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RESUMO

A presente tese expde uma abordagem baseada midadensocial para explicar
accoes colectivas praticadas por grupos em degantasocial consideradas pela
maioria em vantagem social como mais problematicasi.e.,
destrutivas/danosas/violentas). Propomos que o adamento destrutivo, e respectivas
emocgdes negativas, ndo sao meras expressdes deocotérgrupal, sendo antes
respostas a accoes praticadas pela maioria emgeamtpercepcionadas pela minoria
em desvantagem como transgressdes que violam sland&imos (por comparacéo a
standards maximos), standards esses estabeleciosategorias supra-ordenadas.
Resultados de dois estudos de campo (Estudo lroggrantes em Portugal e Estudo 2
com fumadores) e dois estudos experimentais |alrtaet nos quais se recorreu a um
jogo virtual (Estudos 3 e 4) corroboram, em geaaalnossas hipoteses: A percepcéao de
violagdo de standards minimos conduz a emocOestiveegjae a comportamento
destrutivo. Os Estudos 3-4 revelam que estas pgiessado mais provaveis no caso de
exclusdo social (em comparacdo com formas maisghbasi de privacdo, i.e.,
marginalizacdo), sugerindo uma mediacdo em cademded a exclusdo até ao
comportamento destrutivo, via percepcdo de stasdaidimos e emoc¢des negativas.
Inesperadamente, a mediacao via emoc¢Oes negativpartial, sugerindo uma ligacéo
directa entre violacdo de standards minimos e cdarpento destrutivo. Também
inesperadamente, ser marginalizado ja conduz a@sagegativas (Estudos 2-3), mas
nao a comportamento destrutivo. Resultados do Bstusigerem que a identificagéo
com categorias supra-ordenadas promove percepgeasaddards como minimos e
emoc0des negativas quando estes séo violados, pptEnbém atenuar as intencdes de

recorrer a ac¢oes destrutivas.

Palavras-chave:comportamento destrutivo, emoc¢des negativas, grspaalmente
desfavorecidos, standards/objectivos minimos, s&duidentidade supra-ordenada.

Caodigos de classificacao (Associacdo Americana dsiddlogia):
3000- Psicologia Social;
3020 - Processos Grupais e Intergrupais
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ABSTRACT

The current thesis presents a social-identity-bagguatoach to explain collective
actions by disadvantaged groups that are considgreatlvantaged majority members
to be most problematic (i.e., destructive, harmdanbd/or violent). We propose that
destructive behaviour and corresponding negativetiens are not mere expressions of
intergroup conflict, but are responses to actionshie advantaged majority perceived
by the disadvantaged minority as transgressionsvibéate minimal (as compared to
maximal) standards established by inclusive sugérate categories. Results of two
field studies (Study 1 with immigrants in Portugald Study 2 with smokers) and two
laboratory experiments using a virtual ball tostirsg (Studies 3 and 4) generally
support our hypotheses that perceived violatiomwofimal standards leads to stronger
negative emotions and destructive behaviour. Ssuded also show that these
perceptions are most likely in the case of sooialusion (as compared to more benign
forms of deprivation, i.e., marginalization), sugtyeg a two-step chain mediation from
exclusion to destructive behaviour via minimal skaal violation perception and
negative emotions. Unexpectedly, mediation by negatmotions was only partial,
speaking for a direct link between minimal standaadation perception and destructive
behaviour. Unexpectedly as well, being only marigea but not excluded increases
already negative emotions (Studies 2 and 3), lrgeldo not translate into destructive
behaviour. Results of Study 1 suggest that ideatiion with superordinate categories
foster perceptions of standards as minimal and tivega@motions when they are
violated, but can also attenuate intentions tordesve actions.

Key-words: destructive behaviour, negative emotions, disacged groups, minimal

standards/goals, marginalization, exclusion, higirder identity.
Classification codes (American Psychological Assation) :

3000 — Social Psychology;

3020 — Group & Interpersonal Processes

vii






Being in or being out

The work developed within the scope of the pretieegis was fully financed by

FCT Fundacgio para a Ciéncia e a Tecnologia

BINISTERID DA CTENCIA, TRONOLOGES | ERNEING SUIPTEICN

by means of a Phd grant with the reference: SFRE / 29838 / 2006






Being in or being out

ACKNOWLEDGMENTS

Act as if what you do makes a difference. It does.

William James

To all of those that, not only made me believe thbat | did makes a difference,
but — and most importantly! — made a differenceniy life. My deep and ever lasting
thank you ...

To Sven Waldzus, my supervisor. Dear Sven, if itengot for you there would not
even be a thesis, the more a thank you sectionef#ry (long) email read, for every
meeting scheduled, for every comment made, foryeslisscussion, my thank you. For
pushing me further than | ever thought | could 4ad then pushing me a bit more. It
was not always easy, but it really helped me grgwin

To Steve Wright, my (co-)supervisor. Dear Stevdplnot have enough words to
thank you! For your availability, your help, younsightful and always precious
comments, for your enthusiasm when discussingpitagect with me. For showing me
that it is possible to be as passionate about wer&bout family and that it is possible
not to neglect any of these.

Ao Prof. Jorge Vala, relator deste projecto de d@mento. Por todos os
comentarios, sugestdes, provocacdes. Por me ajndarsé a olhar criticamente o
trabalho ja desenvolvido, como a olhar criticamentebalho ainda a desenvolver.

To Prof. Thomas Kessler, who was always availabtesaich a great source of help
in a world still discovering what min-max does mdanwhat we do mean with min-
max)!

A FCT. Ao ISCTE, em especial ao Programa Doutoral Psicologia, a
coordenacao do programa, aos colegas e professard3EPSO e ao secretariado, em
especial a Teresa. Ao CIS, a Fatima Costa, a Sfaregel, a Joana Mota. Ao LAPSO,
em especial a Helena Santos. Aos participantes.vésrasta tese jamais seria possivel!
To SFU, especially to the Intergroup Relations &uwtial Justice Lab and to the
participants. To the IGC, especially to AnnetteeBaMy sincere thank you!

To Allard Feddes, to Mara Mazzurega, to Mauro Bmnto Mira. Life never stops
surprising us and thanks to its twist and turnsgeeto meet. And it is with great joy
that | thank you. | just found so much comfort amelp in your wise and friendly

words!

Xi



Being in or being out

To Gamze Baray, to James Climenhage, to Chad Dalnyla Stephan Schumann,
to Beatrice Fleischmann, to Anne Berthold, to DarfEhank you so much for making
me feel so welcomed when so faraway from home. RKhyau for making me smile
every single day that | shared with you!

A Joana Alexandre, a Leonor Rodrigues, a Catarimaz@ez, a Cristina Camilo, &
Rita Morais, a Rita Correia, a Ana Loureiro, aodRito Rodrigues, a Aline Vieira, ao
Méario Paulino. E em especial a Miriam Maria. Podagalavra, cada gesto, cada
partilha, cada ajuda (mais ou menos logistica)ea sentido obrigada! Nao teria sido o
mesmo sem vocés. E de certo ndo teria sido o mesmdi, Miriam. Agradeco, além
de tudo o mais, a tua generosidade, o teu encazajamo teu altruismo (mesmo que
alguma psicologia duvide da sua existéncia). Aatu&ade.

To my two favourite “D’s” in the world: Doreen Play and Doris Forer! What
would have | done without you? Every time | thinkoat you and all we shared, |
cannot help smiling. Thank you for all the sharedwersations, all the shared feelings,
all the shared meals! Thank you for all the joypttieand colour you brought into my
life!

A Magda Roberto, a Sénita Gongalves. Este, de faéo tem de ser um percurso
solitario! Agradeco muito muito a vossa presenca maha vida. A vossa
disponibilidade, a vossa amabilidade, as vossas/iiga de apoio. O vosso carinho. A
vossa amizade. E bom ver que no final de um doueméo ganhamos bem mais do que
uma tese e um “titulo”.

Ao Dré, a Cats Maria, a Karina, ao Nuno Costa. AuR&Monteiro, ao Quinito, a
Silvia Ferreira. Mesmo que nem sempre 0 soubesgagaram-me tanto e tanto que
nao poderia deixar de vos agradecer! Cada bocagettithado convosco foi como que
uma lufada de ar fresco que me impeliu a continuar.

Ao Julio. Aos meus pais e irma. A minha familia, especial & Si. Sem vés este
percurso nem sequer teria feito sentido e a mimdfa teria um outro qualquer sabor,
uma outra qualquer cor, uma outra qualquer dimen&dgadeco o facto de estarem
sempre |4 para mim. Apesar das vossas proprias éuaroblemas. Apesar da longa
duracdo deste percurso. Agradeco o vosso amonhcarcompreensdo. Agradeco o
facto de nunca me deixarem esquecer o que devVialet@ pena nesta vida!

Xii



Being in or being out

A todos os que me acompanharam de perto nesterpercu
A minha familia, em especial aos meus pais.
Ao Julio (B."), que nunca nunca nunca deixou deditar em mim.
Nem deixou que eu o fizesse.
A minha vida néo teria a mesma alegria e docura gésh

Xiii






Being in or being out

LIST of ABBREVIATIONS:

- AMOS: Analysis of MOment Structures

- Br: Brazilians

- Cv: Cape-Verdeans

- GLM: General Linear Model

- ICC: Intra-Class-Correlation

- SPSS: Statistical Package for the Social Sciences

XV






Being in or being out

INDEX

CHAPTER |ttt ettt e e e e e sttt e e e e e e e st aeeeenssbeeaaeeeeannnees 3

General INTTOAUCTION ........iiiii e s 3
1.1 Research questions and aims of the presentwark............ccccoeviiiiiiiiinnnnn. 3
1.1.1 The disadvantaged going for destructive bieay..................ccoevvvvvvvvrnnnnnn 3
1.1.1.1 Defining destructive behaviour .........c.cvvviiiiiiiii e 4
1.1.1.2 The role of superordinate CategoOrieS. .. iieieeeeeeeiiieeeiiiiiiiiiiieee e a
1.1.1.3 The role of maximal and minimal standardlglg)................ccccccceeeiieeennenn. 6
1.1.1.4 Responses to non-achievement of maximairanienal standards............ 7
1.1.1.5 Social exclusion as minimal standard VIOHL..................ceeeeiviiiiiiinnnnnnnn. 9

1.1.1.6 Marginalization and social exclusion argrble of maximal and minimal

standard VIOIAtIONS .........oooiiiiiiiiiiie e e e e e e e e e e neeeeeeaeeee 10
1.1.1.7 A note on diSadVantage ...........ccouccccccmeeeeerrrnmniiisieee e e e e eeeeeeeeeeennneennes 11
1.1.1.8 The role Of @MOLIONS........ccoiiiiiieeeeeeeeee e 12
1.2 General NYPOtNESES.......ccooiiiiiiiiet s s e e e e e e e e e e e e eeeeabbeeen s naarenees 12
1.3 EMPIFICAl OVEIVIEW. ....ciiiiieiiiiiiieeeeeeetitt et e e e e s 13
1.3.1 Field study, StUAY L......ccoooiiiieeeeeeeiecrree e e e e enarnnee 13
1.3.2 0nline study, STUAY 2 .....ccooiiie e 14
1.3.3 Laboratory studies, Studies 3 and 4.. oo 14
1.3.4 Meta-analySIS........cooiiiiiiiiiiiiiiieeeeee ittt 16
1.4 Organization of the diSSertation.............eeeee e 16
(O N I =1 = S | PR 19
Theoretical INTFOAUCTION .......coiiiiiii i eeneeeeeeenees 19

2.1 The socio-psychological perspective on beidgadvantaged group

undertaking intergroup destructive behaviour.............cccooviiiiiiiiiiieeeeee 19
2.1.1Whenandhowwill disadvantaged groups rebel?.........ccceeeiviiiiiennnnnn. 20
2.1.1.1 Normative versus nonnormative COlleCtiVBBOAC................eeevvveeveeierennnn. 21
2.1.1.2 Destructive group related behaviour.............oooooiiiiiiiiiiiiccciee 24
2.1.1.3 Transgressions and destructive intergr@n@Wour ..............ccccceeeeeeeeennn. 25
P20 Nt 0 |V o - 11 Y2 PR 26
2.1.1.5 Conditions fostering destructive intergré@haviour ....................cceeee. 28

2.1.2 Minimal-standard violations as the explamafmr destructive intergroup
behaviour displayed by disadvantaged groups -ccccceeeeeeieeeeeeeeeeeeieeeeeeiiiiiinnens 30

XVii



Being in or being out

2.1.2.1 Maximal and minimal standards and goalS...............cccoevviirrineiiinnnnnn. 30
2.1.2.2 Evaluations in terms of maximal standardS............ccccceeeeiiiiiiiiiiiiinnnnns 31
2.1.2.3 Evaluations in terms of minimal standards.............cccccoeeeviiiiiiiivnnnee. 32
2.1.2.4 Maximal/minimal standards and goals anatedl concepts ..................... 34

2.1.2.5 Preventing disadvantaged groups from appimog maximal standards .. 37
2.1.2.6 Inviting destructive intergroup behavidareventing disadvantaged groups
from meeting minimal standards ..............ccowmmmeeeeeeriiiiiii e ee e 38

2.1.3 Minimal standard violations and destructieddwviour in the larger societal

context: The question of marginalization and soesalusion................cccccevvvneee 40
2.1.3.1 A note 0N diSAdVANTAGE .......uuiiiiieeiiiiiier e e e eeenes 41
N R T L= 1T 1 T 43
2.1.3.3 BeINQG rEJECIEA .....cevvveiiiiiiii et s e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e eeeeaeeennnnnreeennes 45
2.1.3.4 Acting upon being rejected..........o e iiieiieiiiiiiiiiiee e 45
2.1.3.5 Further understanding rejecting and begperted ..............cooovvviveiiiiinnnnes 48
2.1.3.5.1 The role of superordinate Categori€S...ccccceveeiiieeeeeeeiiiieeeieiiin 84

2.1.3.6 Rejecting/being rejected and the role afimal and minimal standards

AN JOAIS ..ttt ettt e e e e e e et eaeaeeaeeeeeeeaarre 49
2.1.4 The role Of @MOLIONS........ceuiiiiiiiiii e enaaaeeee 53
(O 1N I =1 = 1| PR 59
Destructive intergroup behaviour and negative integroup emotions displayed by
disadvantaged groups: The role of minimal standards.................ccoevviieiieiiiiiinnn. 59
3.1 OVEBIVIEBW ..ttt eme ettt s e e e e e e e e e e e eeeeeeeeessbnnnnneessennnnns 59
2] (1 o |20 SRR SR 61
T R Y/ 0T ] 1 =TT 61
3B.2.2 METNOM. ... et e e e e e e e e 61
PartiCIPANTS. .. ..o 6l
MANIPUIALIONS. ...t e ettt e s s e e e e e e e e e e e eeeeeeeenen 26
PrOCERAUIE ... ettt e e e e eas 63
IMBASUIES ...ttt e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e nn e n e e e e e e s mnnns 64
B2 3 RESUILS ... 67
Manipulation CRECK .........ccoiiiiiii e 67
HYPOTNESES’ tESIS ... i e e e 68
Impact on the display of negative emotians...............cccevevvvvvveeviiiiiicnane. 68
Impact on the display of destructive behaviQur.............ccccooovviiiiiinnd 96

Xviii



Being in or being out

Testing the mediation Model............ooooiiiii e 69
Perceptions of a standard as minimal or maximal...............ccccevvviviiiiiennnn. 71
Predicting the display of negative emotians...........ccccoeevevvvveveviviiiccc e, 72
Predicting behavioural diSplay...........cccceeviiiiieeeir e 73
Testing the mediation Model............ooooiiiiii e 73
3.2.4 AAditional @NalYSES .......coeviiiiiiiiieiie e 75
Destructive intergroup behaviour and negative greup emotions displayed by
disadvantaged groups: The role of higher-ordertitlen............cccvvvvieeieeenennn. 75
Predicting perception of a standard as minimal @aamal............................. 75
Identification and the display of destructive babay....................ccceevviiinnnns 76
Emotions and identificatiQn.............ccuuvuiiiiiiiiiiieee e 77
Harming the superordinate Categary..........ccceeeeeiiiieeeeeieieeeeeeeeeeeeeeeneens 77
3.2.5 DISCUSSION. ...ettttuiiiiae e e e e e e e e e e et e et e ettt tttbb e s e e e e e e e e e e eeeeeeeesessannnnnesesennnnns 78
BB STUAY 2. ettt e an—— e eaarrnanaa 81
3.3.1 The different role(s) of exclusion in maj@stand minorities responses to
L= TR0 (=151 [0 1S 81
3.3 2 HYPOINESES ...t e e 82
B3B3 MELNOA. ... 83
G0 T T80 R ] (1 T |V 83
PartiCIPANTS. .. ..o e e e e e 83
g o Tt =T o (U] PRSP 83
IMBASUIES ...ttt et et e et e e e e e e e e et e e e e aa e e e ermneas 83
3.3 3L L RESUIS ...ttt et 84
Perceived relative socCial Prestige..........ooovvvvveeeeeiiiiiiiiie e eereeen e 84
Perceived relative STatUS...........uiiiiiee e 84
3.3.3.2 MAIN STUAY ..ttt 84
PartiCIPANTS. .. ..o 84
191253 o | o ISP 85
AV = VT o 10 = o) o 1 EEPPPPPPPRR 58
PrOCEAUIE..... e e e e e e eean 86
IMBASUIES ...ttt e et e et e et e e e et e e e e s e e e ermneas 87
.34 RESUIES ... ——————— 90
Manipulation CRECK..........coiiiiii i e e e e e e 90
HYPOTNESES’ tESL ... e e e e e eeeeeaaea 90

XiX



Being in or being out

Impact on perceived violation of minimal and maxistandards................... 90
Impact on the emotional diSPlay...........ccoeeeiiiiiiiiiiiien 91
Impact on the behavioural diSplay.............ceeiiiiiiiiiiieieeeeeeeeeeees 92
Correlational dat@.............uvvuiiiiiiiiiiiii e 94
Predicting perceived violation of minimal and maalretandards.................. 94
Predicting emotional diSplay...........cooviiiiiiiiiiiiii e 96
Predicting behavioural diSplay...........cccceeviviiiieiii e 98
Testing the Mediations.............uuuieiiiiiiii e 99
Testing the two-step chain mediatian.................ocviiiiiiiieee 103
3.3.5 DISCUSSION . ..cttttiiieee e e e e e e ettt ettt ettt a e e e e e e e e e e e eeeeeeeeeebssnnmnnnsssnnnnns 106
CHAPTER 1V ittt ettt e et e e e e s smnnee e e e nnneees 111
To comply or to rebel? Disadvantaged minorities’ bkavioural and emotional
responses to perceived marginalization and exclugiQ..............cccceviiiiieieieiininnennn. 111
A1 OVEIVIEW ...eeiiiiiiiiiiiieaa e e e e e e e e e e amame e ettt e e e e e e e e e e aaaeeeeeeeesetbs s smnnnnssnnnnnns 111
] (1 [0 )Y PSSR 112
A R o Y/ 0T ] 1= T 112
A \Y =1 1 T T PO 113
PartiCIPANTS. .. ..o 113
DBSIgN ettt ettt ——————————— e e e e et e e e e et ————_ 114
AV = Va1 o 10 = o) o 1R PPPRR 114
g o Tt =T o (U] PP 115
IMBASUIES ...ttt et et e et e e et e e e e e e e e e e e e nans 117
4. 2.3 RESUILS ...ttt 119
Manipulation CRECK.........cooieiiii e 119
HYPOTNESES’ tESL ... e e e e e e e e e e e eeeanees 120
Impact on perceived minimal and maximal standard&tion...................... 120
Impact on the emotional diSPlay..........cccooveiiiiiiiiiiiii 122
Impact on destructive behaviour.............uviiiiiiiii e 122
Test of the mediation model in regression analyses.........cccccvvvvvvveiinennn. 123
Predicting emotional diSplay...........cooiviiiiiiiiiiiiii e 125
Predicting DENaVIOUL............oooiii e 125
Testing the Mediations............uuuiiiiii e 125
Testing the two-step chain mediatian.................ccceviiiiiiiin e, 128
4.2.4 Additional @NalYSES .......ccouuiiiiiiiiiire e 130

XX



Being in or being out

4.2.4.1 The role of identification with the ingroapd with the superordinate

(0721 (To [0] VAPPSR 130
Effect of the manipulation on identification..............ccccovvvvvviiiiicicienneee. 131
4.2.4.2 The role of the different types of emotions...........ccccccceeiiiiiiiieeeeeeee, 132

HYPOTNESES’ tESL ... e e e e eeeeeees 133
Impact on the emotional diSPlay.........cccooviiiiiiiiiiiii 133
Correlational @nNalYSES.......ccoiieeeeiieiieeeee e e ———— 134
Predicting emotional diSplay............couvveieiiiiiiiiiiii e eeeee e 135
Predicting DEavVIOUL...........oooii e 138
A.2.5 DISCUSSION . ...utttuuiaie s e e e e e e e e et et e eeeeeeiiaeba s e e e e e e e e e aaeeeeeeeessebssnnnnnnsesnnnnns 139
O ] (1 [0 )Y SRR 143
T T R o Y/ 0T ] =TT = 144
R J A |V =1 1 T T PO 144
PartiCIPANTS. .. ..o 144
DESIgN ettt ettt ——————————— e e e e et a e e e e a—— it ————— 144
OVBIVIBW . ...ttt ettt e e e e e e e e e e e s e ettt e e e e e e e e e eaeeas 145
MANIPUIALIONS. ...t e ettt s e e e e e e e e e e e e eeeeeneee 145
YT L0 K] PSR 145
SOCIAl EXCIUSION......cciiiiiii e e e e e e e e e e 146
PrOCERAUIE ...ttt e e e 146
IMBASUIES ...ttt e e et e et e e et e e e e e e e e e e e e s 149
A.3.3RESUILS ..o 151
Manipulation CRECK.........ccoeiii i 151
Perceived Social @XCIUSIQN.........iiiiiiiiiiiie e 151
Perceived minimal and maximal standards violatian.................ccccvvvveeeee. 151
HYPOTNESES’ tESL ...t e e eeeeeees 154
Impact on the emotional diSPlay..........cccoeviiiiiiiiiiiii 154
Impact on the behavioural display............ccceeeiiiiiiiiiiiiieeeeeeees 154
Testing the mediation Model............cooooiriirii e, 155
Testing the two-step chain mediatian.................iiiiiiii e, 157
4.3.4 AAItIONAl NAIYSIS ....vvveiiiiiee e 158
HYPOTNESES’ tESL...ciiiiiiiiiiiicie et e e e e e e e e e e e aeaanees 159
Impact on the emotional diSplay.........ccceeeviiiiiiiiiiiiie 159
Correlational @nalySES......cooov i 161

XXi



Being in or being out

Predicting emotional diSplay...........cooviiiiiiiiiiiiiiii e 161
Predicting DENaVIOUL............ooiiii e 164
4.3.5 DISCUSSION.....cceiiiiiiiiiitiitiiee et et e e e e e e e e e e e e e e s e s et e e e e e eeeeessannnn 165
4.4. Meta-analysis over the complete model ..mmmmweeveeeeiiiieiieeeeieniiiiiiiiiiinnnn... 168
CHAPTER Voo et e e e e e e e e s e e eaa e aees 169
GeNEral dISCUSSION ....cceiiiiiiiiiiiiee ettt e e e e e e e e e e e eeeeeeneeeeeeeesnneee 169
5.1 How much does the data support the theoraticalel? .............................. 173
5.2 The role of negative emotions as predictordestructive behaviour........... 173

5.3 Marginalization, exclusion, standards violat@md the display of destructive

DENAVIOUN ... e 177
5.4 Minimal standards and inclusion within supenoate categories................. 180
5.5 How much evidence is there for normative cagrsiions?................cc.eveee. 181
5.6 The role of identifiCation .............ccocmeiiiiiiiii s 182
5.7 Contributions to the explanation of destructielective action .................. 185
5.8 Practical, social and political implicatioNS .........coevvvvvviiiiiiiiiiiiiieeeeeeeen, a0l
5.9 Limitations and future dir€CtIONS. ... eeeerieiiiiieieeeee e 192
O T F= L (=T 0 0 F= T TR 195
o o o N S R 197
APPENDICES. ... ...ttt ittt eeemt et e e e e e et e e e e e s asses e e ennennseeeeeeaanns 211

XXii



Being in or being out

INDEX of FIGURES

Figure 1: Perceived violation of minimal and maxinstandards displayed by Br

participants in the minimum salary scenario (bathditions of the manipulation). .... 68

Figure 2: Mediation model using dummy coded maripoh of standard violation. For

estimates of @, b, ¢’ (C) see Table 1. ... 70

Figure 3: Mediation model using perceived minintahslard violation. For estimates of
A, D, C (C) SEETADIE 3. .o e 74

Figure 4: Mediation model using perceived exclusasrthe predictor. For estimates of
al, a2, bl, b2, c’ () see Table 8........ e 100

Figure 5: Mediation model using perceived minist@indard violation as the predictor.
For estimates of al, a2, b1, b2, ¢’ (c) see Tahle 9...........ovvvviiiiiiiiiiiniiiiieeieeee, 102

Figure 6: Chain mediation model using perceivedlusion as the predictor. For
estimates of al, a2, a3, bl, b2, ¢’ (c) see Table.1..........oooeeiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiinee e 105

Figure 7: Print screen of a ball toss game Session..............covvviiiiiiiiiiieeeeeeeeenn, 115

Figure 8: Mediation model using exclusion as thedpator. For estimates of al, a2, b1,
b2, ¢’ (C) see Table 13. ... e 126

Figure 9: Mediation model using perceived minintahslard violation as the predictor.

