 (0.95) 2.57 (1.60) 2.00 (0.82)
Normative full member—Deviant marginal member

Agreement with normative opinion 6.14 (0.77) 6.31 (0.80) 6.00 (1.30) 6.23 (0.83)

Agreement with deviant opinion 2.21 (0.70) 1.85 (0.80) 2.00 (1.34) 1.62 (0.96)
Normative marginal member—Deviant marginal member

Agreement with normative opinion 6.43 (0.76) 6.14 (0.80) 5.86 (1.17) 5.86 (0.95)

Agreement with deviant opinion 2.00 (0.78) 2.29 (0.99) 1.71 (0.61) 2.00 (1.11)

Note. 7 =1 fully agree; 1 = I fully disagree. Standard deviations presented in brackets.

was significant, F(2, 110) = 10.42, p < .001, R? =
40. In line with our predictions, the joint effect
of normative conflict and evaluative differentia-
tion significantly predicted opinion change (indi-
rect effect: 4 = 0.58, SE = 0.24, 95% CI [0.14,
1.10]). Moreover, the initial effect of normative
conflict on opinion change (b = 1.42, SE = 0.32,
= 4.43, p < .001) was significantly reduced by
the inclusion of evaluative differentiation in the
equation (b = 0.84, SE = 0.41, = 2.05, p = .042,
95% CI [0.03, 1.65]; see Figure 4), indicating that
evaluative differentiation partially mediated the
association between normative conflict and opin-
ion change.

We also tested the reverse mediation model.
This model was also significant, F(2, 110) =
41.82, p <.001, R? = .41. Interestingly, hete opin-
ion change operated as a partial suppressor of the
impact of normative conflict on evaluative dif-
ferentiation. That is, the effect of normative
conflict on evaluative differentiation (b = 1.42,
SE = 032, + = 443, p < .001) significantly
increased when we included opinion change in
the equation (direct effect: 4 = 1.52, SE = 0.21, ¢
= 7.32, p < .001, 95% CI [1.11, 1.94]; indirect
effect: = 0.18, SE = 0.09, 95% CI [0.05, 0.40]).

Thus, the reverse mediation analysis is consistent

with our hypothesis that evaluative differentia-
tion mediated opinion change rather than vice
versa. Indeed, in this case, on the contrary, opin-
ion change suppressed rather than mediated the
direct effect of normative conflict on evaluative
differentiation.

Discussion

In Experiment 2, we further disambiguated the
interpretation of Pinto et al. (2010) by demon-
strating that, in order for the BSE to occur: (a) in
the presence of a deviant full member, the nor-
mative target must also be a full member; and (b)
in the presence of a normative full member, the
deviant target must also be a full member.
Therefore, the simultaneous presence of a full
normative and a full deviant member is both nec-
essary and sufficient to produce the BSE. In line
with our predictions, we also found that norma-
tive and deviant member’s role affected opinion
change through evaluative differentiation and
that this occurred especially when both the nor-
mative and deviant targets were ingroup full
members and when the normative target was an
ingroup marginal member and the deviant target
was a full member.
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Figure 3. Opinion change as a function of targets’ group, deviant target’s role, and normative target’s role

(Experiment 2).
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Opinion change

Figure 4. Mediation model predicting opinion change as a function of normative conflict through evaluative

differentiation (Experiment 2).
Note. *p < .05. % < .01, #%p < 001.

Furthermore, this experiment tested predic-
tions that contrasted with our theoretical position.
The first was that extreme evaluative judgments
of normative and deviant targets and increased
agreement with the normative position would
occur when the two targets are both marginal members as

well as when they are both full members. The sec-
ond was that opinion shift toward the normative
position would increase in the presence of a nor-
mative ingroup full member and remain
unchanged or decrease in the presence of a nor-

mative ingroup marginal member regardless of the
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deviant member’s role. As predicted by our theory, the
answer to both questions was “no.”