For estimates of a, b, ¢’ (C) see Table 14. ceeeeeeeiiiiiiiee e 127

Figure 10: Chain mediation model using exclusiothaspredictor. For estimates of al,
a2, a3, bl, b2, c’ (C) see Table 15. ... e 129

Figure 11: Estimated marginal means of identifaativith the ingroup according to the
conditions of social exclusion manipulation: No degtion, marginalization and

L) (ol LU 13 o o TR 132

Figure 12: Estimated marginal means of negativentesent-related emotions, negative
resentment-unrelated emotions and positive emotamt®rding to the conditions of

social exclusion manipulation: No deprivation, maagjzation and exclusion.......... 134

xXxiii



Being in or being out

Figure 13: Estimated marginal means of minimal amaximal standard violations
according to the conditions of social exclusion palation and to the mindset priming.

Figure 14: Mediation model using minimal mindsetinpng and exclusion

manipulations as the predictor (contrast). Fomesties of a, b, ¢’ (c) see Table 18. .. 156

Figure 15: Chain mediation model using minimal de&d mindset priming and
exclusion manipulations as the predictor (contrast)destructive behaviour. For
estimates of al, a2, a3, bl, b2, ¢’ (c) see Table.l........cccevvvvviviiiiiiiieee e 158

Figure 16: Estimated marginal means of negativentesent-related emotions, negative
resentment-unrelated emotions and positive emotamt®rding to the conditions of

social exclusion manipulation and to the mindsehiig. ..., 160

INDEX of TABLES

Table 1: Total effect (c) and direct effects of thediation analysis (see Figure 2) for
the effect of dummy coded manipulation of standaothtion on destructive behaviour

via negative emotions, while controlling for constiive behaviour. ............cc............. 71

Table 2: Intercorrelations between perceived stahseplations, emotions, behaviour,

identification with the ethnic ingroup and idertdtion with Portuguese Society........ 72

Table 3: Total effect (c) and direct effects of thediation analysis (see Figure 3) for
the effect of perceived minimal standard violat@mndestructive behaviour via negative
emotions, while controlling for the effect of maam standard violation and

CONSITUCTIVE DENAVIOUL . ... e aaes 75

Table 4: Intercorrelations between perceived exalyperceived standards’ violations,
emotions, behaviour and identification with theadigantaged minority ingroup. ....... 93

Table 5: Summary of linear regression analysesvéoiables predicting minimal and

maximal Standard VIOIATIONS. ......ouieee e 95

XXV



Being in or being out

Table 6: Summary of linear regression analyses/éoiables predicting the display of
negative and PoSItiVe EMOLIONS. ........coviiucieeee i ee e e e e 97

Table 7: Summary of linear regression analysewvdoiables predicting the display of
destructive DENAVIOUL............oooiiii s 98

Table 8: Total effect (c) and direct effects of thediation analysis (see Figure 4) for
the effect of perceived exclusion on negative eomstivia perceived minimal and

maximal standard violations (predicted effectd@hias). .............ccevvvevvvvvrvniennnnnn. 100

Table 9: Total effect (c) and direct effects of thediation analysis (see Figure 5) for
the effect of perceived minimal standard violat@mndestructive behaviour via negative
and positive emotions, controlling for the effecfsmaximal standard violation and

constructive behaviour (predicted effects in IGC...........ceiiiiiiiiiiiin e, 102

Table 10: Total effect (c) and direct effects of tthain mediation analysis (see Figure
6) for the effect of perceived exclusion on dedimecbehaviour via perceived minimal
standard violation and negative emotions, whiletrmding for the effects of perceived
maximal standard, positive emotions and constractighaviour (predicted effects in
12210 SRR 105

Table 11: Descriptive statistics of minimal and ima standard violations according

to the conditions of the exclusion manipulation..............ccccoeevvvvvivveiiiiicce e, 120

Table 12: Intercorrelations between perceived exohy perceived standards’
violations, emotions, behaviour, identification kvitthe minority ingroup and

identification with the superordinate Categoryu .. .uuuurruiiiiieeeieeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeiiveens 124

Table 13: Total effect (c) and direct effects of thediation analysis (see Figure 8) for
the effect of exclusion on negative emotions viacewed minimal and maximal

standard violations (predicted effects in italiCS)u.......cccuviivieiiiiiiii e, 126

Table 14: Total effect (c) and direct effects of thediation analysis (see Figure 9) for
the effect of perceived minimal standard violat@mndestructive behaviour via negative
emotions, controlling for the effect of perceivedximal standard violation............. 128

XXV



Being in or being out

Table 15: Total effect (c) and direct effects of tthain mediation analysis (see Figure
10) for the effect of exclusion on destructive bebar via perceived minimal standard

violation and negative emotions (predicted efféttitaliCs). ..........eeeeeeeeeiviviiiieninnnns a3

Table 16: Summary of linear regression analysesdaables predicting the display of
negative resentment-related emotions, negativent@snt-unrelated emotions and

L0 IS LY== 0] 1o £ S 136

Table 17: Summary of linear regression analysesdaables predicting the display of

(0 [ (g0 [ AV N o <1 A =\ VA [0 10 | ST 138

Table 18: Total effect (c) and direct effects af thediation analysis (see Figure 14) for
the effect of focal contrast (exclusion + minimahrglard priming) on destructive

behaviour via negative @MOtIONS. ........cooi oo 157

Table 19: Total effect (c) and direct effects of tthain mediation analysis (see Figure
15) for the effect of minimal mindset priming angckision manipulations as the
predictor (contrast) on destructive behaviour veacpived minimal standard violation

and negative emotions (prediceted effects in BRUC............ccoovvvriiiiiiiiiiiiiiinie i 158

Table 20: Summary of linear regression analysesdaables predicting the display of
negative resentment-related emotions, negativent@snt-unrelated emotions and

L0 IS LY== 0] 1o £ SR 162

Table 21: Summary of linear regression analysesdaables predicting the display of

(0 [ (g0 [ A VSN o <1 A =\ VA [0 10 | ST 164

XXVi



Being in or being out

Being in or being out: Social exclusion and degiveccollective
behaviour of disadvantaged groups






Being in or being out

CHAPTER |

General introduction

Man is not truly one, but truly two.

Robert Louis Stevenson

Besides being a popular bodBs Jekyll and Mr Hydealso became a metaphor for
the human nature and condition: Even though mogheftime people behave in a
constructive, positive, rule-following manner (j.as Dr Jekyll), there is a possibility
that, under circumstances, these very same peapertake destructive, negative,
violent, rule-breaking behaviours (i.e., as Mr Hydénd this behaviour’'s duality has
been grabbing the attention of several and quiterdnt lines of thought: From religion
to philosophy to social sciences, there has beesnduoring effort to try to understand
why, how and when will the Jekyll inside of us s&rm into the Hyde (also) inside of

us.

1.1 Research questions and aims of the present work

Like the author of this well known novel, we bekethat it is not a question of
whether or not people will reveal the Hyde insidetleem it is rather a question of
when Unlike the author, however, we are less inteteste understanding when
individuals in general turn into someone who engagedissocial behaviour. Instead,
we are interested in problematic group behaviousréMconcretely, this thesis aims at
understanding when members of disadvantaged groppgor destructive forms of

collective behaviour.

1.1.1 The disadvantaged going for destructive beheur

One question the socio-psychological perspectivdestructive behaviour has been
concerned with for a long time is whether or nadiwduals and groups respond to
unfair, miserable circumstances that place thema idisadvantaged position with
destructive behaviour (e.g., social identity theofgjfel & Turner, 1979; relative
deprivation theory, Gurr, 1970; system justificatidost & Hunyady, 2002; tokenism,
Wright, Taylor, & Moghaddam, 1990). Going beyonce tdebate about whether
individuals/groups will or not engage in destruetiforms of behaviours, the present
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thesis is rather interested in predicting when and such behaviours will be a
probable option for disadvantaged groups.

In the current thesis, we approach the problem Wit assumption that the
disadvantaged will go for destructive behaviour wkach an option is legitimate.

Instead of providing a conclusive answer, this apph raises two important
questions: Who defines what is normative (and ilegite) and nonnormative, and when
does destructive behaviour — a usually nonnormd@reviour — become legitimate?

In order to answer these questions, we may neeki® two perspectives into
consideration: That of the outside observers arad tf the actors engaged in the
behaviour. In that sense, destructive behavioobgerved, therefore norms that define
which behaviour is destructive, and therefore uUguabnnormative, are defined by
outside observers. In contrast, the norms thateresdch behaviour legitimate serve as
motivation, and therefore are defined by the acémgaging in such behaviour. Based
on a deeper analysis of this constellation, we @septhat destructive behaviour
becomes legitimate in circumstances in which tingets of such behaviour deserve to

be punished because they violated what we will idédine as minimal standards.

1.1.1.1 Defining destructive behaviour

When we mention destructive behaviour we are nefgrto a specific type of
collective action in which the disadvantaged groupay engage under specific
motivational conditions: An action usually seen dipers as negative, destructive, or
nonnormative. The key element to take into consitem is the fact that when
describing the behaviour as destructive we arermefgto the other’s perceptions, not to
the perspective of the acting disadvantaged grimplicit in this view is the idea that
judgments about normativity depend on the salienia$ identity and, consequently, on
group perspective. In this sense, and in orderake tinto account the perspective
dependency of what is seen as normative behaviomn the point of view of the
various involved groups, we uslestructive intergroup behavioas our working term.
In our perspective, destructive intergroup behadare actions displayed by members
of a disadvantaged group that are perceived by atleenbers of the society as means
for harming other society members or groups by thimg or destroying something
valued by those members of the larger society.

Corresponding to this understanding of destrudiefeaviour, the unit of analysis in

this thesis is the intergroup relation between sadivantaged group, potentially



Being in or being out

engaging in destructive behaviour, and an advadtageminant group being the
potential target and/or victim of such destructdahaviour.

1.1.1.2 The role of superordinate categories

In order to answer the first question of who dediméhat is normative, we resort
to self-categorization theory (Turner, Hogg, Oakesicher, & Wetherell, 1987) and to
the ingroup projection model (Mummendey & Wenz&99). We believe that social
groups do not exist in a social vacuum and we belibat the social environment of
social groups includes more than the ingroup arldvaet outgroups. As self-
categorization theory, we assume that the memledsfferent groups compare their
ingroup with relevant outgroup(s) in terms of a ewgpdinate category which
encompasses both in- and outgroups (Turner e8glMummendey & Wenzel, 1999).
For example, we can expect that immigrants livimg?ortugal compare themselves to
non-immigrants, because both groups are includetdarsuperordinate category of the
Portuguese Society.

In asymmetric intergroup relations, the superordireategory defines the terms
of reference for intergroup relations between ath@ed and disadvantaged subgroups
as it provides a cognitive and normative basis domparisons between subgroups
(Turner et al., 1987) and for relations betweems¢r®ibgroups. It provides standards for
evaluating the own group’s and others’ situatiod for deciding if and how to act upon
it. Thus, aside of the subordinate ingroup, supminate categories provide a second
potential source of normative pressure and positgeial identity. For instance,
immigrants in Portugal who evaluate their situatwaiii not just search for differences
from or similarities with other subgroups, but wallso consider how the situation in
general is for people living in Portugal. Of pauter relevance for our purposes is that,
besides constituting the frame of reference for egan evaluative judgments,
superordinate categories also provide the basis jddgments on fairness and
entittements (Weber, Mummendey, & Waldzus, 2002n¥Yé¢ 2004).

In order to provide the background for subgroup pansons, shared membership
in superordinate categories needs that, to a ped&gree, subgroups share a common
understanding of what such a superordinate catagorowever, the understanding of
superordinate group norms might not be completansensually shared by the
subgroups: The disadvantaged and advantaged groigi not perceive in the same

way and might not agree that a particular actiofm@)normative for the superordinate
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group. Recent research and theorising has showrnhigerspectives of subgroups on
what is normative within the superordinate categmay differ because members of
each subgroup will tend to project characterigtgcg., values, norms and goals) of their
own ingroup onto the superordinate category (Mundegr& Wenzel, 1999; Waldzus,
Mummendey, & Wenzel, 2005; Waldzus, Mummendey, Véen& Boettcher, 2004;
Wenzel, Mummendey, Weber, & Waldzus, 2003). As asequence of such ingroup
projection, each subgroup will tend to perceive superordinate category as more
similar to their own ingroup than to the other suups (e.g., Imhoff, Dotsch, Bianchi,
Banse, & Wigboldus, 2011). Thus, we would propdss hot only the idiosyncratic
norms of the subgroups, but also the norms of dper®rdinate group, depend on the
perspective of the subgroup.

As a summary, we assume that, besides the own giteeigource of normativity to
which groups resort is a relevant superordinategoaly. Besides some consensus
between different subgroups, there might also beesdisagreement about what is
(non)normative for the superordinate category. Tkishe case as the norms of the
superordinate group are dependent on the subgrpepspective (as a result of ingroup

projection).

1.1.1.3 The role of maximal and minimal standards/ggls

The idea that the several subgroups included instree superordinate category
might differ in their interpretation and represeiata of the normative basis provided by
the superordinate group is an important assumptBumch interpretations might
differently impact the behaviours displayed by shbgroups and their members.

In order to answer our second question — when deltructive behaviour be
considered normative? —, we need to clarify thesearaptions.

Based on the work of Kessler et al. (2010), we artpat the degree of consensus
about the normative basis offered by the superatdinategory depends on the type of
standard/goal we are referring to. The motivati@pgdroach developed by Kessler et al.
(2010) states that groups have two types of stastirals: maximal and minimal.
While maximal standards/goals are ideals derivethfcategories’ prototypes (i.e., an
idealized most representative exemplar of a givaagory) that describe conducts and
goals valued by the group, minimal standards/geaés compulsory, as they define
necessary requirements for the group and inclusioteria of the superordinate

category (Schubert, Mummendey, Waldzus, & Kes#64,0). In that sense, maximal
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standards represent ideals that members of them@dpete category (or subgroups)
should strive to achieve to the greatest possibigak, serving as references for gradual
evaluations in terms of how close the individualnmbers (or subgroup) have come to
achieving those ideals. In other words, categopestotypes provide the standards for
intracategory comparisons and differentiation afividuals and subgroups, so that the
closer an individual/subgroup comes to such stalsdar in comparison to other
individuals/subgroups — the more relatively propatgal they will be (Turner et al.
1987; Mummendey & Wenzel 1999; Wenzel, MummendeyWaldzus, 2007). The
more relatively prototypical an individual/group tee more central will be the (status)
position the individual/subgroup occupies withire thuperordinate category. Minimal
standards establish criteria that have to be mealbynembers (or subgroups), thus
representing either/or evaluations, with thoseraabo situations who meet these criteria
being considered acceptable and those not meeimgal standards being considered
unacceptable.

Individual members and subgroups can be assumbd tootivated not only to
meet the minimal standards of a superordinate oatefut also to come as close as
possible to its maximal standards: Meeting the farshould guarantee access to the
benefits of being included in a desired superotditategory, while meeting the latter

should grant its members (or subgroups) a positivacategory evaluation.

1.1.1.4 Responses to non-achievement of maximal améhimal standards

Yet, how consensual are the disadvantaged and dhentaged subgroups’
perspectives about the maximal standards of therstginate category? As mentioned
in section 1.1.1.1, resorting to ingroup projectisil lead to some disagreement
between different subgroups as each will tend &otlseir ingroup to be relatively more
prototypical than it otherwise would be (MummendeyVenzel, 1999). Nevertheless,
because advantaged groups have access to morecessoihey are able to validate
these ingroup projections more effectively than adisantaged groups. As a
consequence disadvantaged groups are often seemypdbiemselves and by others as
less prototypical of the superordinate categoryntlavantaged groups (Devos &
Banaji, 2005; Waldzus et al., 2004). Given thissssually shared view, not reaching
maximal standards is consistent with the disadggttagroup’s non-prototypicality. In
this context, if the advantaged dominant outgrocts & a way that limits or prevents

the disadvantaged dominated group from accessisgurees needed to achieve
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maximal standards/goals, this will not be interpdet as an unexpected
transgression/violation in terms of the norms aallies of the superordinate category.
This is the main reason why the collective actioat imay result in such situations will
not be destructive.

How consensual are the minimal standards of theersuginate category?
Unlike judgments about relative prototypicality thalow the subgroups to express
some ethnocentricity in the definition of the ptgfee of the superordinate category (via
ingroup projection), judgments about acceptabildy unacceptability) refer to criteria
that not only must be met by all members and aligsoups within the category
(Kessler et al., 2010), but that are expected teHaged by all subgroups (i.®oth the
advantaged and disadvantaged groups). Consequenthgnsgression/violation of a
minimal standard — the required criteria for inams— is far graver, triggering more
severe consequences than a violation of a maxitaatlard. We suggest that minimal
standards, as they refer to basic aspects of tlega@y identity, are so central for the
superordinate category’s existence and preserv#tainthe violation of such standards
will trigger the perceived necessity to punish ghewlations.

Punishment usually implies negative treatment ef dhe that is punished. In
this sense, even tough displaying extremely negdteatment of others is unusual and
a last resort choice as it typically representsaasgression of fairness norms, when
such a behaviour is displayed towards someoneJib&ted a minimal standard, it
becomes not only understandable but also necegsary Vidmar, 2000) and legitimate
(Fritsche, Kessler, Mummendey, & Neumann, 2009;skeset al., 2010; Schubert et
al., 2010, Waldzus, Schubert, & Raimundo, 2010usTthe punishment of minimal
standard violations is a situation in which harntfahaviour (punishment) is considered
not only acceptable, but even normatively requitedhe particular situation that is the
focus of analysis in this thesis, however, it i$ @oough to identify the punishment of
minimal standard violations as the normative canterdering doing harm legitimate.
Who usually controls a superordinate categoryf@elbminant, advantaged groups, not
the disadvantaged ones. When members of a disadyehgroup observe that the more
advantaged outgroup acts in a way that preventsdibadvantaged group from
achieving minimal standards/goals, these acts reagtognized by the latter as efforts
to undermine not only their group’s position withihre superordinate category but also
as threats to their very membership in the superatel category (e.g., Tyler, 1989;
Tyler, Degoey, & Smith, 1996).
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1.1.1.5 Social exclusion as minimal standard violian

Given the consequences that violating minimal sies&l might have, it is
important to understand what acts of the advantagederful group could be
interpreted as preventing the disadvantaged posgergoup from meeting minimal
standards.

We propose that excluding the disadvantaged groom fthe superordinate
category would be one of those acts that woulchtexpreted as a typical instance of a
minimal standard violation. Yet, exclusion per seuld not necessarily lead to severe
consequences for the advantaged group: Only whemnmimbers of a disadvantaged
group continue to see themselves as members ofuperordinate category will the
outgroup’s attempt to exclude them be seen astdmieg and illegitimate. In this case,
the actions of the advantaged outgroup will themesebe characterized as a violation
of the minimal standards of the superordinate @ate@nd, therefore, should be
adequately punished. Given that actions that \eahainimal standards will be seen as
threatening not only to the target subgroup but &dsthe entire superordinate category
as they threaten its identity, efforts to protdw superordinate category will include
harsh consequences for the violators and will lee $®th as legitimate and necessary.
This is why the usual response to the violatiora ghinimal standard by an outgroup
would be its exclusion from the superordinate aatggHowever, when violation is
perpetrated by an advantaged dominant group andvititens are members of a
disadvantaged group, the victims not only lack pbger to exclude the outgroup but
they may themselves be targets of exclusion. Utligse circumstances, we propose
that the response to such a violation will be desive intergroup behaviour. Therefore,
destructive intergroup behaviour represents anrtefio protect the superordinate
category. The disadvantaged group resorts to siahaviour as a means of punishing
the advantaged group who is believed to have wdlah minimal standard by
preventing members of the disadvantaged ingroup freeeting the minimal standards
of the superordinate group.