The present results support our hypotheses
and replicate and extend the findings of
Experiment 1. Participants upgraded the norma-
tive ingroup full member and derogated the devi-
ant ingroup full member (as compared to all
other targets) only when they were presented
simultaneously. Concomitantly, participants eval-
uated the deviant ingroup full member less nega-
tively when a normative ingroup marginal
member accompanied this target than in all other
conditions. In addition, participants reinforced
their agreement with the normative opinion only
when both targets were ingroup full members. In
contrast, when participants were presented with
a normative ingroup marginal member and a
deviant ingroup full member, they shifted their
position towatd the deviant opinion.!!

According to SGDT, individuals upgrade nos-
mative ingroup members and derogate deviant
ingroup members in order to sustain positive
ingroup differentiation (e.g,, Marques et al., 2001;
Pinto et al., 2010). However, we have now shown
that this process operates most strongly when
both the deviant and the normative members
occupy an important role (full member) in the
group. Simply being faced with both an ingroup
deviant member and an ingroup normative mem-
ber may not be sufficient to generate extreme
evaluative differentiation between these members
or to increase participants’ agreement with a nor-
mative ingroup position. These outcomes depend,
not on the roles of salient ingroup members per
se, but rather on the balance of their role relationships.
Only the full member role endows the deviant
with a threatening potential, which turns support
provided by the normative full member into a par-
ticularly useful resource to sustain adherence to
the group’s normative position. On the other
hand, if the normative member is marginal, a
deviant full member actually has the potential to
undermine or change the norm itself.

General Discussion

Our results have interesting implications for
understanding the processes that lead groups to

change their norms or to resist such change.
Responses to ingroup deviance were strongly
affected by the marginal versus full member role
not merely of the deviants but also of the norma-
tive members in the immediate context of judg-
ment. Indeed, participants were mildly tolerant
of deviants who were ingroup marginal mem-
bers, as they were of deviant outgroup members
in general. However, they were either very toler-
ant or very rejecting of deviants who were
ingroup full members, depending on the role
normative members occupied in the group.
Deviant ingroup full members were tolerated
when they were accompanied by normative mar-
ginal members, but they were rejected when they
were accompanied by normative full members.

These findings demonstrate that group mem-
bers are quite vigilant to the potential implica-
tions of deviance—deviants who are marginal
members, and thus may be viewed as prototypi-
cally peripheral have little chance of influencing
the group and they can be tolerated, perhaps as a
way of showing that the group is respectful of
diversity (cf. Hogg & van Knippenberg, 2003;
Hogg, van Knippenberg, & Rast, 2012). In con-
trast, deviants who are full members and thus
may be viewed as prototypically central pose a
serious challenge to the group’s position. In this
case, the presence of a normative full member is
a catalyst for rejection of the deviant. Similarly,
the presence of the deviant full member stimu-
lates praise of the normative member. The evalu-
ative reactions engendered by this dynamic
balance influence group members’ adherence to
one of the positions at stake. Only through dero-
gating the deviants or being more accepting of
them can group members mitigate the threat they
pose to their social identity. Importantly, the nor-
mative position espoused by the ingroup may
begin to be transformed if the deviant is a full
member and the normative member is a marginal
one (see Chan, Louis, & Jetten, 2010).

The present findings suggest that group mem-
bers can effectively resist deviant opinions
espoused by ingroup full members when their
normative beliefs are backed by other ingroup full
members. However, when support for such nor-
mative beliefs is fragile (espoused only by marginal
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ingroup members) and deviance is powerful
(espoused by deviant full members), group mem-
bers shift away from the normative position. This
strongly suggests that the absence of normative
full members together with the presence of devi-
ant full members undermines members’ certainty
about the prescriptive normative position. As a
result, they may perceive that the true norm is
actually closer to the deviant’s position than they
had formerly believed, precisely because they
expect full members to espouse the group norm
(see Abrams et al., 2008; Levine & Moteland,
1994; Randsley de Moura et al., 2010). It may be
that deviants are particulatly likely to succeed in
shifting group norms when they can gain the ear
of other members in the absence of the contrast-
ing voice of a normative full member.