As a summary, whether the subgroups included irs#ime superordinate category
might differ in their interpretation and represeéiaia of what is (non)normative for the
superordinate category depends on the type of atdfgbal we are referring to.
Maximal standards/goals, as associated to relapireotypicality, will be more

dependent on ingroup projection and therefore lvélithe target of more disagreement.
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Minimal standards/goals, on the other hand, mustme¢ by all members and all
subgroups within the category (Kessler et al., 20&0d are expected to be shared by
all members and by all subgroups, thus, are monesessual. Such different
interpretations might differently impact the belmaus displayed by the subgroups and
their members: Violations of maximal standardsrareexpected to result in destructive
behaviour, while as a response to the violationnohimal standards, destructive
behaviour is not only expected but necessary agitinfeate. Therefore, and answering
our second question, destructive behaviour, a lysmannormative action, becomes
legitimate when displayed by the disadvantaged espanse to minimal standard
violations perpetrated by the advantaged.

1.1.1.6 Marginalization and social exclusion and #hrole of maximal and minimal

standard violations

Besides explaining the psychological conditiongdie@ to collective destructive
behaviour, our theorising also intends to undedstamw people react in face of social
rejection. We are interested in understanding amglaging the reactions of
disadvantaged groups to particular forms of repectthat is: Marginalization (a milder
form of rejection and deprivation) and exclusiom{are extreme form of rejection and
deprivation).

Not meeting maximal standards/goals has importanplications for the
disadvantaged, as it is expected to result in @.destral (lower status) position within
the superordinate category, that is, in marginabna But marginalization can be more
than an outcome of not meeting maximal standardsgMalization might also further
contribute to the disadvantage of the group asaken it even harder to approach
maximal standards. Therefore, attempts of the ddgad dominant group to
marginalize the disadvantaged group might be seena&ions that limit the
disadvantaged group’s access to the resourcesthezdecet maximal standards/goals.
We suggest that in such case, dissatisfaction nmaythle result, but that such
dissatisfaction will most probably not lead to destive behaviour.

Not meeting minimal standards/goals has even mopoitant implications, as
most probably it will result in the exclusion frothe superordinate category. This is
especially relevant for the disadvantaged as thélymwost probably be the victims of
such exclusion. And most importantly, they will hpsobably perceive this exclusion

as actions by the advantaged that violate mininhdards/goals. These perceived
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minimal standards violations by the advantaged bellseen as threatening not only to
the disadvantaged group being the target of suohations, but also to the entire
superordinate category. Yet, the advantaged ouypgoactions will only be deemed
illegitimate and, thus deemed worth adequate pumeésit, when the disadvantaged
group members identify themselves with the sup@natd category. Nevertheless, a
disadvantaged group that faces exclusion and peet as a minimal standard
violation usually lacks the power to punish theataged outgroup in the usual fashion
by excluding it. It is exactly under these circuamgtes that we propose that a
disadvantaged group will resort to destructiveropteup behaviour.

As a summary, we try to explain the destructiveavetur of disadvantaged
groups as a motivationally-based response to erciubore concretely, we argue that
it is not exclusion per se but rather its intergtien as a violation of a minimal standard

by the advantaged group that motivates destrubtaviour.

1.1.1.7 A note on disadvantage

As this thesis focuses on the destructive behasialisplayed by disadvantaged
groups, it seems relevant defining what we meadisgdvantaged.

The term may seem self-evident, and one of theorsais that we may tend to say
that a disadvantaged group is one that holds sarteos disadvantage, which is an
obvious tautology. For example, according to thefo@k dictionary (1995), a
disadvantage is “a negative point or conditionhiag that tends to prevent somebody
succeeding, making progress, etc (...)" (p. 327).

In our definition, we emphasize the relative positof the disadvantaged as well as
their lack of power. What most distinguishes theugis we mention in our studies is the
fact that the advantaged group dominates the sigieabe category in terms of relative
prototypicality (and, thus, status) and has thegraw exclude the disadvantaged group
from the superordinate category in case the latt#ates a minimal standard. Thus, and
in very practical terms, we define a disadvantagexp as the one that is hindered
from achieving certain standards of the superotdimategory. When hindered from
achieving maximal standards, disadvantaged groulps&e their position within the
superordinate category as relatively less protobipand experience marginalization.
When hindered from achieving minimal standardsadirantaged groups will see their

membership in the superordinate category threatandaxperience exclusion.
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1.1.1.8 The role of emotions

In addition to constituting or not the normativenddions for destructive
behaviour we also expect that being prevented froeeting a maximal versus a
minimal standard will have different emotional ceqgences. In line with intergroup
emotion theorists (e.g., Smith, Seger, & Mackied2Qwe assume that group relevant
events elicit group level emotions, and emotiondivate action. Yet, we assume that
whether or not being prevented from meeting a stahbecomes emotionally relevant
is affected by the type of standard: We assumenibtameeting minimal standards/goals
is far more unpredicted and involves far more seweplications than not meeting a
maximal standard/goal. This is so, not becausemahstandards are more valuable
than maximal standards, but because it is expeittat the former are met by all

members of the superordinate category.

1.2 General hypotheses

So, to sum up, when exploring the motivations festductive behaviour the current
research focuses on the disadvantaged group’s qorgp in which the advantaged
dominant outgroup appears as the perpetrator ¢dtioas of minimal standards/goals
and in which the display of destructive behaviaiithe adequate response to such a
violation.

The hypotheses guiding the work were the following:

H1) The more disadvantaged group members are aaaftavith exclusion, as
compared to marginalization, the more they shoutdcgive the violation of a
minimal standard as compared with the violatioa aiaximal standard.

H2) The more disadvantaged group members percéigeviolation of a
minimal as compared with the violation of a maxire@ndard, the stronger negative
emotional reactions they should have.

H3) The stronger negative emotional reactions dfadivantaged group
members are, the stronger tendencies for desteulsétaaviour they should have.

H4) Exclusion should increase disadvantaged groigslencies for destructive
behaviour through an indirect effect via perceptoddmminimal standard violation and
negative emotions.

Thus, this thesis, not only studies the particupmychological situation of

disadvantaged groups, but also takes into accobet disadvantaged groups
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perspective. The present thesis aims at testingifgp¢heoretical hypotheses on the
perceptions of intergroup situations of marginalizand excluded disadvantaged
groups. More specifically, it tests whether exciidand marginalized disadvantaged
groups have different concerns, and, thus, wowddaed differently to their situation. It
also tests how emotions are affect by these coscand their effect on intergroup
behaviour.

By doing so, this thesis intends to contribute tdedter understanding of the
conditions underlying the display of extremely néga responses towards more

advantaged outgroup(s) and toward superordinagégcaes (Kessler et al., 2010).

1.3 Empirical overview

In order to test our hypotheses we conducteddgperimental studies, two field
studies and two laboratory studies. This stratdigyvad us both to test our assumptions

in more controlled environments and to assure tiodogical validity of our results.

1.3.1 Field study, Study 1

The first experimental field study was designedtdst whether destructive
behaviour and negative emotions on the part ofddesataged groups depended on the
type of standard that they believe has been vidlade expected that immigrants living
in Portugal felt negative emotions and expresséentions for destructive behaviour
only if ingroup's members were deprived by the Bpuese majority of resources in a
manner that violates minimal standards. Experimiemtd correlational results generally
supported the overall hypotheses: The experimelatial showed that, for at least a part
of the sample (for which the manipulation was sasfid), only when being deprived of
a resource was described as a minimal standardtiaoldid the participants go for
more destructive compared to constructive actiomglation that was mediated by
negative emotions. In the correlational analyseisigushe entire sample the only
predictor of destructive behaviour and negative t@mne was the degree to which the
deprivation was perceived to be a violation of animal standard. There was also
correlational evidence showing that perceiving aimal standard violation led to the
display of negative emotions and to the displagestructive behaviour, but there was

no significant mediation.

13



Being in or being out

1.3.2 Online study, Study 2

Besides replicating the results of the first fistddy, with this second field study
we aimed at verifying whether experiencing exclasiersus marginalization led to
differences in the disadvantaged minority membeesceptions of the violation of
standards (minimal vs. maximal), in the displaynefjative emotions and in the display
of destructive behaviours. To do so, we conductedrdine study with smokers living
in Portugal in which we manipulated the degree xqfeeted future deprivation from
accessing a good that the disadvantaged minorgydtace.

The results revealed that, although the manipuldtiad no effect on perceived
exclusion and on the display of negative emotignsypacted perceptions of violation
of standards and behavioural tendencies: In thiigwn condition, as compared to the
marginalization condition, the participating smakevere more ready to interpret the
scenario as a minimal standard violation and terie@xpect themselves and the
ingroup members to show more destructive behavio@wrrelational data were
consistent with the hypotheses that perceived siamiuwas perceived as a minimal
standard violation and that perceiving a violatmha minimal standard led to the
display of more negative emotions which, in tuad to the display of more destructive
behaviour. Moreover, the results revealed thatétetion between perceived exclusion
and the display of destructive behaviour was medidioth by perceived minimal

standard violation and experienced negative emstion

1.3.3 Laboratory studies, Studies 3 and 4

Even though we were able to manipulate some ofrthm variables in the real
world context in Studies 1 and 2, laboratory stadsere also conducted in order to
overcome some limitations of the previous studié®io laboratory studies were
conducted in order to test if experiencing differedegrees of deprivation
(marginalization, exclusion) led to differences perceptions of the violation of
standards (minimal vs. maximal), in the displaynefjative emotions and in the display
of destructive behaviours. Both studies were cotetliwvith university students living
in Portugal and were based on a pre-programmegdaViball toss game: A situation of
minority (with all participants belonging to thesddvantaged minority) versus majority
was created and the degree of inclusion in the gaasemanipulated.
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In one of the studies (Study 3) we introduced aeprivation control condition
in addition to the marginalization and exclusiomditions that were used in Study 2,
and in the other study (Study 4), we only testedakclusion against the no deprivation
control condition, but changed the designed to auiean alternative explanation by a
possible confound between type of standard vialafiminimal versus maximal) and
severity of standard violation: Before introducihg social exclusion manipulation, we
presented a mindset priming. We manipulated thesatgility of a given standard by
introducing an unrelated task designed at primingramal standard related mindset or
a maximal standard related mindset.

The results of Study 3 support our hypotheses: usxmh impacted the
perceptions of violation of minimal versus maxinséndards, the display of negative
emotions and the display of destructive behavibucontrast to participants in the no
deprivation control condition, the players in béile marginalization and the exclusion
conditions perceived more standard violations inegal, but they were more ready to
interpret the game situation as a violation of miali standards as compared to maximal
standards in the exclusion condition than in thegmalization condition. Moreover,
even if participants reported more negative ematiarboth the marginalization and the
exclusion conditions, they only displayed destmectibehaviour in the exclusion
condition. The results of the correlational dataeveonsistent with the hypotheses that
exclusion was perceived as a minimal standard twolaand that perceiving a violation
of a minimal standard led to the display of morgat&e emotions which, in turn, led to
the display of more destructive behaviour. Morepwbe results revealed that the
relation between exclusion and the display of destre behaviour is partially mediated
both by perceived minimal standard violation anpgezienced negative emotions.

The results of Study 4 revealed that, as expegiaeiving a minimal standard
violation did not only depend on the experiencexatlusion: The participants exposed
to a minimal mindset priming that faced exclusioer@/the ones that perceived more
minimal standard violation than participants in d@He other conditions. Most
importantly, as predicted, they also tended toldismore negative emotions and more
destructive behaviour than participants in the otleenditions. Moreover, the
correlational analyses showed that the effect ef dtambination of minimal mindset
priming and exclusion on the display of destruchedaviour was mediated by negative
emotions, although only partially. However, theutes also indicated that the relation

between the combination of minimal mindset primargd exclusion and destructive
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behaviour was not unequivocally mediated by ministahdard violation and negative

emotions.

1.3.4 Meta-analysis

Finally, we conducted a meta-analysis to summaheeresults over the three
chain mediations tested in Studies 2 to 4.

The results showed that there was overall robuppat for our theoretical
model, despite the fact that, in Study 4, the nmemhavas not significant.

In very general terms, the results of our studiksvaus to conclude that facing
a maximal standard violation has not the same emattiand behavioural consequences
than facing a minimal standard violation. They atowed that facing marginalization
has not the same consequences as facing exclusuam if marginalization already
leads to negative emotions, these do not transhte destructive behaviour, as it
happens in the case of exclusion. Most importamtly, result show that it is not the
experience of exclusion per se that leads to tisplaly of negative emotions and
destructive behaviour, but rather its interpretatims a minimal standard violation

versus as a maximal standard violation.

1.4 Organization of the dissertation

After this general overview of the thesis, we wpllesent a more detailed
description of the main theoretical concepts uryiagl this work and review relevant
theories and research related to it. Then we wile gg more detailed empirical
description of the studies undertaken, and finaléy/ will discuss the implications and
limitations of the current work and present somggestions for future research.

More precisely, chapter Il will present a theoratimtroduction to the current
work. This chapter stresses the importance of ¢pkito account broader superordinate
categories for the understanding of intergroupticia, and focuses on the concepts of
standards/goals violation and their impact on th@eustanding of intergroup behaviour.
Chapters 1ll and IV will present the empirical emdte used to test our hypotheses.
Chapter Il will present the two field studies: Theld study with immigrants and the
online study with smokers mentioned earlier. Chaptepresents the two laboratory

studies also previously mentioned.

16



Being in or being out

Chapter V will provide a discussion of the obtaimesults, a reflection about
the implications and possible practical repercussmf the current work, as well as its

limitations and its possible future developments.
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CHAPTER I

Theoretical introduction

2.1 The socio-psychological perspective on beinglsadvantaged group

undertaking intergroup destructive behaviour

“The Soweto uprisingr Soweto riots were a series of clashes in Sovxath Africa
on June 16, 1976 between black youths and the @dutan authorities. The riots
grew out of protests against the policies of théidwel Party government and its

apartheid regime. June 16 is now celebrated in Sédtica as Youth Day
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Soweto_uprising. Retved July 28, 2010

Dominant groups often look with suspicion at sulbmate, disadvantaged
outgroups. For instance, many white Christian ni@garin the western world distrust
Muslims, Jews, Gypsies, immigrants or ethnic minesi If (when) dominant group
members reflect on the possibility that existingtss differences may be illegitimate,
this can awaken concerns that the subordinate dgimuat least some of its members)
may give up their commitment to the larger socyakesm and turn instead to destructive
behaviour, such as violent collective action ordgsm (e.g., Martin, 2006). These fears
are quite reasonable as bloody revolutions haven lpeet of the history of most
societies, and these revolutions have been theautl popular art and culture all over
the world. They are also the focus of scientifieahsing. Social psychological theories
of aggression, such as frustration-aggression hgsat (Dollard, Doob, Miller,
Mowrer, & Sears, 1939) and theories of intergroafations, such as social identity
theory (Tajfel & Turner, 1979) and relative deptiea theory (Gurr, 1970) have
postulated a link between the perceptions of dliegicy of inequality and collective
and conflict-related behaviour. However, it is alsoe that given the ubiquity of
intergroup inequality, violent revolutions and atifiems of disruptive social protest are
relatively rare. Thus, the prevalent assumption thequality should lead to rebellion
often seemed at odds with societal reality, and yntaeories turned from trying to
explain revolts to trying to explain their absenikceergroup researchers explored ideas
like outgroup favouritism (e.g., Ellemers, Wilke, ¥an Knippenberg, 1993), false

consciousness or system justification (Marx & Esgel932/2002; e.g., Jost &
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Hunyady, 2002), beliefs in a just world (e.g., @Is% Hafer, 2001) or tokenism (e.g.,
Wright, 2001; Wright et al., 1990) to provide expdéions for the absence of collective
responses to disadvantage.

In short, on the one hand, there is anecdotal aerlefolk wisdom, theorising and
research showing that disadvantaged groups engag#léctive action as a response to
illegitimate disadvantage. On the other hand, tieemecdotal evidence, theorising and
research showing that members of disadvantagedpgraatually do the opposite,

namely go along with and accept their underpriwbtbgituation.

2.1.1Whenand how will disadvantaged groups rebel?

Fortunately, theoretical approaches such as sm®ality theory (Tajfel & Turner,
1979) and relative deprivation theory (see WalkeB&ith, 2002) have done much to
specify some of the conditions under which disathged group members will or will
not engage in collective action, and consideragearch support has been amassed for
these claims (e.g., Ellemers, 1993; Kessler & Mumaey, 2002; Mummendey,
Kessler, Klink, & Mielke, 1999; Simon et al., 1998/right & Tropp, 2002).

However, one limitation in these dominant theorgeshat they focus primarily on
predicting the occurrence of collective behaviounth much less emphasis on
predicting different forms of collective action és®Vright, 2010). For example, social
identity theory predicts that disadvantaged groupe perceive thestatus quoas
changeable (unstable) and illegitimate should eagay intergroup competition
(Ellemers, 1993; Tajfel & Turner, 1979), but th&seo clear prediction about whether
this competition will be peaceful or violent. Themse applies to more recent attempts to
integrate various branches of research on colledistion. Based on results of their
meta-analysis, Van Zomeren, Postmes and SpearS8)(2fi) instance, present an
integrative social identity model of collective iact in which collective action that
carries a component of protest is directly predidig the strength of the individual's
identification with the disadvantaged group andirextly via perceived injustice and
efficacy. Although this model makes other importdistinctions, it does not specify the
unique antecedents for different forms of prot&3hviously, the specific form of
collective action taken by members of the disadvged group has important practical
implications. It makes a real difference whethgr@up of North-African immigrants in
Paris protests peacefully by marching in the streetwhether they set cars on fire and

plunder shopping-centres on the way.
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In this thesis, we propose a theoretical approhahinhtends to explain a particular
type of collective action by disadvantaged reldyiveowerless groups. We focus on
actions that are motivated by intergroup relatiamsl that would be described by
observers as destructive, such as revolts, pdliticader, terrorism, etcetera. Thus, the
focus of the current approach is lessiomembers of disadvantaged groups engage in
collective action, but rather owhen members of disadvantaged groups engage in
behaviours that are considered by others to betinegalestructive, or in violation of

important societal norms.

2.1.1.1 Normative versus nonnormative collective son

One initial approach to this question is the didton between normative and
nonnormative collective action (e.g., Taylor, Moddam, Gamble, & Zeller, 1987;
Vanbeselaere, Boen, & Smeesters, 2003; Wright, ;200dght et al., 1990). The
general claim is that members of disadvantaged pgrowill stick to actions that
conform to the accepted rules of the larger sosigtem as long as this form of
collective action is thought to have a reasonalllance of success. However, if
normative tactics prove ineffective or the advaathgroup is seen to be engaging in its
own nonnormative efforts to maintain its power, pleeceived legitimacy of the societal
norms are compromised and normative actions mag gay to nonnormative action
(Wright, 2010). This approach illuminates two imjamt conceptual points that provide
the basis for the current theoretical approactstFir recognizes that what is normative
and what is nonnormatiVelepends on group perspective. Thus, actions teawigely
accepted to be nonnormative in terms of the acdepties of the broader society can
become normative within the specific disadvantageoup. In other words, when
disadvantaged group members’ actions shift fromm@adive to nonnormative in terms
of the rules of the broader society, they may 4@l following the norms of their
ingroup.

Secondly, this normative/nonnormative distinctiolsoarecognizes the critical
importance of the "larger society”, the superorginzategory that defines the terms of

reference for intergroup relations between advatagnd disadvantaged subgroups.

! Nonnormative behaviour can refer to a wide rarfgections, some being considered more extreme than
others and, thus, possibly having a differentigbaict on the targets of such behaviours, as walhase
judgments and reactions these may instigate. Naeslexts, for the purpose of the current argumemtatio
what is significant is that the distinction depemwdsgroup perspective (e.g., Bar-Tal, 1998; Mumnegnd

& Wenzel, 1999; Wenzel et al., 2007), rather thetimguishing between different types of nonnornti
behaviours and their implications.
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Superordinate categories refer to higher-order gostes encompassing the actor’s
ingroup and the relevant outgroup (Turner et &871 Mummendey & Wenzel, 1999).
Superordinate categories (e.g., the larger socityyide a necessary cognitive and
normative basis for comparisons between subgrolpsér et al., 1987), and provide
the basis for relations between these subgroupss, Buperordinate categories provide
a second potential source — along with the lochbsilinate ingroup — of normative
pressure and positive social identity (e.g., based positive distinctiveness in
comparison with relevant outgroups, Tajfel & Turng®79). As important, they also
provide the basis for judgments of fairness andtlemtents (Weber et al., 2002;
Wenzel, 2004).

However, where the normative/nonnormative distorctfalls short is in how it
represents subgroup members’ understanding of upersrdinate group norms. This
discussion implies that the understanding of supl@rate group norms is consensually
shared by the subgroups; that both the disadvatht@ge advantaged groups understand
and agree that a particular action is nonnormdtivethe larger superordinate group.
Thus, this view holds that disadvantaged groups émalorse and engage in violent
protest, for example, understand that their actiame nonnormative from the
perspective of the broader society, but simply rgnthese norms in favour of their
subordinate ingroup norms. However, while therkkidy to be some consensus across
subgroups about the norms, values and goals dugperordinate group, recent research
and theorising has also shown that there can asdidagreement, and the content of
the superordinate identity, including what is notiney can be highly contested.
Perspectives of subgroups on what is normativeinvitie superordinate category may
differ because members of each subgroup will temgrbject characteristics (e.qg.,
values, norms and goals) of their own ingroup otite superordinate category
(Mummendey & Wenzel, 1999; Waldzus et al., 2005]d&ias et al., 2004; Wenzel et
al., 2003; see Wenzel et al., 2007 for an overvi@lys, each subgroup will tend to see
the superordinate category as somewhat more simildreir own ingroup than to the
other subgroups (e.g., Imhoff et al., 2011). Thisans that, in many cases, it will be
extremely difficult to tell what is objectively nmative within a superordinate category.

Diverging from the normative/nonnormative colleetiaction approach, we argue
that not only the idiosyncratic norms of the sulbgp®y but also the norms of the
superordinate group (the larger society), dependhenperspective of the specific

subgroup. For instance, people who commit terr@as$ that kill one or more people
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often claim to be acting on behalf of a superorgingroup. Using the distinction
between normative and nonnormative action to umaiedsthis motivation is difficult. It
seems contradictory that one would violate the @teck rules for action and harm
members of the very group that one seeks to prdtestems much more reasonable to
conclude that these actors have put the interests rormative values of their
subordinate ingroup ahead of the interests and siofrthe superordinate category. We
might be inclined to conclude that they are simpiyg and actually care little about the
interests of the superordinate group.

In contrast, we propose that it is possible thas¢éhengaged in terrorist acts are
actually motivated by what they see to be the nashtbe superordinate category (the
larger society), but that their interpretationsvafat acts are normative within this
particular situation differ from those of membefdh®e advantaged subgroup or outside
observers. That is, they may be aware that mendjetse advantaged group perceive
their acts as nonnormative, but they themselvesepar their actions to be entirely
consistent with the normative values of not onlgithsmaller subgroup, but of the
superordinate category as well.

The idea that violent actions can be understoodhbge engaging in them to be
consistent with the normative values of the broaeiety may be difficult to accept
when considering the current socio-political conhteith our overriding concerns about
terrorism. However, it may be easier to understahdn referring to historical events.
For example, the attempt by Graf von Stauffenbergil German chancellor Adolf
Hitler on the 26 of July 1944 was clearly considered to be a nonatiua act by the
Nazis and also by many Germans at that time. Hokydk@am the perspective of the
German resistance group preparing the plot it vadsonly normative in terms of their
own values, but it was also consistent with what/tbaw to be the values of the broader
German society. In their minds, Hitler and the Mazere the group that was violating
basic German values. Thus, killing Hitler was ndivwea in terms of these broader
German values. Interestingly, this view of what vigsany definition an attempted
political murder is now shared by many Germanduuting most historians.

We do not mean to imply that all terrorist acts banunderstood to be the same as
the 1944 attempt to kill Adolf Hitler. However, veee proposing that calling collective
action that violates the norms of the larger sgcet seen by the advantaged group (and
often by us as researchers) “nonnormative” may tliour understanding. Such

limitation might not be very obvious, as, in therd® of Emler, (2009): “... individuals
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and groups that hold power in a society determihatvis to count as normative and
what as deviant.” (p. 128). Taking for granted wigtonly the dominant group’s
perspective, however, fails to consider the ways testructive behaviour can also be
normative, not only in terms of idiosyncratic norwfsthe disadvantaged group itself,
but also in term of more general norms of the laggeiety as they are understood by
the disadvantaged group (and perhaps by histomets

2.1.1.2 Destructive group related behaviour

In order to be able to take into account the petspedependency across subgroups
about what is normative (i.e., in line with rulesdavalues) for the larger society, we
prefer to usedestructive intergroup behaviouas our working term. We define
destructive intergroup behaviour as actions by nmembf a disadvantaged group on
behalf of their ingroup that are perceived by ottmembers of the society as intending
to harm other society members or groups, includoagising physical harm and
damaging or destroying something that is valuedtimse members. Acts that are
perceived by other members of the society as amtdi create something positive, but
have accidental negative side effects (“collateieahages”) would not be described as
destructive intergroup behaviour. Destructive igteup behaviour is thus defined by
the perceptions of other members of the society, lhose who are not members of the
actor’'s group) and includes any action that thdiebe is intended to produce negative
outcomes for members of the society. In additioe, facus on perceptions of the
proximal intent of the action. Thus, even actiohattmay be recognized as having a
long-term goal that is positive for the society Wbbe described as destructive if the
action is perceived as having a more immediatenfite of harming. In that sense,
trying to kill Adolf Hitler was destructive intergup behaviour as much as any other
political murder, because there would be consetisaisthe immediate intent of the
action was to harm. Similarly, collective vandaljsiend other manifestations of
politically motivated violence would almost alwayse described as destructive
intergroup behaviour.

By this definition, destructive behaviour is noethame as what has normally
been the focus of intergroup relations researchtit@®most part, social competition has
been operationalized in terms of simple ingrouptaitism. As Brewer (2001) clearly
articulates, ingroup favouring responses can cordaefforts to help the ingroup with

efforts to harm the outgroup. However, ingroup l@ared outgroup hate are different
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things, and while positive behaviour towards thgromp may be the default response to
social categorization (Hewstone, Rubin, & Willi®(2), destructive behaviour intended
to harm the outgroup requires more specific coodsj perceptions and motivations.
llluminating some of these conditions, perceptiansl motivations is the goal of this

thesis.

We would also like to emphasize that this approdsés not claim to be able to
explain the conceptual and motivational causes rofeasons for each individual
destructive act. In all destructive acts a largenber of possible political, economic,
psychiatric, hedonic, utilitarian or interindividiralational factors might play a role.
People might blow themselves up in a suicide atthoi& to normative pressure from
their small activist reference group, they mightafice such terrorist attacks by
calculating that they may help them maintaining poim their home countries, or they
might set a car on fire in order to impress a @eklover. Instead, the current approach
attempts to explain how normative contexts emedngerender the choice of destructive
intergroup behaviour legitimate from the point adw of a specific social group. Thus,
the question is not what the individual motives mreeach destructive act, but rather
what is the broader understanding within the disathged subgroup that underpins
these specific individual motives and would leaghdsitive evaluations of these acts by
other group members (e.g., why would abstaininghftbe suicidal terrorist act be felt
as betrayal to one’s comrades; why would finandiegorist attacks contribute to
maintaining one’s power position; or why could atgmtial lover be impressed by

setting a car on fire?).

2.1.1.3 Transgressions and destructive intergroupdhaviour

Previous theorising on nonnormative action propabed people should only opt
for nonnormative actions if relevant normative @t are either unavailable or have
been proven ineffective, because norm violatiortaiehigher potential costs and are
inconsistent with a commitment to the norms arignogn identification with the larger
superordinate category (see Wright, 2010). We sliaeeview that disadvantaged
groups will generally avoid destructive actions,t ldisagree that the choice of
destructive action rests on the unavailabilityr@ffectiveness of normative actions.

Generally, we propose that destructive intergroughdwviours by disadvantaged
groups are responses to perceived transgressiorieeohormative imperatives of the

superordinate category perpetrated by the advardadmminant outgroupMembers of
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the disadvantaged group will engage in destrudieaviour — actions usually seen to
be nonnormative from the point of view of the adeged group — when the advantaged
group itself is seen to be violating important sopdinate norms (Wright et al., 1990).
Thus, destructive behaviour by members of a disatdged group depends less on their
perceptions of normative alternatives (i.e., pdesiformative actions) and more on
their interpretation of the advantaged group’saangi

For instance, in a study of responses to unjusjuakty Wright and colleagues
(1990) found that participants in a condition inigvhtheir group was disadvantaged
and completely excluded by an advantaged outgradprseed collective nonnormative
action even when normative options were availabte untried. Wright et al. attempted
to explain this result by speculating that disadaged groups may consider normative
action ineffective because the advantaged groupaltr@ady violated fairness norms.
However, recognizing the possibility of perspectdependency of what is normative,
an alternative explanation would be that the astiointhe advantaged group in this total
exclusion condition were seen by members of thaddiantaged group (the participants)
to violate important norms of a shared superordicategory (e.g., everyone involved
in the study). Thus, unlike the other conditionsevghthe negative outcomes received
by the participant and his or her group resultesnfractions by the advantaged group
that, while unexpected and frustrating, were urtdedsto be within the norms of the
study, total exclusion of all members of the pgmaat's group may have been seen as
unacceptable within the general rules of the stuslgcial norms not only define
appropriate and inappropriate behaviour, they difmme the conditions under which a
given behaviour is appropriate or not. In the esidn condition, because the actions of
the advantaged group were thought to violate themative values for the larger
context, collective protest (which was the operalzation of nonnormative behaviour
in Wright et al.’s study) was then understood toebeormative response to such a
transgression, irrespective of (or evlkecauseof) the fact that it was presented as

something that was unacceptable to the advantagedoop.

2.1.1.4 Morality

Moghaddam (2005) proposes a similar argument irdisisussion of terrorism. He
claims that while terrorists may appear to be mpidisengaged from the point of view
of the majority (Bandura, 1990), they are actugdyticularly morally engaged, and

their moral standards are not essentially diffefesth those of the majority. Although
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outside observers or victims may clearly categotimsr behaviour as immoral, from

the point of view of the perpetrators and their pgithizers their behaviour is justified

by higher-order norms and values and it is the ciment to these higher-order values
that inspires and sustains these violent acts wetmir high cost.

Kruglanski and Fishman (2009) come to a similarcbasion: Being part of a
terrorist group may not only give its members asdesa particular social reality that
condones violence, but this particular realityas'de shared with the larger society. Of
course this sharing varies greatly: There can bmigimal overlap between the
terrorists’ perspective and the larger society’sspective, but there can also be quite a
significant overlap. In the latter case, terrorisan to a certain degree be seen as
legitimate (Kruglanski & Sheveland, 2010), as ityni#e understood as occurring on
behalf of the larger society itself. For instan€ajglanski and Fishman (2009) mention
the example of the Palestinian-Israeli conflict.céiding to official polls, during the
second Intifada which occurred in 2000 about 80%thef Palestinian respondents
supported the suicide attacks against the Israelis.

Moreover, Chen and Kruglanski (2009) reflect on htwe morality typology
developed by Haidt and Graham (2006, cited by C&elruglanski, 2009) can be
applied to terrorism. According to these autha@sarism justifications draw on several
moral arguments, namely arguments that relate nigtto the morality of the ingroup
(e.g., justice to one’s people, Chen & Kruglans09), but also to more general
notions such as the morality of harm and recipyo¢&.g., when describing the
outgroup’s cruel actions, Chen & Kruglanski, 20@®d the morality of purity (e.g.,
when mentioning a quest against infidels, Chen &dtanski, 2009). An example of
the morality of harm and reciprocity is offered dgtatement from Osama bin Laden in
a 1997 CNN interview cited by Chen and Kruglan&kiq9): “We declare jihad against
the United States because the U.S. governmentjustucriminal and tyrannical. The
mention of the United States reminds us before ytiverg else of those innocent
children who where dismembered, their heads and aunoff ...” (p. 215). In the same
vein, Kelman (2001) stated that “...terrorist acts se&en by the actors as legitimate acts
that are morally permitted and even required. 6&).

A related research program has recently shown attitudes held with strong
moral convictions (“moral mandates”) are charagztsti by strong ties to emotions,
intolerance towards attitudinally dissimilar otheaiad difficulties in conflict resolution.

For example, Skitka, Baumann and Sargis (2005)denrtheir community studies that:
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“... people do not want to work with, live near, orea shop at a store owed by
someone who does not share their morally mandaiegdoos” (Skitka, 2010, p. 273).
Moreover, people also have more extreme emotiog@ttions towards issues about
which they hold strong moral convictions (e.g., Mol & Skitka, 2006). Such moral
mandates should also increase the willingnessdeptwiolent means to achieve goals
and standards that they prescribe. Thus, percentingrs as acting against one’s moral
convictions might be a likely predictor of destiuetbehaviour (e.g., Skitka, 2010).

To sum up, several authors have provided plausiibpiments and empirical
evidence that destructive acts can be committecbemalf of moral motives that
transcend ethnocentric concerns for the actorgiqudar ingroup. However, what these
approaches do not specify is what issues wouldirexsp sense of shared moral
conviction for members of a specific social grouq,athus, serve to coordinate their
emotional and behavioural responses in a way tlatdMead to destructive intergroup

behaviour.

2.1.1.5 Conditions fostering destructive intergrougehaviour

As mentioned earlier, a primary contention of owdel of destructive behaviour is
that disadvantaged groups react to the actionhiefatlvantaged dominant group, as
they perceive them. Since disadvantaged groupsusually dependent on the more
powerful dominant group, they will evaluate thetuation and regulate their behaviour
in response to the actions and perceived intentidriie advantaged dominant group.
When socio-structural differences of power and athge are at stake, some actions by
the advantaged group may elicit perceptions ofathitom the disadvantaged group. In
such cases, dominant groups’ actions that arepirgtezd as threatening should make
social identity more salient and increase the pitya of collective action (e.g.,
Turner, 1975). However, we propose that the ememesf destructive intergroup
behaviour requires more than perceptions of thrigat. all threat responses lead to
destructive behaviour. Threat may also lead to damie behaviour (Kamas, 2010;
Kamans, Otten, & Gordijn, 2010). For example, Kanfa810) shows that while
physical threat leads the powerless to displaydarae behaviour (Studies 2.1 and 2.3),
obstacle threat (e.g., access to valuable resquesass the highly identified powerless
to confront the outgroup (Studies 2.2 and 2.3).eDthdirect evidence of differentiated
reactions to disadvantage in the face of a cleddsinating outgroup comes from
studies conducted by Scheepers, Spears, DoosjeMamndtead (2006). They have
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shown that groups facing a condition in which augrbdas “nothing to lose”, that is in a
stable, low status position, can display extremrenfoof ingroup bias that they would
not show if the intergroup context were less stalbte example, in Study 2 the authors
asked the participants to imagine they were thenncliaracter in a handball game
between two teams and that this main charactercattain point makes an offensive
discriminatory comment against the outgroup teaamely that they are “a bunch of
bastards and losers who don’'t know anything abloeitgame except rough play.” (p.
950). The authors were interested in the interpogtaof the negative statement as
serving an instrumental (i.e., team-motivatingjdantity-expressive purpose (e.glo
what extent did you make the statement to presanttgam in a positive light?’p.
950). Relative group status, stability of relatgreup status and communication context
were manipulated. That is, the ingroup was assignsthble or unstable high or low
status, and the comment was either made in a nroratg context (only the ingroup
team members would hear it, intragroup contextjnoe more public context (both
teams could hear it, intergroup context). Amongeottesults, the authors found that in
the unstable low status condition the statement seasm as high in instrumentality in
the intragroup communication context but low intiamentality in the intergroup
communication context, presumably as it could pkevthe outgroup. In contrast, and
most importantly for our argument, under the “nothio lose” conditions (stable low
status) perceived instrumentality of the derogatstgtement was also high in the
intergroup communication context. The authors prirthis result in the sense that “...
under these conditions groups have nothing to &mekmay use in-group bias even in
an intergroup context, perhaps in an ultimate gttetm fluster the out-group” (p. 951).
Even if there were no concrete outgroup actionslired in the design of this study, it
seems that the outgroup is seen as an adequaene&dor such derogatory statement,
which is consistent with the idea that such destrecbehaviour can under certain
circumstances be interpreted as functional not onlyhe level of the (sub)ingroup, but
also on the more inclusive level of the superordirtategory as audience.

To conclude, we hold that in order to trigger dedive behaviour, the dominant
group’s action and the eventual threat it causes lia prompt a particular set of
motivational basis within the intergroup context &laborate the foundation of such a
motivational basis we rely on more recent researchow people assign punishment in

general. This research has shown that the typeamidard that people use for the
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evaluation of others is of tremendous importancdHteir willingness to assign negative

treatment to them.

2.1.2 Minimal-standard violations as the explanatio for destructive intergroup

behaviour displayed by disadvantaged groups

2.1.2.1 Maximal and minimal standards and goals

Recently, Kessler et al. (2010) presented a madrat approach that distinguishes
two types of standards, so called minimal and makistandards, and explores the
differential impact of these two types of standafalsjudgments and evaluations of
one’s own and other’s behaviour (see also Fritsehal., 2009; Giessner & van
Knippenberg, 2008). This approach has also beetiedp the study of intergroup
relations (Schubert et al., 2010; Waldzus et @103, describing how minimal and
maximal standards influence evaluations of ingrang outgroup behaviodts

Maximal standards are ideals that describe actigoals, and experiences that are
valued by the group and which members (or subgiosipsuld strive to meet to the
greatest possible degree. In this sense, maxinaaldatds serve as references for
gradual evaluations in terms of how close the indial (or subgroup) has come to
achieving the ideal. For example, maximal standdotsmembers (subgroups) of
French society (the superordinate category) mighflio be economically successful, to
be able to send one’s children to the best schomlgjork in a respected profession,
have control of one’s living conditions, to havéeautiful house and the best medical
care, eventually get rich, and to participate fuly French cultural life. Another
example would be that psychotherapists (the sugieraie category) hold a maximal
standard of 100% success in the treatment of ttlents. Although no particular
French citizen or subgroup of French citizens, amal particular school of
psychotherapy (subgroups), achieves these standampletely, citizens and schools
that come closer to the maximal standards will veduated more positively and gain a
higher reputation than those that do not.

2 This model describes how the minimal/maximal distn can be applied to goals as well as standards.
The distinction between goals and standards hasnsber of important implications. For example,
standards are more relevant for normative evalnatishile goals are more important for motivational
aspects of self-regulatiofdowever, this distinction is not the focus of tharent discussion. Thus, we
will refer primarily to minimal or maximal standardbut we will also mention goal at times when the
context seems relevant.
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Minimal standards are essential requirements fer dhloup. They define the
inclusion criteria for the superordinate categamythat meeting these standards is a
requirement for all members (or subgroups). Thusse standards are represented as an
either/or evaluation. Members who, because of thein actions, fail to meet these
standards or situations that prevent members froaetimy these standards are
considered unacceptable. For instance, in Frendmetgoit might be considered
essential (a minimal standard) that citizens havikeast some access to housing and
acceptable medical care, are free to exercise tkégious faith, and are treated as
human beings by the police. Preventing any Frenitlzen from meeting these
standards would be considered a violation of mihist@ndards and, as a consequence,
would be perceived as unacceptable. In terms obéeviour of actors, let us return to
the case of psychotherapists. This superordinatepghas conduct rules that ensure a
non-harming relationship with one’s clients. Onetladse fundamental rules (minimal
standards) is that psychotherapists should not hdveate relations with their clients.
Any school (subgroup) of psychotherapists that woehdorse intimate relations
between therapists and clients would be consideyetthe other schools as violating a
minimal standard for the profession and thus woli deemed unacceptable for
inclusion in the superordinate group.

From this description, we may anticipate that s@taedards/goals may be more
likely interpreted as maximal or minimal. Neverésd, we believe that perceiving a
standard/goal as maximal or minimal is not an eltirigid process. In principle, what
Is regarded as a minimal or as a maximal standaatlig also a matter of discourse,
convention and belief. For instance, some peoplgroups may consider a certain
standard/goal rather as minimal while other peaplegroups may see it rather as
maximal (Fritsche et al., 2009). Moreover, the sgmeple/group may interpret the
same standard as minimal or maximal as a functi@ensstuation or context (Kessler et
al., 2010). As such, besides agreement and syabditr result of discourse, convention,
and belief, there might also be an individual, aitonal and contextual readiness to

interpret standards as minimal or maximal.

2.1.2.2 Evaluations in terms of maximal standards

The definition of any given category is often regmmeted by a prototype, an
idealized most representative exemplar. The prp®tprovides the standard for

intracategory comparisons and differentiation afividuals and subgroups within the

31



Being in or being out

category. Prototypicality, the degree to which adividual or subgroup is consistent
with the accepted group prototype, is conceptudlize self-categorization theory
(Turner et al., 1987) and in the ingroup projectimodel (Mummendey & Wenzel,
1999; Wenzel et al., 2007) as the basis for growgduation. More precisely, “(...)
ethnocentrism, attraction to one's own group ashaley depends upon the perceived
prototypicality of the ingroup in comparison witlelevant outgroups (relative
prototypicality) in terms of the valued superordenaelf-category that provides the
basis for the intergroup comparison” (Turner, 1987,61). Thus, the members of
different groups compare their ingroup with relevantgroups with reference to the
prototype of the relevant superordinate categany, tae evaluation of the ingroup and
outgroup depends on how well each group demonstidtaracteristics thought to be
typical of this prototype. For example, ethnic wehKrench in France might compare
themselves with North-African immigrants living France (because both groups are
included in the superordinate category of the Hie®aciety), and the evaluation of the
ingroup and the outgroup would depend on the degre¢hich members of these two
subgroups are thought to possess the prototypleiacteristics of a member of the
French society.

The concept of prototypicality is crucial for ungimnding maximal standards. The
prototype of a superordinate category providesmiaximal standards for individual
members and subgroups. Thus, the perceived pratatip of a given individual or
subgroup describes the degree to which they aragtiioto be meeting maximal
standards (Schubert et al., 2010). In other waitks,more a group is perceived to be
prototypical of the superordinate category — andckethe closer it is to achieving the
proscribed maximal standards — the more positiitedyll be evaluated. Also, the more
a group is perceived to be prototypical of the souknate category — and hence the
closer it is to achieving the proscribed maximansiards — the more central is its
(status) position within the superordinate category

2.1.2.3 Evaluations in terms of minimal standards

Judgments about whether a subgroup’s experienedgviours or characteristics
are acceptable or not (whether they meet mininaidsirds) are quiet different from
judgements about the subgroup’s relative protosjic (the degree to which they are
approaching maximal standards). For instance, ur &udies Kessler et al. (2010)

assessed or manipulated the type of standard andketjree of deviation displayed by a
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target and then measured the evaluation of devarite assigned punishment for such
deviation. They found that while evaluation/punigmnhof deviation from a maximal
standard varied gradually, depending on the degfegeviation, minimal standards
defined a clear cut-off point and evaluations \Gaéchotomously between acceptable
versus unacceptable.

This dichotomous structure of evaluations in terofs minimal standards is
consistent with the idea that minimal standardsesgnt necessary conditions for group
membership. That is, meeting minimal standards esnted to be necessary for
inclusion within the category. Thus, these critenast be met by all members and
subgroups within the category and no member orreuipgshould be explicitly denied
the opportunities to meet these standards (sedRgsp 2001).