Interestingly, these ideas are compatible with
minority influence research showing that groups
often resist change by attributing dissenters’
behavior to internal dispositions, thus discount-
ing the existence of objective grounds for change
(Levine, 1989; Moscovici & Personnaz, 1986;
Papastamou & Mugny, 1985). Levine and col-
leagues’ group socialization model (e.g;, Levine &
Moreland, 1994; Levine et al., 2005; Moreland &
Levine, 1982) suggests that attributing deviance
to idiosyncrasy may be difficult if the deviant per-
son has already proved capable of eliciting group
acceptance by attaining the full member role. The
potential conflict generated by such a situation
(see Mugny, 1980; Pérez & Mugny, 1996) should
be even stronger when the contrasting (norma-
tive) opinion is espoused by another member
who is in the process of leaving the group (i.c., a
marginal member).

The increased influence of the deviant full
member may correspond to the initial stage of
the conversion effect posited by minority influence
researchers (e.g., Martin, 1998; Prislin & Filson,
2009; cf. Moscovici, 1980, 1985). When ingroup
normative members are marginal in the group, it
seems plausible that deviant ingroup full mem-
bers acquire the ability to elicit divergent thinking
whereby group members consider alternative
arguments that validate the deviant position
(Martin & Hewstone, 2008; Nemeth, 1986; see
also Goodman, Alexander, Chizhik, Chizhik, &

Eidelman, 2010). As a result, if a deviant member
occupies a high-status role in the group others
become more tolerant of the person (Abrams
et al., 2008) and more accepting of his or her
position (see Levine & Moreland, 1985; Levine
et al,, 2005). Deviants who want to change their
group might be well advised to first become
established as full members and then attempt to
persuade other members (Hollander, 1958), par-
ticularly through creating uncertainty about the
ingroup’s norms and beliefs.
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Notes

1. These opinions had been selected through pre-
testing to ensure that most individuals from the
participant population would strongly agree with
the normative opinion and strongly disagree with
the deviant opinion.

2. Ten participants were excluded from the analy-
sis. In three cases, participants’ responses on the
measures assessing evaluations of targets were at
least three SDs from the mean. Two additional
participants agreed at least as much with the devi-
ant opinion as with the normative opinion in their
initial responses, and five participants gave incor-
rect answers to at least one of the manipulation
checks in the postexperimental questionnaire.
The excluded participants were similatly distrib-
uted across conditions.

3. The original experiment also included a paral-
lel set of conditions in which participants were
induced not to adopt a prescriptive focus (cf.
Marques et al., 1998). Because these conditions
wete not relevant to the theoretical issues in the
present paper and because our hypotheses relate
to the intragroup comparison processes underly-
ing the BSE, we report only the results for the
standard conditions in which participants are
assumed to adopt a prescriptive focus.

4. Also significant were the effects of normative tar-
get’s role, F(1, 47) = 5.88, p = .019, n,* = .111;
target’s opinion, F(1, 47) = 114.95, p <.001, 1> =
.710; Targets” Group x Normative Target’s Role,
FQ1, 47) = 6.07, p = .017, 0,2 = 0.114; Targets’
Group x Target’s Opinion, F(1, 47) = 31.20,
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2 <.001,1,2 = .399; and Normative Target’s Role
x Target’s Opinion, F(1, 47) = 90.39, p < .001,
7, =.658.