Thus, a violation of a minimal standard has moreese consequences than a
violation of a maximal standard. Failure to meemaimal standard can lead to
exclusion from the superordinate category and gggdr extremely negative treatment
of the violators. For instance, most people mighthbrrified to learn that someone has
tortured, raped and killed a 7 year old child, am# part of this horror might come
from the widely shared idea that such behaviousinsply incompatible with being
human. One likely response to this kind of behavieould be to doubt the humanity of
the perpetrator, and even people who are usualinsigcapital punishment or torture
and who usually favour fair legal procedures anéneforgiveness might consider
making an exception for this particular perpetratdfter all, fair procedures and
forgiveness are reserved for those who meet th@malrstandards of humanness, and
he cannot be completely human, can he? So, althwagh negative treatment and
exclusion of others are normally considered a gggession of fairness norms, when the
target has violated a minimal standard, these r&ticome understandable and even
legitimate (Fritsche et al., 2009; Kessler et 2010; Schubert et al., 2010; Waldzus et
al., 2010).Thus, actions that would normally be considerednoomative can be seen
as normative if they are in response to a violatdbmminimal standardsSimilar claims
can be made about responses to subgroups thatrappdae violating minimal
standards. These violations will be seen as thmeaenot only to the subgroup that is
directly targeted by the action but also to thererguperordinate category as these acts
violate a basic aspect of the category identityusTHorced exclusion of the subgroup
and other actions that harm or punish the resptngiioup may be perceived not only

as legitimate but as necessary (e.g., Vidmar, 2000)
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Some of the characteristics of minimal standardgjqularly the rigorous responses
when minimal standards are violated, seem sindlandoral mandates (Skikta, 2010) or
to what has been described as taboo trade-offdo€ketKirstel, Elson, Green, &
Lerner, 2000). Moral mandates or taboo-trade ofiis loe understood as attitudes that
are likely to take the form of minimal standardse Would suggest, however, that not
all minimal standards need to be linked to moraliés. For instance, to become a
member of MENSA (the international high 1Q societghe has to demonstrate an
intelligence quotient in the top two percent of gagulation. This is a clear (although
somewhat arbitrary) minimal standard although € hile to do with morality. What is
more important for the current analysis is thatimal standards are considered as
absolutely necessary conditions for being a menisesubgroup) of a superordinate

category.

2.1.2.4 Maximal/minimal standards and goals and reked concepts

As previously stated, maximal and minimal standaedsr to different aspects of
group life: The former would be more relevant wheonsidering intracategorial
differentiation and refer to desired ideals; thdelawould be more relevant when
considering intercategorial differentiation and erefto necessary conditions for
membership in a particular category. Given thispimal standards would be more
salient in an intergroup context or when decisiabsut group membership are at stake
(e.g., deciding if a deviant should be marginalineé&xcluded); and maximal standards
would be more salient in an intragroup context, eomgembership in a group is
guaranteed and, so, minimal standards are met.

Nevertheless and as stated at the end of sectib2.2. we also believe that
perceiving a standard as maximal or minimal isanogid process, but it rather depends
on individuals, situations and contexts. For ins&anFritsche et al. (2009) have
demonstrated that individuals differ in their maainand minimal standard orientation
and that this difference had an impact on the affesplayed towards and the treatment
of norm-violators. Results revealed that individuatith a relative dominance of
minimal standard orientation displayed more negataffect and more negative
treatment of (i.e., more severe deserved punishrmedtmore inclination to exclude
them) individuals and groups that violated norms.

Moreover, Kessler et al. (2010) successfully prinrmadchimal versus maximal

standard mindsets, leading individuals to interpinetsame standard violation either as
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minimal or maximal, depending on the priming coiadit In one study they asked
participants to take part in two unrelated taskshk first task participants were primed
with a minimal versus maximal standard mindsetriruarelated context; in the second
task they were then invited to evaluate four tcaffifenses. The mindset priming in the
first task was designed at manipulating the acbegi of the different types of
standards. Participants were asked to help a cartmmuse to find her way through a
maze. In the minimal standard condition particisanere instructed “that the mouse
had to run through the maze” (p. 1220), for instanc get some cheeddn the
maximal standard condition, the participants westructed “that the farther the mouse
goes through the maze, the more cheese she will"ggt. 1220). The second task was
designed to measure the degree of punishment tioaids be assigned to the traffic
offenses. The authors found that when participargee primed with a mindset that
made them perceive evaluative in terms of maxinahdards, their evaluations of
deviants (in terms of the degree of assigned puresi) depended on the degree of
deviation from the given standard. However, whertigipants were primed with a
minimal standard mindset, the evaluation of theesaeviants were dichotomous, that
Is, participants established a clear cut-off polat defined the deviants’ behaviour as
either acceptable or not. Beyond this cut-off ciaie, evaluations did not depend on the
degree of deviation.

Thus, there is both interindivdual and situationatiation in maximal or minimal
standard orientation, making people more senstovterpreting transgressions in an
either/or fashion (congruent with a minimal stamdanindset) or to interpreting
transgressions in a gradual fashion (congruent &itmaximal standard mindset).
Interestingly, in the original formulation of maxainand minimal standards, Brendl and
Higgins (1996) also mentioned some factors thatldcdofluence the standards’
representation: Chronic outcome focus (a chrongatiee outcome focus would lead to
setting more minimal standards), previous succasg# (failure would lead to setting
more minimal standards), and the fact that valemeggtence points could be a result of
previous evaluations of events (in the sense thagwent that supports a standard is

always positively valenced).

% The mindset priming was also used to (orthogohafignipulate the regulatory focus: In the promotion
condition, participants were presented with animttent scenario for the mouse in the maze; antien t
prevention condition, participants were present@ti an avoidance scenario for the mouse in the maze
As this manipulation was not relevant for our catrergumentation and had no effect, we decidedamot
present it in the main discussion.
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A related, but not identical concept to the didimt between minimal and
maximal standards is the concept of regulatory $o@diggins, 1997, 1999). Some
similarity to that concept might be suggested lgy/fect that maximal standards are the
ones individuals/groups strive to meet and thatimmh standards are the ones
individuals/groups evade failing to meet. Indeedythb the distinction between
minimal/maximal standards and the concept of régufafocus go back to the original
formulation of minimal and maximal goals presenbgdBrendl and Higgins (1996).
Moreover, in their formulation they state that mmal standards serve as an incentive
fostering approach movements toward positively ivadel end states (a promotion
focus); and that minimal standards offer a protectagainst failure and foster
avoidance movements from negatively valenced etdss{prevention focus)

However, according to Kessler et al. (2010), tis#éirtttion between minimal and
maximal standards and the concept of regulatorydoeith its distinction between
promotion and prevention should be considered #sogonal, suggesting that both
types of standards (minimal vs. maximal) shouldieloth types of regulatory focus
(prevention vs. promotions) and translate into kaggproach and avoidance tendencies.
As Fritsche et al. (2009) suggest: Both minimal arakimal standards may refer to the
attainment of positive outcomes and to the avoidarfmegative ones. Indeed, in their
study about traffic rule violations described ahowessler et al. (2010, Study 4)
manipulated minimal/maximal standard orientatiod eegulatory focus independently.
Overall, regulatory focus had no effect on the deleat variables in this study.
Morevoer, in a correlational study Fritsche et(2aD09, Study 2) found that measured
prevention and promotion focus were not correlat@tt measured minimal/maximal
standards.

Another important clarification refers to whethdret maximal and minimal
standards should be thought of as either desceignvinjunctive norms (e.g., Cialdini,
Reno, & Kallgren, 1990) or as both of them. Whiéscriptive norms refer to frequency
of behaviour (Schroeder, 2010), to what is donalfi et al., 1990); injunctive or

prescriptive norms refer to what should and shawtibe done (Schroeder, 2010), to

* Also interestingly, Brendl and Higgins (1996) rgnized that beyond its differences, namely that the
nonnegative end state specified by minimal staredsrdeached by avoiding negative events, ancthieat
positive end state specified by maximal standadeached by approaching positive events, botha§pe
standards share some similarities: Both specifyitipely valenced events as end states, events which
should be approached. So, even if minimal standardsguided by an avoidance motivation, this
avoidance strategy is subordinated to an approautivation, i.e., a minimal standard translates itfte
avoidance of a negative event at the strategid lefvilne standard hierarchy so that a positivellerneed
(nonnegative) end state can be approached at arhitgmtity level of that same standard hierarchy.
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what ought to be done (Cialdini et al., 1990) atsdviolation may result in others’

disapproval and even sanctioning (Cialdini et #090; Schroeder, 2010). Given this
link between the prescriptive norms and a possiidplay of punishment and given the
more informing character of the descriptive nornisseems that the concepts of
maximal and minimal standards are rather refertanthhe former normative framework.

Nevertheless, and keeping in mind that descrigirestriptive norms denote

differentiated aspects of norms, Cialdini and auliges (1990) also recognized that
what ought to be done is usually what is done. iRglpn Fritsche et al. (2009), who

state that “(...) superordinate categories provide dlescriptive and the prescriptive
standards for the evaluation of the included sulygsoand their members.” (p. 4), we
also assume that maximal and minimal standards Ighbe thought of as both

descriptive and prescriptive.

To sum up, the distinction between minimal versaximal standards is crucial
for the evaluation of and the response to normatimhs, over and beyond the related
distinctions between promotion and prevention faasisvell as between descriptive and
injunctive norms. In the next step of our reasonivey apply the distinction between
maximal and minimal standards to the intergrouptextnof disadvantaged groups that
respond to transgressions committed by dominamroups (see section 2.1.1).

2.1.2.5 Preventing disadvantaged groups from appra@hing maximal standards

As mentioned earlier, research on the ingroup ptigle model has shown that
members of subgroups will tend to project charasties from their own subgroup onto
the prototype of the superordinate category (Munuegn& Wenzel, 1999). However,
groups with numerical advantages (majorities) andsé¢ with more social power
(dominant groups) are often able to instantiateseéhéngroup projections more
successfully than are members of minorities andd¥iantaged groups. Thus, minorities
and disadvantaged groups are often seen by otaedseven by themselves, as less
prototypical of the superordinate category thanamidgs/dominant groups (Devos &
Banaji, 2005; Waldzus et al., 2004). One implicataf this lack of prototypicality is
that they are perceived as farther from achieviagimal standards and, thus, as having
a less central (status) position within the supginate category. Nevertheless, because
greater prototypicality is associated with more ifpgs evaluations and outcomes
(Wenzel et al., 2003), disadvantaged groups wiroexpend considerable energy and

effort to approach maximal standards.
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We do assume that when the actions of the advahtggeup are seen by the
disadvantaged group to directly undermine theireascto the resources needed to
achieve these maximal standards, dissatisfaction nesult and disadvantaged group
members may engage in collective action in an eftoremove the barriers set up by
the advantaged group. However, striving to approaetximal standards requires a
general acceptance of the shared ideals and repaéisa of the superordinate category.
This acceptance of the superordinate group normgled with some consensus about
the disadvantaged group’s non-prototypicality and-oentral (status) position, means
that interference by the advantaged group shoulbecentirely unexpected, and these
transgressions should not be seen as entirely sistent with the norms and values of
the superordinate category. When this is addedhaohigh costs and risks associated
with destructive behaviour (e.g., Jackman, 200d)s ivery likely that the collective
action that can result when disadvantaged grouppravented from achieving maximal
standards wilhotbe destructive.

2.1.2.6 Inviting destructive intergroup behaviour:Preventing disadvantaged

groups from meeting minimal standards

When a disadvantaged group within a superordiretegory is confronted with acts
by a more advantaged outgroup that prevent memifetkeir group from meeting
minimal standards, the disadvantaged group’s mesrdoer likely to recognize these as
efforts to undermine not only their group’s relatigtatus within the superordinate
category, as it might happen with a maximal stathdaolation, but as threats to their
very membership in that category (e.g., Tyler, 2988er et al., 1996). In other words,
such acts might be interpreted as social exclugitthough the possibility of exclusion
can be highly threatening, perceptions that theomng is being excluded alone will not
necessarily lead to destructive intergroup behavi@estructive action against the
outgroup will only emerge when members of the disathged group do not accept
their exclusion. Only when they continue to seemtbelves as members of the
superordinate category will the advantaged groeffarts to exclude them be seen as
illegitimate.

However, we propose a more specific descriptionwbat these perceptions of
illegitimacy represent. Recall that earlier, in tgmt 2.1.2.1, we argued that a direct
effort to prevent other members of the superordimgioup from meeting minimal

standards can in itself be seen as a violation ahimimal standard. Thus, when
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members of a disadvantaged subgroup continue totlsemselves as legitimate
members of the valued superordinate category aeyl liklieve that the actions of the
advantaged outgroup are designed to explicitly démgm the opportunity to meet
minimal standards of that category, these actionghie advantaged group will be
characterized as a violation of minimal standards.

As described above, violations of minimal standdhdsaten the very identity of the
superordinate category. Thus, efforts to excludamhor punish violators may be
necessary to protect the superordinate categonys, the usual response to a subgroup
that violates a minimal standard is efforts to esel them. However, when the
perpetrator of the violation is a dominant group dhe victims are members of a
disadvantaged group, the victims will usually lathke power to exclude the
perpetrators. It is under these circumstances Weatpredict the response will be
destructive intergroup behaviourhus, destructive intergroup behaviour represents a
disadvantaged group’s effort to protect the supeémmaite category by punishing the
advantaged group who they believe has violated mimmal standard by preventing
members of the disadvantaged ingroup from meetiegninimal standards of the
superordinate groupSince the disadvantaged group lacks the powexéttude their
more advantaged adversary, they instead turn tiougése intergroup action designed
to severely punish the perpetrators.

However, our earlier discussion of relative propatality of advantaged and
disadvantaged groups is also relevant here. Dorhmajority groups are very likely to
be seen not only by their own members but alsorgwalved third parties within the
superordinate group and even observers outsidsugperordinate category as the most
prototypical subgroup within the superordinate gatg. Thus when the disadvantaged
group takes destructive collective actions agdimist advantaged group, these harmful
actions may well be seen as negative, violent amhormative. Paradoxically, actions
intended to protect the superordinate group by ghing the violator of a minimal
standard (the dominant group) will be seen by athes harming that very same
superordinate group.

Interestingly, and paving the way for tragic estafg the response of the
advantaged group to the destructive behaviouretitiadvantaged group will likely be
further deprivation of the resources needed toesehminimal standards and further
efforts to exclude the disadvantaged group. Thusyde of social exclusion and

destructive intergroup behaviour leads to escaaiergroup conflict in which each
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group sees itself as the victim (e.g., Kelman, 199® our terms, the victim of the
other group’s violation of a minimal standard

2.1.3 Minimal standard violations and destructive lehaviour in the larger societal

context: The question of marginalization and sociag¢xclusion

Apartheid — meaning separateness in Afrikaans (..wWas-a system of legal racial
segregation enforced by the National Party goveminre South Africa between 1948
and 1994.(...) New legislation classified inhabitgm®ple into racial groups (black,

white, coloured, and Indian), and residential are@e segregated by means of forced
removals. (...). The government segregated educatiedical care, and other public
services, and provided black people with servicgeatty inferior to those of whites.

http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Apartheid. Retrieved Jlanuary 2011

Our theorising so far intended to explain the psyagical conditions leading to
group-related destructive behaviour. However, dwotising does not only intend to
provide a model for a psychological process, budlsp intends to provide a partial
answer to the socially relevant question of howpteaeact in the face of different
degrees of social rejection.

More specifically, we are interested in understagdand explaining the
reactions of disadvantaged, relatively powerlessigs (usually minorities) to particular
forms of rejection, that is: Marginalization andckision. We use social rejection as a
more general term with different degrees or fornMilder forms such as
marginalization and more extreme forms such asusiah. Marginalization means
partial rejection, for instance as a full centramber in a valued group. Those who are
marginalized are still accepted as group membars,obly peripherally, not as full
members. In contrast, we use the term exclusiomhigthesis to describe being fully
rejected by the group.

® Whether or not intergroup conflict implies violat®of minimal standards or goals might also shhpe t
kind of social identities (e.g., their militancyhat emerge from such intergroup dynamics (Drury &
Reicher, 1999, 2000, 2005). The current researchistes only on the disadvantaged group’s perspective
in which the dominant outgroup appears as the prartpe of violations of minimal standards and goals
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2.1.3.1 A note on disadvantage

As this thesis focuses on the destructive behasidisplayed by disadvantaged
groups, it seems relevant defining what we meadisgdvantaged.

The term may seem self-evident, and one of theonsais that we may tend to say
that a disadvantaged group is one that holds sarteos disadvantage, which is an
obvious tautology. According to the Oxford dictiopg1995), a disadvantage is “a
negative point or condition; a thing that tendptevent somebody succeeding, making
progress, etc (...)” (p. 327). According to the sadigionary, being disadvantaged
means “having a poor social, educational, etc backyl; [being] deprived (...)" (p.
327).

These definitions are quite general, relying on eotiyely identifiable
characteristics. The same objectively identifiatharacteristics may be found in some
socio-psychological attempts to define the conaefptdisadvantage. For example,
Rosenthal and Jacobson (1968) mention having amcethinority background and
living in circunstamces of poverty as what defimedisadvantaged position. Jost and
Burgess (2000) refer to disadvantaged groups aetheing “... low in social standing
.7 (p. 294) and being “...assigned to positions af status...” (p. 294).

To sum up, despite the different focus in definoigadvantage, some common
characteristics can also be derived: The definstiseem to rely on the objective social
structure in order to delineate this concept; thisreno reference to the numerical
dimension, i.e., being numerically disadvantagdoiré are references to objective
material dimensions, such as the access to matesalurces (e.g., the previously
mentioned circumstances of poverty); and there raferences to more symbolic
dimensions, such as the access to education, stafat, and power.

A different line of reasoning is presented by Sdhund collaborators, who define
this concept in a more dynamic framework, by stngsts relative dimension: A group,
the authors state, is disadvantaged relativelyth@ro(more advantaged) groups (e.g.,
Schmitt & Branscombe, 2002; Schimtt, Branscombebrifioowicz, & Owen, 2002).
The authors also mention the fact that being imsadyantaged position impacts group
life, as such a position results in less positivecomes, namely in terms of power and
psychological well-being.

We propose a perspective that may help integraedifierent views — the more

objective ones and the more relative one — on desatdged.
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Different from the theories previously presented co@sider relevant to take into
account the fact that both advantaged and disadgadtgroups can be thought of as
part of a higher-order, superordinate category ¢éhabmpasses both of them (Turner et
al., 87; Mummendey & Wenzel, 1999).

In order to provide the normative basis for subgrecamparisons, the membership
in superordinate categories requires a certainegegf shared understanding about what
constitutes such superordinate category, namelgrins of its standards. In this sense,
and more in line with the objective perspective disadvantage, this consensual
agreement should assure a universal applicationrespect for the standards of a
superordinate category within its boundaries.

Nonetheless, recent research and theorising hasnshizat the perspectives of
subgroups on what is normative within the super@idi category may differ because
members of each subgroup will tend to project tharacteristics of their own ingroup
onto the superordinate category (Mummendey & WerlZ@99; Waldzus et al., 2005;
Waldzus et al., 2004; Wenzel et al., 2003). Thdsat seem to be “objective” standards
of superordinate categories depends on group peiepeand evaluations are based on
subgroup comparisons, which is more in line witla thasoning presented by Schmitt
and collaborators (e.g., Schmitt & Branscombe, 2002

More concretely, what most distinguishes the growpsmention in our studies is
the fact that the advantaged group, because is gffgetive in validating the ingroup
projections, dominates the superordinate categoryerms of relative prototypicality
(and, thus, status) and has the power to excludedibadvantaged group from the
superordinate category in case the latter violatesnimal standard. Thus, and in very
practical terms, we define a disadvantaged grouphasone that is hindered from
achieving certain standards of the superordinateegoay. When hindered from
achieving maximal standards, disadvantaged groulps&e their position within the
superordinate category as relatively less protobipand experience marginalization.
When hindered from achieving minimal standardsadirantaged groups will see their

membership in the superordinate category threatandaxperience exclusion.

In our theorising we also assume that disadvantagjedps are inevitably
intertwined with advantaged groups and that thenésrreact to the perceived actions
performed by the latter. We further expect that disadvantaged are most likely the

“victims” of marginalization and exclusion and thate advantaged will be the ones
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marginalizing or excluding them. Most importantlgecause of the power of the
advantaged dominant group, being marginalized oclueed has devastating
consequences for a less powerful, disadvantagegghe as much as desired or needed
states or resources are linked to group membershgsginalization limits a group
member’'s or subgroup’s full access to those statesresources: That is, the
marginalized group faces partial deprivation. Adwogly, exclusion blocks access to
group related states and resources completely. iBhah our use of the terms we
assume that both marginalization and exclusionjdbssbeing different forms of
rejection, also represent different forms of degtion, being marginalization a less
extreme one, and exclusion de facto a quite extremee We acknowledge that in that
sense marginalization may be seen as involving sdegree of exclusion (e.g.,
Maynard & Ferdman, 2009) or may be seen as anéfwéen [inclusion and exclusion]
position” (Beck, Madon, & Sahay, 2004, p. 238).

Given all of this, we propose that it is also r@letvto consider the side of the
perpetrator of marginalization and exclusion to emsthnd the disadvantaged group’s

reactions to being marginalized or excluded.

2.1.3.2 Rejecting

Social rejection and exclusion are social factgl @norder to understand their
consequences it might be useful to take into adcthair function. Several researchers
discuss the role of rejection as an intentionalammegful and motivated action (Fritsche
& Schubert, 2009). Rejection in that sense is seamely as having evolutionary
advantages (e.g., avoiding diseases, Fritsche &l&xh 2009) and as being a form of
punishment/correction of undesired behaviour withigroup (e.g., Ouwerkerk, Van
Lange, Gallucci, & Kerr, 2005; Williams & Govan, @®). It has also been seen as
having self-serving motives, such as being use@ atrategy by non-central group
members to assert their own sense of inclusioncangmitment to the ingroup (e.g.,
Pickett & Brewer, 2005); as having identity-relat@dtives, such as self-enhancement
and uncertainty reduction (e.g., Hogg, et al., 3005has also been discussed as a
means of managing group composition by preservirggindividuals that benefit the
group and excluding those that do not (Levine, Néoré, & Hausmann, 2005). Finally,
it has been presented as a means to sustainycdnif strengthen the norms of the
ingroup by fostering the exclusion of those thatiale from group norms (Abrams, De
Moura, Hutchison, & Viki, 2005; Fritsche & Schuhe2009; see also the “black sheep
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effect”, Marques, Yzerbyt, & Leyens, 1988).

Although exclusion can be part of intergroup bebakji most of the work in this
area has focused on a more individual level of yaimlor explored the intragroup
dynamics underlying the phenomenon of being refiécgecting. Some notable
exceptions include work on the role of exclusionntergroup conflict: Hewstone and
colleagues (2005), for instance, reflect on how rilegious segregation in Northern
Ireland helped in the maintenance and escalatidheotonflict between Catholics and
Protestants (and on how intergroup contact mighp loeercoming it). The authors
reflect on how the religious segregation, translateto residential, marital and
educational segregation, contributed to the exatenp of the conflict resulting from
the Catholics’ claims of discrimination. More coetgly, the physical and social
separation was understood to feed violence whiohturn, fed the segregation
(Hamilton, 1995, cited by Hewstone et al., 2005).