The Targets’ Group x Normative Target’s Role
ANOVA on opinion change scores also yielded a
significant main effect of normative target’s role,
F(1, 47) = 8.54, p = .005, .2 = .154. In addition,
we conducted a Targets’ Group x Normative
Target’s Role x Session (agreement in Session 1
vs. agreement in Session 2) x Opinion (normative
opinion vs. deviant opinion) ANOVA on partici-
pants’ agreement with the normative and deviant
opinions. The results paralleled those reported in
the text, with a significant four-way interaction,
({1, 47) = 6.37, p = 015, n,2 = .119. Because
we are directly interested in measuring opinion
change effects, we only describe the relevant
ANOVA conducted on the opinion change score.
The power of the predicted effects for targets’
evaluations ranged from very good (= .96)
to optimal (= 1.00; cf. Faul, Erdfelder, Lang,
& Buchner, 2007), except for the comparison
between ingroup and outgroup normative full
.70. The power of the predicted
effects for opinion change was lower (.66 for the
overall ANOVA), which can be attributed to the
fact that opinion change was largely accounted

members =

for by targets’ evaluations. In support of this
interpretation, the power of the mediation effect
of differential evaluations on opinion change was
(1-B) = .76.

Forty-one participants were excluded from the
analysis. Four showed suspicion in the postex-
perimental questionnaire, eight agreed at least as
much with the deviant opinion as with the nor-
mative opinion, 16 gave incorrect answers to at
least one manipulation check, and 13 had out-
lier scores (SD = £3.00) on the main depend-
ent measures. These participants were distributed
similarly across conditions.

Also significant were the effects of normative tar-
get’s role, F(1, 105) = 27.62, p < .001, npz =.208;
target’s opinion, F(1, 105) = 221.94, p <.001, 1,2
= .679; Targets’ Group x Target’s Opinion F(1,
105) = 4.94, p = .028, n,2 = .045; Normative
Target’s Role x Target’s Opinion F(1, 105) =
105.48, p < .001, 1> = .501; Deviant Target’s Role
x Target’s Opinion F(1, 105) = 4.62, p = .034, 1,2
=.042; Targets’ Group x Normative Target’s Role
x Target’s Opinion F(1, 105) = 6.02, p = .016, npz
= .054; Targets’ Group x Deviant Target’s Role x

10.

11.

Target’s Opinion F{(1, 105) = 4.36, p = .039, .2 =
.040; Deviant Target’s Role x Normative Target’s
Role x Target’s Opinion F(1, 105) = 14.69, p <
001, 2= .123.

We also found significant effects of normative tar-
get’s role, F(1, 105) = 7.56, p = .007,1,> = .067 and
Targets’ Group x Normative Target’s Role, F(1,
105) = 4.70, p = .032, npz = .043, as well as mar-
ginally significant interactions of Deviant Target’s
Role x Normative Target’s Role, F(1, 105) = 3.53,
p = 063, .2 = .033, and of Targets’ Group x
Deviant Target’s Role x Normative Target’s Role,
F(1,105) = 3.09, p = .082, 1> = .029.

As in Experiment 1, we conducted a Targets’
Group x Deviant Target’s Role x Normative
Target’s Role x Session (agreement in Session 1
vs. agreement in Session 2) x Opinion (normative
opinion vs. deviant opinion) ANOVA on partici-
pants’ agreement with the normative and devi-
ant opinions. The results were similar to those
reported here, with a marginally significant five-
way interaction; F(1, 105) = 3.00, p = .086, 1,?
= .028. Again, we directly tested our hypothesis
by means of the ANOVA on the opinion change
scores, as reported in the text.

As in Experiment 1, the power of the predicted
effects for targets’ evaluations ranged from good
(.74) to optimal (1.00). The power of the pre-
dicted effects for opinion change was lower (.44
for the overall ANOVA; .74 within the ingroup
condition). As in Experiment 1, this can be attrib-
uted to the fact that opinion change was largely
accounted for by targets’ evaluations. Consistent
with this interpretation, the power of the media-
tion effect of differential evaluations on opinion
change was (1 — ) = .97.