Other work establishes a link between groups’ egm&ations and the definition
of group boundaries: The common ingroup identitydeige.g., Gaertner & Dovidio,
2000; Gaertner, Dovidio, Anastasio, Bachman, & RL883) presents recategorization
into a common more-inclusive group as a means @amding group boundaries,
thereby changing perceptions of who is includedaimd should be treated positively)
and who is excluded from (and may be the targehafe negative emotions, attitudes
and behaviours) the ingroup. For example: Portuguasd Spanish may display
negative emotions, attitudes and behaviours whankittly about each other.
Recategorizing both groups as part of Europe allwshe inclusion of the former
outgroup in a new common more inclusive ingroupusigranting the former outgroup
positive treatment. These dynamics are indirectlyo aof importance for the
understanding of exclusion: If sharing positiveorgses and evaluation with a certain
group is undesired, such inclusion in a superotdicammon ingroup can be hindered,
keeping the group exclusive.

Finally, Rice and Mullen (2005) show how the cdiyel representation of
immigrants can be used as a tool for direct excluskor example, the authors show
that, compared to immigrant groups that are thgetaof more complex representations
namely in terms of physical traits, personal traitsl food habits, and that are the target

of less negatively valenced representations, imeniggroups that are the target of
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simplef and more negatively valenced representationsem® ddmitted in the USA,
with reference to immigration quotas.

To sum up, despite their more or less obvious sa@uats, there are several
reasons and functionalities that make social rigiecnd exclusion likely and integral

parts of many intergroup relations and interactions

2.1.3.3 Being rejected

Understanding the experience of being rejectedich & pervasive concern that
there is a vast socio-psychological literaturelmdutcomes, reactions and functions of
the myriad experiences of “being rejected” (for eview see Abrams, Hogg, &
Marques, 2005).

According to the literature on ostracism, stigmetiian, segregation, exclusion,
etcetera, there is a motivational basis for avgdigjection, as being rejected leads to a
wide variety of negative outcomes ranging fromengfte pain (e.g., Williams, 1997) to
decreased cooperation and lowered cognitive pedoce (e.g., Twenge & Baumeister,
2005), to feelings of isolation, a decreased sefh$elonging, self-esteem and sense of
meaningful existence (e.g., Williams & Govan, 2Q0%) feelings of self-blame
(Mendes, McCoy, Major, & Blascovich, 2008), to fegs of being deprived from
resources, perspectives and identities (e.g., Maghlan-Volpe, Aron, Wright, &
Lewandowski Jr, 2005), to self-defeating behavi@ug., Twenge & Baumeister, 2005).
This literature also emphasizes that people ar@mgtmotivated to avoid rejection, but
that they are also motivated to belong: The gregariside of men is attributed an
evolutionary value (e.g., Gruter & Masters, 198&rrzban & Leary, 2001; Williams,
2001), it is viewed as a fundamental need (e.gunigaster & Leary, 1995; Bowlby,
1969; DeWall, 2010; Pickett & Brewer, 2005; TwengeBaumesteir, 2005) and as
providing individuals with a sense of collectivesdg.g., Hogg, Fielding, & Darley,
2005) and with group identities (Wright, Aron, &ofp, 2002).

2.1.3.4 Acting upon being rejected

Within the discussion of the pernicious effectsrgkction, the literature pays

considerable attention to how those being rejecestt. Here the evidence is not

® According to the authors the complexity/simpliciiff a cognitive representation is a function of the
number of mutually exclusive categories refertimghysical traits, personal traits, personal narfoesd
habits, group names, or miscellaneous (Allen, 1e8%8d by Rice & Mullen, 2005) being used. The
greater the number of categories used, the gréreeromplexity of the representation.
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consensual: Some scholars found evidence suggestirgpcial, aggressive behaviour
to be the response to rejection (e.g., DeWall, 2008Wall, Twenge, Gitter, &
Baumeister, 2009; Geller, Goodstein, Silver, & Bberg, 1974); some emphasize the
use of prosocial behaviour as the most effectigparse when experiencing rejection
and/or found empirical evidence for that being thse (e.g., DeWall, 2010; Gardner,
Pickett, & Brewer, 2000; Willams & Sommers, 1998ome authors report that
rejected participants tend to avoid further coriaigtraction (e.g., Maner, DeWall,
Baumeister, & Schaller, 2007; Molden, Lucas, Gardbean, & Knowles, 2009), and
finally some authors try to reconcile these différeiews, to clarify what might be the
causes for different responses in face of rejectilliams (e.g., 2001, 2009) argues
that both antisocial and prosocial behaviour maljofo rejection under different
circumstances: When exclusion threatens belongimy self-esteem needs, prosocial
behaviour should follow; when exclusion threatenatml and meaningful existence
needs, antisocial behaviour will follow. Richmandareary (2009) also contribute to
this integration by presenting a multi-motive mod&hree sets of motives (social
connection, antisocial urges and avoidance of éutajection) can be experienced after
an episode of rejection and which motive will guitie person’s reaction will depend
on the person’s interpretation of the episode. Example, when the episode is
perceived as unjust, the relationship is littleuesl and there are low expectations of
repairing it, antisocial behaviour will be the cartee of the rejection episode.

The theories we have presented seem to study #utiaes to exclusion (be it
anti- or prosocial behaviour) as concerning thdilliment of individual and group-
related needs and do not address more general tieensancerns that may be elicited
by the act of rejecting/excluding or by the disptdyantisocial behaviour.

So, as a summary we can point out that the studgjettion seems to pinpoint
the motivated and intentional role of rejectingtbe one hand, and the adverse effects
of being rejected on the other hand. That is, e¥emejecting serves a number of
evolutionary advantageous punitive and even selfisg motives, those being
excluded feel a wide range of negative outcomesnfpain to lowered cognitive
performance. Despite some exceptions that dischesrole of exclusion at the
intergroup level of analysis, the study of rejecteeems to be mainly focused on the
individual and on the intragroup level. When présenthe side of the “perpetrator”,
the focus seems to be rather on the (intra)grougl.lé\s can be understood from the

research presented in section 2.1.3.1, rejectisgisdo be a powerful and useful tool
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for managing group composition, and clarifying gronorms and functions, even
iffwhen the individual needs (to belong) must berifigaed for the sake of the group.
When considering those being rejected (the “vict)mihe focus seems to be more on
the individual level. Individuals are both motivat® avoid rejection and to belong, and
so, they react in face of rejection. In the litaratexploring such reactions, these seem
to be motivated by individual needs, such as thedre belong (e.g., Baumeister &
Leary, 1995), rather than by concerns on the badfalie group. Others and/or groups
seem to be means to achieve an end: Avoiding refeahd maintaining belonging.

Like the theories we presented in this section,anealso interested in further
understanding the reactions to rejection in genenadl to exclusion in particular, yet
framing them within an intergroup approach. In vegsneral terms, we focus our
attention on how disadvantaged groups react tatiejg¢exclusion, which we assume
creates a form of deprivation that is not selfigtéld, but rather imposed by an
advantaged group. This is so, because given itldmtage, the less powerful group
will more easily be a victim rather than a perpiraf rejection/exclusion. We also
assume that disadvantaged groups are inevitabéytwined with advantaged groups
and that the former react to the perceived actartbe latter. We further believe that
both disadvantaged and advantaged groups aretecadting in a social vacuum: Both
groups can be though of as parts of a higher-ordeperordinate category. The
superordinate category (e.g., the larger societywiges not only the frame of reference
for comparisons between the subgroups includedn@ruet al., 1987), but also the
normative basis used for regulating the relatiogisvben these subgroups. Thus, in an
attempt to further the understanding of the phemmmeof rejection, we present an
approach that is concerned with the disadvantagesupg as a “victim” of
rejection/exclusion, yet acknowledges and takes aunsideration the importance of
the interrelation between the “victim” and the “petrator” of rejection/exclusion. The
approach we take tries to offer a fresh explanalioth of why avoiding a particular
instance of rejection — i.e., exclusion — is sodai@ntity related motivationally-based,
and of why destructive behaviour, from the perdpectf the disadvantaged group
displaying it, is an acceptable reaction to somenfoof rejection (i.e., exclusion) but
not to others (i.e., marginalization).
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2.1.3.5 Further understanding rejecting and being ejected

As discussed in the summary of the previous sectibere is an apparent
divergence between “victim” and “perpetrator” inethejection phenomenon: While
research focusing on the former points to the adveffects of rejection (as a form of
social deprivation), research focusing on the tatighlights, for instance, the role of
rejection as a useful tool for punishing unwanteshdviour. Nevertheless, both
“victims” and “perpetrators” of rejection do novéi in a social vacuum, they might rely
on some common ground in order to give meaninglagdimacy to their claims and
behaviours: As discussed in section 2.1.3.2 (angréwious sections), we believe that
both the “victim” and the “perpetrator” of rejeationay share a broader vision of the
social world and how it works/should work, thatythreay rely on a common source that
can both dictate that individuals or groups carr@ecejection/exclusion and how these
same individuals or groups should react when tingetaof rejection/exclusion. We
believe that there is a common basis for assessia® own and others’ behaviours and
for guiding one’s behaviour.

What would be the basis for both “victim” and “petgator” of

rejection/exclusion to evaluate their situation dedide when and how to act upon it?

2.1.3.5.1 The role of superordinate categories

As previously noted, following self-categorizatitmeory (Turner et al., 1987)
and the ingroup projection model (Mummendey & Wén¥899), we assume that in an
intergroup context the normative basis for evahgatine’s and others’ situation and for
deciding if and how to act is provided by more usive, higher-order categories
encompassing both the ingroup and the relevantraupgs). These superordinate
categories (e.g., the larger society) provide noly ahe frame of reference for
comparisons between the subgroups included in {flemmer et al., 1987), but also the
normative basis for the regulation of relationswssn these subgroups. If this
assumption is correct, we can conceptualize nat thd less inclusive ingroup, but also
more inclusive, superordinate categories as peatiesdurces of normativity and positive
social identity (Tajfel & Turner, 1979) for memberd disadvantaged groups.
Furthermore, these superordinate categories alswidar the basis for judgments
concerning justice, legitimacy and entitlements Péfect al., 2002; Wenzel, 2004).
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Given that several subgroups — each with its ownsichcratic agenda — are
included in the same superordinate category, thghtndiffer in their interpretation and
representation of the normative basis providedheyduperordinate group. And such
interpretations might differently impact the belmaus displayed by the subgroups and

their members.

2.1.3.6 Rejecting/being rejected and the role of manal and minimal standards

and goals

Based on the work of Kessler et al. (2010), we arg¢juat the degree of
consensus about the normative basis offered bguperordinate category depends on
the type of standard we are referring to. In teahsaximal standards, recent research
and theorising (Mummendey & Wenzel, 1999) has shaivat there can be
disagreement about what is normative, in termsrofopypically, for the superordinate
group. Members of each subgroup will tend to projeeir ingroup’s characteristics
onto the superordinate group and, thus, perceigestiperordinate category as more
similar to their ingroup than to the outgroup, reridg the ingroup as more normative
than the outgroup. This process is not equally sgibke to both the advantaged
powerful groups and the disadvantaged powerlesaspgrdAs the former have access to
more resources, they are able to validate theseupgorojections more effectively than
the latter.

As the same time as there are disagreements, thegbt also be some
consensus across subgroups about the maximal efangerms, values and goals) of
the superordinate group. Both disadvantaged granpgsdominant groups often agree
that the former are less prototypical of the supmknate category. As a summary:
Because the advantaged group is more successfuprapecting the ingroup
characteristics onto the superordinate categorgpfiears as more prototypical and,
thus, occupies a more central (status) positiorhiwithe superordinate category.
Maximal standards are derived from the prototypeshe superordinate categories.
From these two premises follows that the advantagedp is more likely to approach
the maximal standards and that the disadvantagagpgrvhich is less prototypical of
the superordinate group, is inhenrently furthemfraneeting the maximal standards
(Devos & Banaji, 2005; Waldzus et al., 2004).

Not meeting maximal standards and goals has impioraplications for the

disadvantaged, but it is should not result in theiclusion from the superordinate
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category. We would rather expect it to result itess central (lower status) position
within the superordinate category, that is, in nrabgation. In that sense,
marginalization can be seen as an outcome of netingemaximal standards.

Once a group is marginalized by an advantaged darhiautgroup, however,
this marginalization can also be the reason font{naing) failure to meet maximal
standards. To overcome this usually undesirabieatsin, members of disadvantaged
groups would have to approach maximal standardsy Tght, apart from advocating
their own perspective on what is prototypical arebichble for the superordinate
category, try to do so by striving for good jobsdagood education; trying to be
successful or famous in the mainstream. Those §lglfew) that can make it might
then advocate for their (sub)ingroup to improve p®sition. However, the
marginalization might even further contribute t@ thisadvantage of the group as it
makes it even more difficult to approach maximansfards, creating a negative
feedback loop for the disadvantaged. Thereforemaits by the advantaged dominant
group to marginalize the disadvantaged group nbghéeen by disadvantaged group as
limiting their access to the resources needed tet maximal standards/goals. In such
case, we propose, dissatisfaction may be the resaitertheless, such dissatisfaction
will probably not lead to destructive behaviour.eTimost important reason for this is
that there are some reality constraints that mestalien into account. Because not
reaching these maximal standards and being lintitecemain at the margin of the
superordinate category is somehow consistent vhiéh disadvantaged group’s non-
prototypicality. Thus, the actions of the advanthgeitgroup are not an unexpected
transgression/violation in terms of the core noramsl values of the superordinate
category.

Moreover, striving to meet maximal standards/goalstails the general
acceptance of those goals plus the costs and asksciated with engaging in
destructive behaviour, makes it likely that anyledive action that results from
preventing disadvantaged groups from meeting maximt@andards/goals by
marginalizing them wilhot be destructive.

Minimal standards are different from maximal stadda As already stated in
section 2.1.2.3, because minimal standards musmée by all members and all
subgroups within the category (Kessler et al., 20ty are expected to be shared by
all members and by all subgroups .(ileoth the advantaged and disadvantaged groups),

thus, they involve a more consensual understandimg) interpretation by all the
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members and subgroups encompassed within the sdpette group. Even if there also
can be, due to ingroup projection, different pectipes of the different subgroups on
what the consensual minimal goals are, consensxpected and assumed.

Also as opposed to maximal standards, the transigrégiolation of minimal
standards and goals will most probably result endRkclusion of the violators from the
superordinate category. Because achieving minintahdgards is required for all
members and subgroups of a superordinate catefjang disadvantaged do not meet
minimal standards, it either implies their exclusif they were supposed to be the
beneficiaries of such standards), or exclusion dida the usual punishment for such a
violation (if they were supposed to be the actarsoeding to those standards). For
example, people living in Portugal (superordinaa¢egory) expect to have access to
some resources that are seen as so basic thatvatabke to everybody (minimal
standards). An example of such resources woulceb#thcare. If a person is prevented
from having access to needed health care (bergfitom a minimal standard) that
would imply that that person is excluded from tlupeyordinate category. Not having
access to a resource from which one should benedit exclusion.

In terms of punishment, we can think about the ofelhg example: Drivers
(superordinate category) have to follow a seriesutds in order to keep their license.
Some of these rules are more fundamental (minitaabdards) than others. One of these
fundamental rules states that drivers should n@edvith a level of alchool in the blood
of more than 0.5g/l. In case a driver does so,atilofj a minimal standard, s/he is
punished by being excluded from the superordinategory from one month up to one
year.

Accordingly, just as marginalization can be thecouate of not meeting maximal
standards, exclusion can be the outcome of notingeetinimal standards. Therefore, if
a more advantaged powerful outgroup acts in a viiay prevents members of the
disadvantaged powerless ingroup from meeting mihgtaadards/goals, these acts will
most probably be interpreted as efforts that chgkenot merely the disadvantaged
group’s relative position within the superordinatgegory (e.g., in terms of status) but
even as threats to the disadvantaged group’s mefipdn the superordinate category
(e.q., Tyler, 1989; Tyler et al., 1996). For instanif inmates of the Abu Ghraib prison
in Iraq are put naked on a dog leash and forcedalk like a dog, this might be

interpreted as a threat to these inmates’ (and tjeup’s) human dignity, not just

51



Being in or being out

because it threatens their status and prestigenvhtimanity, but particularly because it
IS seen as questioning and threatening their venyamity itself.

Exclusion will have more far reaching consequentes marginalization as
well. Like marginalization exclusion should leaddissatisfaction, as exclusion makes
it impossible to achieve minimal standards, whishrarely in the interest of the
(excluded) disadvantaged group. However, as argwedsection 2.1.2.6, when
considered to be illegitimate, exclusion will isetf be seen as an act, committed by the
advantaged dominant group, that violates minimahdrds, and actions that violate
minimal standards/goals will be seen as threatenotgnly to the target group, but as
threatening also to the entire superordinate cayeg® these acts violate a basic aspect
the superordinate group’s identity.

Yet, the advantaged outgroup’s actions (exclusibthe disadvantaged group)
will only be deemed illegitimate and in violatiorf the minimal standards of the
superordinate group when the disadvantaged groupbers consider themselves as
legitimate members of the superordinate categody #rus, identify themselves with
the superordinate category. Only in this case shdhén, the actions of the advantaged
outgroup be adequately punished. This is an impbmpaint to keep in mind, as the
works of McLaughlin-Volpe et al. (2005) show that,least at an individual level, there
are circumstances under which exclusion may beqgkexy or easily accepted. When
exclusion enables one to escape a relationshipighatfering less than expected; or
limiting one’s personal growth; or preventing omenfi engaging in a more desirable
opportunity for accessing more material and somaslources, more perspectives or
identities (i.e., to self-expand), individuals arere willing exit the relationship or
accept its end.

Apart from such particular cases, as long as theerswdinate identity is
relevant, an excluded group might feel the necgssipunish those who are responsible
for their exclusion, not only because of their HB8g disadvantage, but also because
exclusion is incompatible with minimal standardsargld within the superordinate
category. As the usual punishment of minimal stes&laviolation is exclusion, a
powerful group might be able to mobilize the supdirate group to “exclude the
excluders”, as happens at times in politics, fastance when less radical parties
collaborate to exclude right wing extremists. Asntiened in section 2.1.2.6, however,
usually a disadvantaged group that faces exclusohfeels the need to perform such

punishment lacks the power to exclude the permesatthat is, the advantaged
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outgroup. It is exactly under these circumstanbes we propose that a disadvantaged
group will resort to destructive intergroup behavias a means of rightfully punishing
the advantaged outgroup’s transgression/violation.

In the current analysis we try to explain the dedive behaviour of
disadvantaged groups as the motivationally-basesporese to exclusion. More
concretely, we argue that it is not exclusion perbst rather its interpretation as a
violation of a minimal standard that motivates daesive behaviour. This behaviour is
not only motivated by subgroup interests, but legitely derived from norms, goals

and standards of superordinate identities.

2.1.4 The role of emotions

We are not only interested in the more “obvioudidgoural reactions displayed by
the disadvantaged group to actions by the advaditggmip. In addition to the expected
different behavioural responses to actions by thewataged group that are perceived to
prevent the disadvantaged ingroup from reachingmahversus maximal standards,
we also expect different emotional consequencebowolg these two forms of
deprivation. One reason why emotional responseaaimportant as behavioural ones
is that even if not all members of a disadvantagexlip actually engage in certain
destructive acts, negative emotions of non-actirayg members might still motivate
some active or passive (e.g., toleration) socippstt for destructive behaviour.

Moreover, negative emotions might be particularigtivating and elicit actions
that people would otherwise abstain from, becadigdbeir social costs. As in some of
the research previously discussed, our interestarrole of emotions is also motivated
by a desire to go beyond mere structural explanstior the human behaviour, namely
in terms of the (objective) work, living and matdrconditions. We are interested in
understanding how people perceive the socio-stralceinvironment in which they live
and their position within it. We are also interelstéa how these perceptions may
translate into motivated emotional and behaviotggaponses. In Suny’s (2004) words:
“The connection between emotions and action (...)vides an important link in
connecting structural environment to human acti¢p.”10).

After a period in which emotions were rarely coesetl in socio-psychocological
research (e.g., Dias, Cruz, & Fonseca, 2008; Fril@88), the 1980’'s saw a renewed
interest in this field. In the 1990’s a novel idggpeared: Going beyond the individual-

level analysis, some researchers established a di@et connection between group
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membership and emotional display (Smith, 1993; B&itMackie, 2010a). Moreover,
the idea of emotions as irrational responses wsisdlly abandoned.

Within this new school of thought, one of the muoslized theories is intergroup
emotions theory (e.g., Smith & Mackie, 2010b), vihaxdvances previous work in this
area by clearly establishing that social categbonés) and social identity(ies) impact
our emotions (e.g., Yzerbyt, Dumont, Wilgboldus, Gorjin, 2003). In line with
intergroup emotion theorists (e.g., Smith et al0?), we assume that group-relevant
events elicit group-level emotions, and that thessetions inspire action.

Intergroup emotions theory is based on the assomgptof social identity theory
(Tajfel & Turner, 1979) and self-categorization dhe (Turner et al., 1987) that the
process of identifying with a group transforms granembership into an aspect of the
self. Social identity is therefore saturated withational meaning (Smith & Mackie,
2010a; Smith & Mackie, 2010b; Smith et al., 200%%. a consequence, when group
membership is salient, the group becomes an impiastaurce of information on how to
appraise a social situation or object: Dependingt®immplications for the ingroup, the
situation/object will be positively or negativelyp@aised (Smith & Mackie, 2010a;
Smith & Mackie, 2010b; Smith et al., 2007).

This framework explains how events’ affecting tloeial group(s) one belongs to —
and not necessarily the individual self directlytranslate into emotional reactions.
When considering intergroup relations, one relevdimbension refers to reactions
toward outgroups, be it reactions in actual or imeg interactions or even reactions in
the absence of the outgroup (Smith & Mackie, 201B&ye concretely, several studies
have shown that outgroups can elicit anger andfar &nd that these emotions entail
fight or flight behavioural tendencies, respectyvét.g., Mackie, Devos, & Smith,
2000; Yzerbyt et al. 2003). When will an outgrodigiewhich emotion? Some studies
show that an emotional display and subsequent rectitepend on appraisals of the
group’s relative strength (Mackie et al., 2000)-as Otten (2009) puts it, on the group’
status — so that stronger groups (majorities) waliplay anger and, thus, tend to
attack and weaker groups (minorities) would displegr and, hence, tend to avoid.
Others show that minorities also display anger tawa wrongdoer majority (Kamas,
2010; Kamas, Otten, & Sassenberg, 2007, cited bynO2009).

Even if there is evidence suggesting that stromggeups (majorities) and weaker
groups (minorities) react in a certain way, shouédexpect all the members of the same

group to display similar intensity of feelings antthus, react in the same way?
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According to Seger, Smith and Mackie (2009) thewamsis rather straightforward:
“(...) group-based emotions correlate with group tdeation.” (p. 460). There is
further evidence showing that one of the emotionsstndependent on (in)group
identification is anger: Those who are highly idiged with the ingroup tend to express
more anger towards an outgroup (Smith & Mackie,@0)1yzerbyt et al., 2003). But it
is not only the outgroup that may elicit anger. fEhis also evidence that the ingroup
may elicit anger: Braun, Otten and Gorjin (2008ediby Otten, 2009) showed that
ingroup perpetrators perceived as having non-anobigiinarmful intents are targets of
anger. And even more interestingly, this anger ipted the display of negative
behavioural responses, a result that supports otlsatts showing a link between anger
and attack tendencies (e.g., Barclay, SkarlickiP&gh, 2005; Halperin, Sharvit, &
Gross, 2010; Mackie et al., 2000; Smith & Macki®1@b). This evidence seems to
complement the emphasis placed by (fraternal)ivelateprivation research (e.g., Lima
& Vala, 2003; Walker, 2010; Walker & Smith, 2002) the association between anger
and resentment, resulting from perceptions of iigas and the display of collective
action. Given these results, including the emolialiigplay seems an important part of
the study of destructive behaviours performed leydisadvantaged.

To summarize, we may say that these data seemrglet@ant for our argument: We
assumed that the violation of minimal standards édd members of a disadvantaged
group to display destructive behaviour and we priegskexclusion by the advantaged
majority outgroup as a typical instance of suchiddation. We argued that exclusion
will be interpreted as a minimal standard violatievhen the members of a
disadvantaged group identify as members of the nmmtasive superordinate category
from which the advantaged group is trying to exeltidlem. Previous research suggests
that identification is important for the display efmotions, especially anger. It further
suggests that anger can be elicited by ingroup reesnand it suggests that anger leads
to attack tendencies and collective action. Evexigh there is also evidence that anger
is usually felt by the advantaged and that, thius,advantaged are the ones displaying
attack tendencies, we expect the disadvantagedg godisplay destructive behaviour
and, in line with emotions theorising, we expectrsdestructive behaviour to result
from negative emotions.

Until now we have focused on those who may be damsd the “victims”.
However, the problem we are more interested int(detsve behaviour) is defined as

such only from some perspectives, which may reptese challenge for clearly
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identifying “victim” and “perpetrator”. We presettte violation of a minimal standard
by the advantaged as the trigger of the displaydestructive behaviour by the
disadvantaged. In that sense, it is the advantadpedare the “perpetrators”. However,
we also portray the disadvantaged group as (rightfiicting harm — i.e. wrong doing —
on the advantaged outgroup. In that sense, andeireyes of the advantaged, it may
seem that the disadvantaged are the “perpetratohsls, in such a scenario, it can be
quite revealing to explore how emotional theoristslerstand the emotional display of
the wrongdoers.

Several lines of research have addressed theisitaah which the ingroup is the
wrongdoer. In such a context, guilt and shame lagariost studied emotions. Here the
emotional display would depend on the appraisestug: A focus on the (ingroup)
wrongdoers would elicit shame, whereas a focushen(@utgroup) victim would elicit
guilt (e.g., Brown, 2009; Halperin et al., 2010hig line of research is also relevant to
the problem at hand as our theorising assumeshbatisadvantaged group will not be
a passive “victim”, but rather act because of itsagion: We predict that in face of a
minimal standard violation carried out by the adeged group, the disadvantaged
group will resort to destructive intergroup behawvioOne possible consequence of
perpretating destructive collective behaviour cdugdthat the perpetrator feels guilt and
shame, and avoiding these emotions plays an imgorae in regulating social
behaviour. Thus, negative collective moral emotisash as collective guilt and shame
might mean high emotional costs for such behavmbich can explain why destructive
behaviour is rather rare and requires particulativattonal or even emotional triggers
more directly linked to fight tendencies.

However, guilt and shame might be avoided given @aminterpretation of
destructive behaviour. Thus, discussing moralitythwreference to emotions is
important: In section 2.1.1.4, for example discussed that those engaging in terrorism
can be seen as morally engaged or disengaged degendthe group perspective. A
particular constellation of situational charactiées might actually neutralize collective
guilt and shame, thus eliminating the appraisat testructive behaviour is a moral
transgression.

Conversely, emotions might also impact moral imetgtions and judgments.
Horberg, Oveis and Keltner (2011), for examplespré emotions as influencing moral
judgments: Emotions are elicited by appraisals @ated with specific concerns, such

as purity and justice, which underlie socio-moratigements. More specifically,
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emotions would amplify the relevance of a givenigaaoral concern, which would be

reflected in a given moral judgment. Even more cetaty, appraisals of a behaviour as
unjust would make the specific socio-moral concabout justice salient and be
reflected in moral judgments about justice, andn&edly in moral decisions about

punishment.

Another contribution is given by Huebner, Dwyer dtiduser (2009), according to
whom the role played by emotions in moral judgmergomewhat limited. In contrast
with argumentations suggesting that emotions agefdbindation of moral judgments,
the authors argue that the primary role of emotisnsther as motivators of morally
relevant actionEven if narrow, the role the authors attribute two&ons is in line with
emotions theorists’ reasoning that emotions inspicdons. We also rely on this
assumption, even if our focus, like that of emaditimeorists, is not on morality.

Another example is offered by Halperin et al. (20Mho present guilt and shame
as moral emotions, i.e., emotions that are elicidebn situations or behaviours are
appraised as violating moral values. Yet, and asmeationed when discussing the
situations in which the ingroup is the wrongdoeujltgand shame tend to arise in
situations in which the ingroup misbehaves. In @Bt when others (e.g., outgroups)
are seen as behaving in an unjust, unfair (Halpetrial., 2010; Horberg et al., 2011),
norm transgressing fashion (Chipperfield, Perry,in&e & Newall, 2009; Halperin et
al., 2010; Weiner, 1986), or in a justice violatingy (Barclay et al., 2005), anger is the
elicited emotion. One of the earliest approachescatiective emotions, relative
deprivation research (e.g., Lima & Vala, 2003; Va)k2010; Walker & Smith, 2002),
also describes anger and resentment as outcomeegroéptions of injustice. This
research further establishes a link between thesetiens and collective action.
Especially relevant for our discussion are thergreup comparisons that can result in
fraternal deprivation (Runciman, 1966), a sense¢ tiw ingroup is worse off than it
deserves. These situations would result in peraeptof injustice and lead to anger and,
thus, to collective action. For our purposes, itmgortant to understand whether such
discrepancies are interpreted as minimal or maxigtahdard violations. From our
theorising we would link such deserving for disatheged minorities rather to minimal
standards than to maximal standards, and, thugcéxpore anger responses to minimal
rather than maximal standard violations.

As a final summary, in line with intergroup emotsotheorists, we assume that

people can and do experience emotions on behalfeoocial groups they belong to.
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We believe the way one represents the group(s)bahengs to impacts emotional
response and emotional response impacts behawmure concretely, we assume that
social identification, both with the subgroup andthwthe superordinate category,
impacts the way the disadvantaged group inter@ieisns by the advantaged group (in
terms of maximal or minimal standards), the emdtiehcited by such interpretations,
as well as the behaviours inspired by such emationgarticular, we predict that being
deprived of resources needed to meet minimal stdadpossible exclusion) should be
much more unexpected and have much more seriodgatipns for the disadvantaged
ingroup than does deprivation of resources needegursue maximal standards
(marginalization). This is why, we propose that therception that an advantaged
dominant outgroup is preventing the ingroup froracteng a minimal standard should
inspire stronger negative emotions, particularlystration and anger related emotions
than the perception that it is undermining the angr's striving to reach a maximal

standard.
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CHAPTER 1lI

Destructive intergroup behaviour and negative integroup emotions displayed by

disadvantaged groups: The role of minimal standards

After an incursion into the theoretical foundatiarfsthe present work, we are
left with quite a number of claims that, even iédhetically sound, need some further
support. In the current chapter we will present sarhthe empirical research that tests
our theoretical arguments. To do so, we will bdgyrnpresenting two field studies, one

of them an online study.

3.1 Overview

As stated before, the present thesis wishes to egmra the debate about
whether or not disadvantaged groups resort torigwste) collective actions, by rather
focusing on understanding when these groups willfepsuch behaviour. In order to
understand such a phenomenon, we propose thatrélasant to study intergroup
behaviour not only with reference to the more imiagdintergroup relation between
ingroup and outgroup, but also to take into accahetfact that subgroups are part of
higher-order, more inclusive categories: Super@atéircategories that encompasses the
relevant subgroups and provide the normative greumm which all the subgroups
should base (and evaluate) their behaviour upomnéFuet al., 1987; Mummendey &
Wenzel, 1999). The subgroups encompassed withivem guperordinate category may
have different perspectives on how to define theesardinate category and, hence, its
norms and standards. Within this divergence of pgeatves, we assume that
advantaged dominant groups may more easily deternmwhat the superordinate
category represents and what it holds as normativenonnormative, via more
effectively projecting their own characteristics t@onthe superordinate category
(Mummendey & Wenzel, 1999; Waldzus et al., 2005]d&ias et al., 2004; Wenzel et
al., 2003; see Wenzel et al., 2007 for an overviéNgvertheless, we also believe that
more disadvantaged groups will still fight to haheir perspective and representation
of the superordinate category seen as valid. Foligwhis logic we argue that the
disadvantaged group’s behaviours we are interestednderstanding are seen as
destructive by the advantaged (out)group, but remtessarily by the disadvantaged
group actually displaying the behaviours. Accortinthese destructive behaviours and

corresponding negative emotions are not mere esipres of intergroup conflict.
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Instead, we hypothesize that these destructivevialra are responses to actions by the
advantaged dominant majority when these actiongareeived by the disadvantaged
minority as transgressions that violate minimalndtads — rather than maximal
standards — established by inclusive superordicatigories and that apply both to the
advantaged and the disadvantage groups (Kesslat.,eR010). So, given such a
transgression, the destructive behaviour displayedhe disadvantaged group is not
only legitimate and normative from this group’s moof view (Fritsche et al., 2009;
Kessler et al., 2010; Schubert et al., 2010; Waddzwal., 2010), but also necessary.
Having this in mind, one first empirical step isestablish that the violation of a
minimal standard — and not the violation of a maimstandard — represents the
psychological and motivational basis under whioh display of destructive behaviour
becomes relevant. Because we are referring to asymenpower relations, facing
deprivation or frustration due to undesired actstledf advantaged outgroup is not
necessarily unexpected for members of a disadvedtagnority, and, in most cases,
destructive behaviour might be too costly to besmered an adequate response. Even
though a disadvantaged group might not passivebemcthe domination of the
definition of superordinate norms and standardgheyadvantaged majority, there is
usually still some consensus about what is norreaamnd nonnormative for the
superordinate category, both in terms of the pyp®tof the superordinate category
(providing the basis for maximal standards) andualassential necessary criteria for
inclusion in the superordinate category (providihg basis for minimal standards).
Whereas minimal standards have to be met by all mesmand subgroups of the
superordinate category, subgroups may differ irntgbypicality and therefore also in
their closeness to achieving maximal standardserihis shared consensus, actions
that prevent the disadvantaged group from achiewiagimal standards do not have the
same impact as those actions preventing the disgatyad form reaching minimal
standards. Only those actions that hinder the dea#dged minority from reaching
minimal standards are considered as minimal standatations and should lead to the
display of destructive behaviour by the disadvaathhgro test this assumption is the

purpose of Study 1.
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3.2 Study 1

3.2.1 Hypotheses

This firsts study was designed to test the follaphypotheses:

- H1) Confronted with being prevented from reachangiinimal standard/goal
members of disadvantaged groups should show strowgmtive emotional reactions,
than when prevented from approaching a maximabstaiigoal.

- H2) Confronted with being prevented from reachangiinimal standard/goal
members of disadvantaged groups should show stromgedencies towards
destructive intergroup behaviour, than when preaeritom approaching a maximal
standard/goal.

- H3) The effect of being prevented from reachingiaimal standard/goal on
destructive intergroup behaviour should be medibiedegative emotions.

Our hypotheses were tested in a field study withmivers of disadvantaged
groups. All participants were members of a disathged ethnic minority and were
confronted with a scenario involving their groupngeprevented by the advantaged
dominant majority outgroup from reaching a relevaténdard. We manipulated the
minimal versus maximal character of the standaodation and measured emotional
responses and behavioural intentions. As a marnipnlacheck we measured
minimal/maximal standard perceptions. Finally, ayiden that we present a social-
identity-based approach to explain collective axgtioby disadvantaged groups,
identification of participants with their disadvaged ingroup and with the
superordinate category was also measured.

3.2.2 Method

Participants

Participants were 279 members of immigrant commesitrom Cape-Verde
(N = 137, 49.1%) and Brazil (N = 142, 50.9%) livimgthe Lisbon region of Portugal,
from 18 to 82 years old = 33.04 yearsSD = 10.96). The sample included 167
(59.9%) female and 87 (31.2%) male participants; (2%) participants did not
indicate their gender. For the simplicity of theegentation, we will refer to the
immigrant group the participants belong to as te#inic ingroup and we will refer to

the Brazilian participants as Br and to the Caped¥an participants as Cuv.
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Ethical concerns prevented us from creating siaatiof actual standard or
goal violations. Instead, we presented participanish scenarios portraying
hypothetical situations in which the Portugueseanityj prevents the ethnic ingroup
from accessing some goods. The scenarios were drama& manner consistent with
deprivation of the opportunity to reach either animial or a maximal standard/goal.
In addition, we varied the scenarios to includerdgpion of one of two different
valued goods (minimum salary or housing). The teads a 2 (scenario content:
minimum salary vs. housing) x 2 (violation type:nimal standard violation vs.

maximal standard violation) between-subjects design

Manipulations

Participants were asked to read a scenario anchagine that they (and their
group) were actually experiencing it. In the twonimal standard violation scenarios,
the participant’s ethnic ingroup is blatantly depd by the advantaged dominant
outgroup of a good (housing or minimum salary) tigtusually expected to be
accessible for all members of the superordinategoay. In the two maximal standard
violation scenarios, access to the goods (housimgimmum salary) for all members of
the superordinate category is framed as desirableis in fact restricted so that many
ingroup members do not receive it. Thus, althougbath conditions the disadvantaged
minority group is deprived of the good, in the miai standard condition the failure to
meet the standard by members of the disadvantageatity is clearly violating shared
expectations within the superordinate category. 3¢enarios presented to the Cape-
Verdean participants (adapted in the case of Baazgarticipants) read as follows:

1 - Minimum salary, minimal standard violation cdrah

Currently all the workers living in Portugal havieet right to a minimum salary.
However, the Government’s Economic Committee stétes, in order to keep
Portugal’s economy growing, this situation has @aiege. The Committee states that, in
order to keep growing economically, Portugal neddslower its labour costs.
According to the Committee, one way to provide phedabour is to allow employers
to pay less than the minimum salary to the immigraarkers (e.g., Cape-Verdean).
This means that the immigrant workers can startengng less than the minimum

salary.
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2 - Minimum salary, maximal standard violation citioch

Currently, all workers living in Portugal have theght to a minimum salary.
However, not all workers actually receive it. Inder to keep Portugal’'s economy
growing, this situation has to chang®ne proposal states that, in order to keep
Portugal’s economy growinghere is a need to ensure that all the workers antéyal
— Portuguese and immigrants (e.g., Cape-Verdeasgeive the minimum salary.
This proposal was not approved by the Governmeditenomic Committee, which
means that it is not certain that all the workergspecially immigrants — will receive
the minimum salary.

1 - Housing, minimal standard violation condition

The Government's Committee for Housing is elabogaplans to change the
housing conditions in Portugal. The Committee haslena proposal that, in order to
improve Portugal’'s housing conditions, the Plan tbe Eradication of Shantytowns
must proceed. That is: All the huts and shacks asedousing in the country must be
destroyed. This proposal further states that nbofthose living in shantytowns will be
relocated into social housing projects. Many imraigs (e.g., Cape-Verdean) will have
to find their own new housing, as there are no guéees that they will be relocated
into social housing.

2 - Housing, maximal standard violation condition

There are plans to change the housing condition®antugal. One proposal
states that the Plan for the Eradication of Shamtyts must proceed. That is: All the
huts and shacks used as housing in the country beudestroyed and there must be a
guarantee that all those living in shantytowns vio# relocated into social housing
projects. All Portuguese and all immigrants (e @ape-Verdean) should be provided
with social housing. This proposal was not accegigdhe Government’'s Committee
for Housing, which means that it is not certaintth those living in shantytowns — and

foremost immigrants — will be relocated into sodialising.

Procedure

The data from the Br participants was collectethanLisbon office of a public
Portuguese organization supporting immigrants. diag from the Cv participants
was collected in a neighbourhood in the periphényisbon with a high concentration

of Cape-Verdean residents.
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The procedure was similar for both groups. Pardicip were invited to take
part in a study about “life in Portugal” by fillinopp a questionnaire. Questionnaires
were completed individually. The researcher or ssiséant clarified questions about
the study and offered assistance in case partitsdaad difficulties completing any
items. For example, if a participant had diffice#tiin reading, the researcher/assistant
would read the questions to the participant andstexged his/her answer. In these

cases, the researcher/assistant was careful mgtuence the participants’ response.

Measure$

Manipulation checks. Standard perceptidn. order to access whether the
participants experienced the deprivation describedhe scenario as minimal or
maximal, we measured the minimal versus the maxamnatacter of the standard/goal
presented in the scenario. Based on the works stlKe et al. (2010), two items

measured minimal character (e.dror us Cv/Br it is_absolutely necessaty receive

the minimum salary *r (261) = .69,p < .001), and two items measured maximal
character (e.g.;For us Cv/Br receiving the minimum salary woul@ lesirable
though we know that this does not always happef263) = .75p < .001). Answers
were given on a 7-point scale (ranging from 1 ‘tgteisagree” to 7 “totally agree”).
The two indexes were positively correlate@261) = .29p < .001, indicating that the
more a standard was perceived as a minimal stantheranore it was also perceived
as a maximal standard. In the data analysis wealted for the common variance of
these two measures.

Emotional responsesNe asked participants to rate the extent to wihidh
possibility of the presented scenario becoming itseahade them feel: Despair,
resentful, furious, calm, satisfied and happy (¢As a Cv/Br this situation makes me
feel despair.”on scales from 1 “not at all” to 7 “very much”A principal component
analysis revealed a one factor solution. The faexptained 48.4% of variance; despair,
resentful, furious loaded positively, the remaingmotions loaded negatively on this
factor. An index of negative emotions was creatgdweraging the negative emotions
and the reversed positive emotions=(.82).

Behavioural responseg-or ethical reasons and to minimize the impact of

social desirability (as we were especially intezdsin destructive behaviours),

" For a full description of the manipulations andasieres of this and all other studies see the ajpEnd
(Appendix A for Study 1, Appendix B for Study 2, pgndix C for Study 3 and Appendix D for Study 4).
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behavioural intentions were assessed through opeéedequestionarticipants were
asked to write down likely behavioural responsesthair ethnic ingroup or of
themselves as a member of the ingroup to the Bingtescribed in the scenarios. As
we wanted to collect a variety of both constructarel destructive behaviours, we
used a two-step method. Using two questions allowgeth introduce a sensitive topic
- destructive behaviour - in a contextualized strree In the first questidnthe
framing was more generall(f' problematic situations it seems that we underdta
better when people or groups behave in an unuswgl. v and participants were
asked about their own likely actionsA€a Cv/Br what would you feel like doing?”
In the second questidthe framing was more specificli(‘these situations, it is easy
that we understand better why people and groups\elin a way that is usually
considered unacceptable as it goes against thediaagainst a sense of morality.”
and the participants were asked to consider theavelr of others as well as
themselves‘(n such a situation what do you imagine that coblgppen?).

Not all the participants reported behavioural ititers. Thus, data analyses on
these measures included a smaller sample sizel@6=Br = 93, Cv = 73).

Two independent White Portuguese raters, who wierd to the minimal versus
maximal conditions, rated (using 7-point scalesmgdrom 1 “not at all” to 7 “very
much”) the behaviours listed by participants on tegree to which they could be
consideredPositive(Intra-class-correlation between raters — ICC 3),.8egative(ICC
= .81),constructive(ICC = .81),destructive(ICC = .76),normative(ICC = .60),violent
(ICC = .70), andlirected against the Portuguese Soci@yperordinate category; ICC
= .53). The raters were told to base their ratimgshe norms, values and goals of the

Portuguese Society. The average ratings of the raters were used to create two

® This question was framed as follodany times we hear people or groups talking ababirtgs they
did or wish to do in certain situations. We do mbways agree with what we hear, but there are also
opinions that are similar to our own opinion. Inglmematic situations it seems that we understarntkbe
when people or groups behave in an unusual wayKTégain about the situation when you read about
the modification of the minimum salary/housing.a@A€v/Br what would you feel like doing in such a
situation?

° The second question was framed as follolstead of behaving positively and constructivetgny
times people or groups face situations so compitdhat they have to display more extreme behasiour
That is, in those situations, people or groups lveha a destructive way against all of those around
them. Also in these situations, it seems that vienstand better why people and groups behave iaya w
that is usually considered unacceptable as it gagainst the law or against a sense of moralitiink
again about the modification of the minimum salaoy/sing. In such a situation what do you imagine
that could happen?”
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indexes’. The itemsnegative, destructivend violent (¢ = .80) were combined to

produce a measure destructive behaviourExamples of destructive behaviour listed
by the participants include: “Maybe drug deal” Rortuguese: “Talvez traficar”); and

“Suicide” (in Portuguese: “Suicidio”).

The itemspositive, constructiveand normative (« = .73) were combined to
produce a measure obnstructive behaviouExamples of constructive behaviour listed
by the participants include: “Employers have tabeused” (in Portuguese: “Os patroes
tém que ser denunciados”); and “Find help for figdptfor their rights” (in Portuguese:
“Procurar ajuda para lutar pelos seus direitos”).

The item directed against the Portuguese Societgs analysed separately
because it focused on the target of the actioreratian on the character (constructive
vs. destructive) of the action.

Identification. Identification with the ethnic ingroup and with rRmuese
Society (superordinate category) was measured waithadapted form of a scale
introduced by Schubert and Otten (2002). Partidpavrere presented with 7 pairs of
circles: A smaller circle representing themselved a bigger circle representing the
ingroup or the superordinate category. The sevdars g circles were arranged
vertically on the page. The top two circles wexpasated by some distance and as they
moved down the page, the distance between theitalessbecame smaller until, in the
final pair, the smaller circle was completely irdal and located in the centre of the
bigger circle. Participants completed the scaledwbeing asked to choose the pair of
circles that best represented the closeness fastden themselves and their ethnic

ingroup and second between themselves and thegoese Society.