References

Abrams, D., Marques, J. M., Bown, N., & Dougill,

M. (2002). Anti-norm and pro-norm deviance
in the bank and on the campus: Two experi-
ments on subjective group dynamics. Group
Processes and  Intergronp  Relations, 5, 163-182.
doi:10.1177/1368430202005002922

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. doi:10.1037/0022—
3514.78.5.906

Abrams, D., Palmer, S. B., Rutland, A., Cameron, L.,

van de & Vyver, J. (2013). Evaluations of, and



588

Group Processes & Intergronp Relations 19(5)

reasoning about, normative and deviant ingroup
and outgroup members: Development of the
black sheep effect. Developmental Psychology, 32,
257-261. doi:10.1037/20032461

Abrams, D., Randsley de Moura, G., Hutchison, P., &
Viki, G. (2005). When bad becomes good (and vice
versa): Why social exclusion is not based on differ-
ence. In D. Abrams, J. M. Marques, & M. A. Hogg
(Eds.), The social psychology of inclusion and exclusion
(pp- 161-190). New York, NY: Psychology Press.

Abrams, D., Randsley de Moura, G., Marques, ]J.
M., & Hutchison, P. (2008). Innovation credit:
When can leaders oppose their groups? Journal
of Personality and Social Psychology, 95, 662—678.
doi:10.1037/0022-3514.95.3.662

Begue, L. (2001). Judgment of abortion: A black sheep
effect in a Catholic sheepfold. The Journal of Social
Psychology, 141, 640—649.

Castano, E., Paladino, M.-P., Coull, A., & Yzerbyt, V. Y.
(2002). Protecting the ingroup stereotype: Ingroup
identification and the management of deviant
ingroup membets. British Journal of Social Psychology,
41, 365-385. doi:10.1348/014466602760344269

Chan, M. K. H., Louis, W. R, & Jetten, J. (2010).
When groups are wrong and deviants are right.
European Journal of Social Psychology, 40, 1103—1109.
doi:10.1002/¢jsp.760

Coull, A., Yzerbyt, V. Y., Castano, E., Paladino, M.-
P., & Leemans, V. (2001). Protecting the ingroup:
Motivated allocation of cognitive resources in
the presence of threatening in-group members.
Group Processes and Intergronp Relations, 4, 327-339.
doi:10.1177/1368430201004004003

Doosje, B. (2003). Attributions for the negative histori-
cal actions of a group. European Jounrnal of Social Psy-
chology, 33, 235-248. doi:10.1002/¢jsp.142

Faul, F., Erdfelder, E., Lang, A.-G., & Buchner, A.
(2007). G*Power 3: A flexible statistical power
analysis program for the social, behavioral, and
biomedical sciences. Behavior Research Methods, 39,
175-191. doi:10.3758/BF03193146

Festinger, L. (1950). Informal social communication.
Psychological Review, 57, 271-282. doi:10.1037/
h0056932

Frings, D., & Abrams, D. (2010). The effect of differ-
ence orientated communication on the subjective
validity of an in-group norm: DOC can treat the
group. Group Dynamics, 14, 281-291. doi:10.1037/
20019162

Frings, D., Abrams, D., Randsley de Moura, G.,
& Marques, J. M. (2010). The effects of cost,

normative support and issue importance on
motivation to persuade ingroup deviants. Group
Dynamics: Research, Theory, and Practice, 14, 80-91.
doi:10.1037/20016092

Goodman, J. A., Alexander, M. G., Chizhik, A. W.,
Chizhik, E. W., & Eidelman, S. (2010). Indirect
influence and divergent thinking as a function of
member role and task structure in small groups.
Eurgpean Journal of Social Psychology, 40, 1184—1199.
doi:10.1002/¢jsp.713

Hayes, A. F. (2013). Introduction to mediation, modera-
tion, and conditional process analysis: A regression-based
approach. New York, NY: The Guilford Press.

Hogg, M. A., & van Knippenberg, D. (2003). Social
identity and leadership processes in groups. In
M. P. Zanna (Ed.), Advances in experimental social
psychology (Vol. 35, pp. 1-52). San Diego, CA: Aca-
demic Press.

Hogg, M. A., van Knippenberg, D., & Rast, D. E., IIL
(2012). The social identity theory of leadership:
Theoretical origins, research findings, and con-
ceptual developments. Ewuropean Review of Social
Psychology, 23, 258-304. doi:10.1080/10463283.2
012.741134

Hollander, E. P. (1958). Conformity, status, and idi-
osyncrasy credit. Psychological Review, 65, 117-127.
doi:10.1037/h0042501

Jetten, J., & Hornsey, M. J. (2014). Deviance and dissent
within groups. Awnnnal Review of Psychology, 65, 461—
485. doi:lO.ll46/annurev—psych—0102l3-1 15151

Jetten, ., Hornsey, M. J., Speats, R., Haslam, S. A, &
Cowell, E. (2010). Rule transgtressions in groups:
The conditional nature of newcomers’ willingness
to confront deviance. Ewuropean Journal of Social Psy-
chology, 40, 338-348. doi:10.1002/¢jsp.627

Levine, J. M. (1989). Reactions to opinion deviance in
small groups. In P. B. Paulus (Ed.), Psychology of
group influence (pp. 187-231). Hillsdale, NJ: Erl-
baum.

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.

Levine, J. M., & Moreland, R. L. (1985). Innovation
and socialization in small groups. In S. Moscovici,
G. Mugny, & E. van Avermaect (Eds.), Perspectives
on minority influence (pp. 143-169). Cambridge, UK:
Cambridge University Press.

Levine, J. M., & Moreland, R. L. (1994). Group sociali-
zation: Theory and research. In W. Stroebe & M.



Pinto et al.

589

Hewstone (Eds.), European review of social psychol-
ogy (Vol. 5, pp. 305-336). Chichester, UK: John
Wiley & Sons.

Levine, J. M., & Moreland, R. L. (2002). Group reac-
tions to loyalty and disloyalty. In S. R. Thye & E.
J. Lawer (Eds.), Group cobesion, trust and solidarity:
Advances in gronp processes (Vol. 19, pp. 203-228).
Oxford, UK: Elsevier Science.

Levine, J. M., Moreland, R. L., & Hausmann, L. R. M.
(2005). Managing group composition: Inclusive
and exclusive role transitions. In D. Abrams, M.
A. Hogg, & J. M. Marques (Eds.), The social psy-
chology of inclusion and exclusion (pp. 137-160). New
York, NY: Psychology Press.

Levine, J. M., Saxe, L., & Harris, H. J. (1976). Reac-
tion to attitudinal deviance: Impact of deviate’s
ditection and distance of movement. Sociometery,
39, 97-107. doi:10.2307/2786210

Levine, J. M., Sroka, K. R., & Snyder, H. N. (1977).
Group support and reaction to stable and shifting
agreement/disagreement. Sociometry, 40, 214-224.

Levine, J. M., & Tindale, R. S. (2014). Social influence
in groups. In M. Mikulincer & P. R. Shaver (Eds.),
APA handbook of personality and social psychology: 1 ol.
2. Group processes (pp. 3-34). Washington, DC:
American Psychological Association.

Marques, J. M., Abrams, D., Pacz, D., & Martinez-
Taboada, C. (1998). The role of categorization and
ingroup norms in judgments of groups and their
members. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology,
75,976-988. doi:10.1037/0022-3514.75.4.976

Marques, J. M., Abrams, D., & Serddio, R. (2001).
Being better by being right: Subjective group
dynamics and derogation of in-group deviants
when generic norms are undermined. Journal
of Personality and Social Psychology, 81, 436—447.
doi:10.1037/0022-3514.81.3.436

Marques, J. M., & Paez, D. (1994). The black sheep
effect: Social categorisation, rejection of ingroup
deviates, and perception of group vatiability. In
W. Stroebe & M. Hewstone (Eds.), European review
of social psychology (Vol. 5, pp. 37—68). Chichester,
UK: Wiley.

Marques, J. M., Yzerbyt, V. Y., & Leyens, J.-P.
(1988). The black sheep effect: Judgmental
extremity towards ingroup members as a func-
tion of ingroup identification. Ewropean Jour-
nal of Social Psychology, 18, 1-16. doi:10.1002/
¢jsp.2420180102

Martin, R. (1998). Majority and minority influence using
the afterimage paradigm: A series of attempted

replications. Journal of Experimental Social Psychology,
34, 1-26. doi:10.1006/jesp.1997.1339

Martin, R., & Hewstone, M. (2008). Majority versus
minority influence, message processing and atti-
tude change: The source-context-elaboration
model. In M. P. Zanna (Ed.), Advances in experi-
mental social psychology (Vol. 40, pp. 238-316). San
Diego, CA: Academic Press.

McGarty, C., Turner, J. C., Oakes, P. J., & Haslam, S.
A. (1993). The creation of uncertainty in the influ-
ence process: The roles of stimulus information
and disagreement with similar others. Ewrgpean
Journal of Social Psychology, 23, 17-38.

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

Moscovici, S. (1976). Social influence and social change.
London, UK: Academic Press.

Moscovici, S. (1980). Toward a theory of conversion
behavior. In L. Berkowitz (Ed.), Advances in experi-
mental social psychology (Vol. 13, pp. 209-239). New
York, NY: Academic Press.

Moscovidi, S. (1985). Social influence and conformity.
In G. Lindzey & E. Aronson (Eds.), The handbook
of social psychology (3rd ed., Vol. 2, pp. 347—412).
New York, NY: Random House.

Moscovici, S., & Personnaz, B. (1986). Studies on latent
influence by the spectrometer method: I. The
impact of psychologization in the case of conver-
sion by a minotity or a majority. Ewurgpean Jour-
nal of Social Psychology, 16, 345-360. doi:10.1002/
¢jsp.2420160404

Mugny, G. (1980). The power of minorities. London, UK:
Academic Press.

Nemeth, C. J. (1986). The differential contribu-
tions of majority and minority influence.
Psychological Review, 93, 23-32. doi:10.1037/0033—
295X.93.1.23

Papastamou, S., & Mugny, G. (1985). Rigidity and
minority influence: The influence of the social in
social influence. In S. Moscovici, G. Mugny, & E.
van Avermaet (Eds.), Perspectives on minority influ-
ence (pp. 113—136). Cambridge, UK: Cambridge
University Press.

Pérez, J. A., & Mugny, G. (1996). The conflict-elabora-
tion theory of social influence. In E. H. Witte &
J. Davis (Eds.), Understanding group bebavior: Small
group processes and interpersonal relations (Nol. 2, pp.
191-210). Hillsdale, NJ: Erlbaum.



590

Group Processes & Intergronp Relations 19(5)

Pinto, I. R., Marques, J. M., Levine, J. M., & Abrams,
D. (2010). Membership status and subjective
group dynamics: Who triggers the black sheep
effect? Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 99,
107-119. doi:10.1037 /20018187

Pinto, I. R., Marques, ]. M., & Paez, D. (2015). National
identification as a function of perceived social con-
trol: A subjective group dynamics analysis. Group
Processes and Intergroup Relations. Advance online
publication. doi:10.1177/1368430215577225

Prislin, R., & Filson, J. (2009). Seeking conversion vet-
sus advocating tolerance in the pursuit of social

change. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 97,
811-822. doi:10.1037/20016169

Randsley de Moura, G., Abrams, A., Marques, J.
M., & Hutchison, P. (2010). Innovation credit:
When and why do group members give their
leaders license to deviate from group norms?
In J. Jetten & M. J. Hornsey (Eds.), Rebels in
gronps  (pp. 238-258). Oxford, UK: Wiley-
Blackwell.

Shin, G.-W. (1999). The politics of ethnic national-
ism in divided Korea. Nations and Nationalism, 5,
465—484.