19 Although the value for the ICC @fgainst the superordinate categomas problematic, we kept this
variable in the analysis because it was of padictiheoretical interest. Results, however, showd b
interpreted with caution.
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3.2.3 Results

Manipulation check!

In order to determine if our scenario manipulatiomese effective in producing
the intended minimal versus maximal violation, werfprmed a 2 (violation type:
Minimal vs. maximal) x 2 (scenario content: Minimusalary vs. housing) x 2
(nationality of the participants: Br vs. Cv) x Zdexes for the manipulation check:
Minimal standard vs. maximal standard) GLM with thdexes for the manipulation
check as within-subject factor. The results rewvetalenain effect of the indexes of the
manipulation checkH (1,253) = 17.54p < .001), showing that participants perceived
the scenarios more in terms of a minimal standsiret 6.37,SD= 1.43) than in terms
of a maximal standard = 4.96,SD = 1.53). This effect was qualified by several
interactions: A two-way interaction with scenarantent,F (1,253) = 15.22p < .001,;

a three-way interaction with scenario content amdation type,F (1,253) = 6.60,
p=.011); a three-way interaction with scenario eohtand nationalityf (1,253) =
9.23, p =.003; and a marginally significant fousywinteractionfF (1,253) = 3.32p =

.07.

In order to interpret this four-way interaction weerformed separate 2
(violation type: Minimal vs. maximal) x 2 (indexdser the manipulation check:
Minimal standard vs. maximal standard) GLMs for keaational group and each
scenario. The analysis showed that the manipulatias effective only for the Br
participants who were confronted with the minimuatasy scenario, indicated by a
significant interactionF (1,63) = 7.13p = .01. For these patrticipants, the difference
between the perceptions of a minimal and a maxsgtaaidard violation was bigger in
the condition where the violation of a minimal stard was presenteMfinimal
standare= 2.39, SD= 1.81 VS.Mmaximal standard 3.48, SD= 1.82) than in the condition
where the violation of a maximal standard was pr&Ese Mminimal standare= 5.00, ® =
1.51 vS Mmaximal standare 4.53,SD= 1.85) (Figure 1).

1 Because field experiments have to take into adcthat there is more probability of systematic erro
variance resulting from the relevant social conta started our analyses in both field studies, ith in
this study and in Study 2 by controlling for intatividual differences in group identification, bathall
experimental results and in the regression analgédke direct effects. Different from Study 2, buc
control for identification did not change any effé@t Study 1. For reasons of parsimony, for Studyel
therefore report only results without identificatimeasures as covariates.
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Figure 1: Perceived violation of minimal and maxinséandards displayed by Br
participants in the minimum salary scenario (bathditions of the manipulation).

Standard violation

M Minimal
Maximal

7-

-
Violation of a minimal standard Violation of a maximal standard

Condition of the manipulation

Hypotheses’ tests

As the manipulation appears to have been successfly for the Br
participants who were presented with the minimudargascenario, we tested the

effect of the manipulation on the dependent vaesloinly for this subsample.

Impact on the display of negative emotions

For the Br participants confronted with the scemavere they were deprived
from the minimum salary, a one-factorial GLM tegtithe effect of violation type
(minimal vs. maximal) on the negative emotions ingelded a significant effect of
violation type,F (1,64) = 5.48p = .022,partial »° = 0.08. As predicted in H1, in the
minimal standard violation condition participantesponded more with negative
emotions M =5.37, SD=1.23) than in the maximal standard violation diban
(M =4.68,SD=1.18).
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Impact on the display of destructive behaviour

The two indexes of destructive and constructive abeur were highly
correlated ( = -.80,p < .001). In H2 we hypothesized that type of viothstandard
would predict the specific variance of destructaemaviour beyond of what is already
explained by the shared variance with construdisegaviour. Therefore we tested the
effect of violation type (minimal vs. maximal) orestructive behaviour in a GLM
with constructive behaviour as a covariate. In toldito a significant effect of the
covariateF (1,39) = 55.49p < .001,partial #° = .59,B = -0.67,SE= 0.09, there was
a significant effect of violation types (1,39) = 4.48p = .041,partial > = .10. As
predicted, in the minimal standard violation coiwit participants listed more
destructive behaviourd(=4.19,SD= 0.76) than in the maximal standard violation
condition M = 3.78,SD= 0.97).

As predicted, a similar GLM on the number of constive behaviour listed
with destructive behaviour as a covariate, revealedaignificant effect of violation
type  Mminimal violation = 3.70, SD=1.00 Mmaximal violation = 3.76, SD =0.97), F
(1,39) = 2.14p = .15,partial #* = .05.

Testing the mediation model

In order to test the mediation model presented 3 e will take a two-step
approach. We will first test it step by step, ament we will test the model as a whole.

As the link between minimal standard violation ahé display of negative
emotions has already been described, we will psit the link between the display of
negative emotions and destructive behaviour.

To do so, we regressed destructive behaviour orativegemotions, while
statistically controlling for constructive behavio& = .65,F (2,37) = 37.21p < .001.
Results showed that destructive behaviour was fgignily predicted by constructive
behaviour g= -.78, p<.001) and, as expected, by negative emotighs (28,
p = .006).

Then, in order to test the whole mediation moded, s@mputed a regression
analysis that estimated the indirect effect of themmy coded manipulation of
minimal (1) versus maximal (0) standard violationdestructive behaviour, mediated
by negative emotions (Figure 2), while controllifay constructive behaviouf? =
.67,F (3,36) = 24.09p < .0001. To avoid problems resulting from deviasidtom the

perfect normal distribution and to achieve moreustbestimates, we used the
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bootstrapping method (with 20000 bootstrap resasyplth bias-corrected estimates
and confidence intervals to access the indirectcefas proposed by Preacher and
Hayes (2008). Because the sample size was smalthendiypothesis was clearly
directed, we choose a one-tailed significant testtlie indirect effect by estimating
90% confidence intervals. As shown in Table 1, fritvea predicted effects, only the
effect of the mediator on the dependent variablepdth) was significant. More
importantly, the more robust bootstrap estimatelcated that the indirect effect of
the dummy coded manipulation of standard violatwwa negative emotions on
destructive behaviour was significant (a®:= 0.1142,SE = 0.0955, with a 90%
confidence interval ranging from 0.0132 to 0.3594).

Figure 2: Mediation model using dummy coded mamipaoh of standard violation. For

estimates of a, b, ¢’ (c) see Table 1.

Negative
emotions
a b
Destructive
S_tano_lard > behaviour
violation
c' (c)

Note: Dummy coded manipulation of standard violat@mpares minimal standard violation (= 1) to
maximal standard violation (= 0).
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Table 1: Total effect (c) and direct effects of thediation analysis (see Figure 2) for
the effect of dummy coded manipulation of standaothtion on destructive behaviour

via negative emotions, while controlling for constiive behaviour.

effect B SE t p
a 0.6171 0.3671 1.68 1012
b 0.1885 0.0761 2.48 .0181
c 0.3542 0.1813 1.95 .0583
c 0.2379 0.1762 1.35 .1855

Note: Dummy coded manipulation of standard violat@mpares minimal standard violation (= 1) to
maximal standard violation (= 0).

Perceptions of a standard as minimal or maximal

After testing H1 to H3 with the experimental datani the Br participants in the
minimum salary scenario (the sample in which thenipidation was successful), we
continued the analysis with correlational data fribra entire sample. Intercorrelations
between perceived standard violations, emotionsbatdviour are presented in Table
2.

In order to test these hypotheses with the coroglak data of the whole sample,
a series of multiple regression analyses were aeduWe also tested whether the
effects would depend on nationality and conterthefscenarios by including all higher
order interactions with these variables in ouriahianalyses, following the procedures
described in Aiken and West (1991). As includingesth interactions did not
significantly increase the explained variance, w# mport results collapsed across

nationality and scenario content.
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Table 2: Intercorrelations between perceived stahgalations, emotions, behaviour,

identification with the ethnic ingroup and identdtion with Portuguese Society.

B C D E F G H
A - Minimal standard r .29** .14t -.07 A5t 39%** 15%  26%**
violation N 261 159 159 140 255 261 262
B - Maximal standard r -.04 .00 =23 .07 .16* .06
violation N 157 157 138 253 258 259
C - Destructive r -.80** 31*** .02 .06 .12
behaviour N 166 147 154 161 161
D - Constructive r -17* .10 .02 -.08
behaviour N 147 154 161 161
E - Behaviour against r 18* -13 .01
the Portuguese Societ\N 135 142 142
F - Negative emotions r .02 .01
(index) N 256 257
G - Identification with r 36***
ethnic ingroup N 268

H - Identification with

Portuguese Society

Note: *** p <.001, * p<.01,*p<.05, t p<0Ol

Predicting the display of negative emotions

As shown in Table 2, perceived minimal standardiaion was positively
correlated with negative emotions, whereas perdeimaximal standard violation was
not. In order to test the specific role of perceps of these two violations in explaining
the variance of negative emotions, we regresseditivegemotions on perceived
minimal and maximal standard violatior® = .17, F (2,250) = 26.32p < .001. As
expected in H1, emotions were predicted by perdemeimal standard violationg &=

43,p < .001) but not by perceived maximal standard viota( = -.07,p = .28).
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Predicting behavioural display

First, we regressed destructive behaviour on peedeminimal and maximal
standard violations and statistically controlled onstructive behaviouff = .69, F
(3,153) = 115.21,p< .00 Destructive behaviour was significantly predictbs
constructive behaviourf= -.82, p<.001) and, as predicted in H2, by perceived
minimal standard violations(= .10, p = .032), but not by perceived maximal standard
violation (8= -.05, p=.24). To check that this effect was specific tbstructive
behaviour, we then regressed constructive behavaurperceived minimal and
maximal standard violations and statistically coli&d for destructive behaviouR? =
.68, F (3,153) =111.76,p<.001. Constructive behaviour was predicted only b
destructive behaviours(= -.84, p <.001). Perceived minimal standard violatigih~=(
.06, p=.21) and perceived maximal standard violatigh=(-.04, p=.36) had no

significant effect.

Testing the mediation model

Similarly to the procedure reported for the expemtal data, in order to test H3
with the whole sample, we will also take a two-stgproach. We will first test the
mediation model step by step, and then we will ttestwhole model.

The link from perceived minimal standard violatitmm negative emotions has
already been reported, so we will only test thk filom negative emotion to destructive
behaviour.

We began by regressing destructive behaviour orativeg emotions, while
statistically controlling for constructive behavipulR? = .69, F (2,151) = 166.90,
p <.001. Destructive behaviour was significantlydicéed by constructive behaviour
(6 =-.83,p<.001) and, as expected, by negative emotiérs.{0,p = .035).

We then computed a regression analysis that estimihie indirect effect of
perceived minimal standard violation on destructhebhaviour, mediated by negative
emotions (Figure 3), while controlling for the effeof maximal standard violation and
constructive behaviour = .69, F (4,146) = 83.48p< .0001. Again we used the
bootstrapping method with 10000 bootstrap resamypiigsbias-corrected estimates and

12 When analyzing the impact of the conditions of thanipulation on the behavioural display, we
abstained from reporting a GLM with repeated measurecause of the extremely high correlations
between the repeated measures. When the variahtber @nalysis are highly correlated, using this
methodology is not informative. Accordingly, thesudts revealed very low observed powsswer= .16,
and according to Cohen (1988), low observed poegults in higher probabilities of committing Tyge |
error (see also Onwuegbuzie & Leech, 2004).
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confidence intervals to access the indirect effgcposed by Preacher and Hayes
(2008).

As shown in Table 3, two of the predicted effecasapnd c paths) were
significant. Unexpectedly, the direct effect of dmns on destructive behaviour was
not significant, nor was the indirect effect of erceived minimal standard violation
via negative emotions on destructive behaviour (&% 0.0138,SE= 0.0140, with a
95% confidence interval ranging from - 0.0106 @470).

Figure 3: Mediation model using perceived minintahslard violation. For estimates of

a, b, ¢’ (c) see Table 3.

Negative
emotions
a b
— Destructive
Minimal > behaviour
standard
violation c' (c)
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Table 3: Total effect (c) and direct effects of thediation analysis (see Figure 3) for
the effect of perceived minimal standard violatndestructive behaviour via
negative emotions, while controlling for the effe€tmaximal standard violation and

constructive behaviour.

effect B SE t p
a 0.3654 0.0693 5.27 .0000
b 0.0383 0.0341 1.72 .2637
c 0.0621 0.0287 2.16 .0323
c' 0.0481 0.0313 1.54 1265

3.2.4 Additional analyses

Destructive intergroup behaviour and negative integroup emotions displayed by

disadvantaged groups: The role of higher-order idetity

After testing the hypotheses, we also performedralrer of additional analyses

in order to explore other potential relations begwéhe measured variables.

Predicting perception of a standard as minimal oraximal

As shown in Table 2, perceived maximal standardatimn was positively
correlated with identification with the ethnic imgip*® but not with identification with
the superordinate category (Portuguese Society).téld the specific impact of
identification with the ethnic ingroup, we regredsperceived maximal standard
violation on both identification measures, coninglfor perceived minimal standard
violation, RZ = .09,F(3,254) = 8.71p < .001. Results show that, in addition to the effec
of perceived minimal standard violatioff £ .27, p<.001), there was a significant
effect of identification with the ethnic ingroug € .13, p=.046), but no effect of
identification with the superordinate categgfy=(-.05,p = .43).

3 1n average, participants felt identified with thethnic ingroupM = 5.18,SD= 1.94.
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Table 2 also shows that identification with the enapdinate categoly
(Portuguese Society) was positively correlated wpthrceived minimal standard
violation. However, the same was true, though wedke identification with the ethnic
ingroup. In order to test the specific impact oéndfication with the superordinate
category, we regressed perceived minimal standaihtion on both identification
measures, controlling for perceived maximal statidaiolation, RZ = .13, F
(3,254) = 13.79,p < .001. In addition to the effect of perceived mmaai standard
violation (#= .26, p<.001), identification with the superordinate cpey predicted
perceived minimal standard violatiof £ .23,p < .001), whereas identification with the
ethnic ingroup did not(= .05,p = .45).

Identification and the display of destructive behaur

Given the previous results, we further analysed ithpact of identification.
First, we decided to test a possible moderatingcefiof identification with the
superordinate category of the relation betweengieed minimal standard violation and
destructive behaviour. To do so, we regressed w#ste behaviour on perceived
minimal standard violation, identification with theuperordinate category, and their
interaction, while controlling for constructive kefiour®, R = .71,F (4,154) = 94.30,
p <.001. Predictor variables were first centred.tResive behaviour was significantly
predicted by constructive behaviolB £ -0.79, SE= 0.042,p < .001). The effect of
perceived minimal standard violation was marginalynificant 8 = 0.04,SE= 0.027,
p=.10), and there was no meaningful main effect idéntification with the
superordinate categor € 0.03,SE= 0.021,p = .23). More importantly, the perceived
minimal standard violation by identification witihheé superordinate group interaction
was significantB = -0.04,SE= 0.014,p = .012). Relying on 95% confidence intervals,
the region of significance for the effect of pewe®l minimal standard violation was
estimated to be limited to centred identificatiocores lower than -.24. That is,
perceived minimal standard violation appears tal adestructive behaviour only for
participants who are below the group mean in idieation with the superordinate
category. The estimated effect for low identifi¢ome standard deviation below the

* The average identification with the superordirestgory was lower than identification with thergth
ingroup,M = 4.11,SD=1.93

15 When further controlling for the impact of maxinsthndard violationg = -0.52,SE= 0.026,p =
.052), the reported results do not chaifes .71,F (5,151) = 74.86p < .001.
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mean) was significantB(= 0.11, SE= 0.035, p=.002) while the effect for high
identifiers was notg = -0.02,SE= 0.038,p = .59).

Emotions and identification

We found that the link between perceived minimaindard violations and
destructive actions was only significant for theg®o indicated low identification with
the superordinate category. However, the factfitrahigh identifiers higher perceived
minimal standard violations do not lead to moretaesive behaviour does not
necessarily mean that greater perceived minimabsta violation would not lead high
identifiers to feel the same negative emotions @as identifiers. Indeed, when we
regressed negative emotions on perceived mininaddsrd violation, identification
with the superordinate category, and their intévact(controlling for perceived
maximal standard violation and identification withe ethnic ingroup)R? = .18, F
(5,244) = 10.61p < .001, the only significant predictor was percdiveinimal standard
violation B = 0.39,SE= 0.054,p < .001). Thus, even though for those highly idéeuif
with the superordinate category violation of a mmal standard was not related to
destructive behaviours, it was as strongly reléatemhtense negative emotions as it was

for low identifiers.

Harming the superordinate category

In addition to measures of destructive and constreidehavioural responses,
the current study included a measure of the ddgredich participant’s reported action
intentions were seen to be directed against therstginate category. One interesting
potential consequence of destructive responsestedat the advantaged group is that,
because they intend to harm prototypical membeth@fsuperordinate category, they
may be seen as also being directed against thesdp®te category itself. Indeed, as
shown in Table 2, the more destructive and the desstructive a behaviour was seen
to be, the more it was also seen as being diresgathst the superordinate category.
However, when regressing the degree to which avi@ltawas seen to be directed
against the superordinate category on construetivedestructive behaviou®? = .10,

F (2,144) = 8.85p < .001, the only significant predictor was destnebehaviourp =
48,p < .001°.

8 An alternative explanation for this result migheé that behaviour that is directed against the
superordinate category can be seen as part ofetsteudtive character of the behaviour displayedhiay
disadvantaged. Therefore, in Study 2, and in falcéhe present results, we decided to include this
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3.2.5 Discussion

This study was designed to test whether destrudisfeaviour and negative
emotions on the part of disadvantaged groups deperitie type of standard/goal that
they believe has been violated. Using scenariasfield study with immigrants living
in Portugal, we predicted that Cape-Verdean anailBaa immigrants feel negative
emotions and express intentions for destructiveabielr if members of their groups
are deprived by the Portuguese majority of res@iitc&a manner that violates minimal
standards, but not if that deprivation is describeda violation of maximal standards.
We also predicted that the relation between a nahstandard violation and the display
of destructive behaviour should occur via negatinmtions. Although the manipulation
of type of standard violation was only successtul gart of the sample, experimental
and correlational results generally supporteddhkisall hypothesis.

The experimental data showed that, for at leasirags the sample, only when
being deprived of a resource was described as enalistandard violation did we see
greater destructive compared to constructive actionaddition, in the correlational
analyses using the entire sample the only prediofodestructive behaviour and
negative emotions was the degree to which the d#ppn was perceived to be a
violation of a minimal standard. These results supfhe broader argument that actions
by disadvantaged groups that are considered bynéatyad majority members as most
problematic (i.e., destructive, negative and vibketions) are not a mere expression of
intergroup conflict, but are instead responsesrémsgressions by the advantaged
dominant majority, that are perceived to violatenimial standards set by the
superordinate category. Thus, destructive behadndrthe emotions that accompany it
can be understood as motivated not solely by meshigem a disadvantaged group but
also by their perceived shared membership in arsugieate group. We also expected
that the relation between a minimal standard vimtatnd the display of destructive
behaviour elicited by the advantaged group trassgsas would be mediated by
negative emotions. Interestingly, that was the d¢as¢he Brazilian sample facing the
minimum salary scenario, that is, for the subsanfiptewhich the manipulation was
successful: For this subsample, the relation beatwaeminimal standard violation
(manipulation dummy coded) and displaying destmechiehaviour was mediated by the

dimension — against the superordinate category theéndestructive behaviour index. In addition,sit i
worth mentioning that in the present study inclgdamainst the superordinate category in the ddsteuc
behaviour index did not substancially change tiperted results.
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display of negative emotions. That was not the g#dsen considering the correlational
analysis for the whole sample. For the whole sapgen tough there was correlational
evidence showing that perceiving a minimal standaaddation led to the display of
negative emotions, and that the display of negatinetions led to the display of
destructive behaviour, there was no significantiatezh. Thus, for the whole sample it
seems that the minimal standard violation effectdestructive behaviour is not an
emotional response: Negative emotions and desteuthaviour might be correlated
only because both correlate with perceived ministahdard violation. Results from
this one study do not allow explaining the conttidn between these correlational
results and the mediation found with the experimlergsults for Brazilian participants
facing a minimum salary scenario. Further studresnecessary to test these mediation
processes.

Results also point to the important role playeddantification with the ingroup
as well as identification with the superordinateéegary. Remarkably, in this study
identification with the ethnic ingroup (immigrantogips) seemed to facilitate the
interpretation of a situation of deprivation moneterms of the violation of a maximal
standard, that is, one that is desirable but ugumelt achieved, whereas identification
with the superordinate category (Portuguese Sqcisgemed to facilitate the
interpretation of the same situation more in teoithe violation of a minimal standard,
that is, one that is absolutely necessary for nigeoup to meet. Besides, we also found
that although high identifiers with the superordénaategory saw the standards in the
scenarios as more minimal and were emotionally @setuas low identifiers when
learning that members of their immigrant groupsemgeprived from achieving them,
they displayed a weaker relation between such d&jon and destructive behaviour.
Minimal standard violation led to destructive beloav only for those participants
whose identification with the superordinate catggeas below the average. The double
role of identification with the superordinate caieg namely as giving disadvantaged
minority group members the feeling that the stadslathey are deprived of have
minimal character on the one hand, and as attemutie link between this perception
and intentions of destructive behaviour on the ottend, may be responsible for the
fact that we did not find any total correlationween superordinate identification and
destructive behaviour. As our results show, howets non-correlation does not mean
that superordinate identification is unimportant fbe understanding of destructive

behaviour.
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Some limitations, complications and simplificatiarfsour study should be kept
in mind when interpreting the results. First of, @hly one of the two scenarios that
were used for the manipulation of minimal versuximal standards was effective, and
only for one of the two immigrant groups. This diffity may be due to the fact that we
used relevant issues with natural groups in a ir@akgroup context. The involved
groups have a history with these issues and hodahgtopinions about them. However,
for the subsample for which the manipulation wasceasful, results support the
correlational findings, and the external and eciolagvalidity that is gained by field
experiments outweighs the risk of partially unsgséa manipulations.

Another unexpected result was the high correlabetween constructive and
destructive behaviours. It seems that to a farekedrsehaviour of disadvantaged groups
is simply seen the more negative, destructive aolém, the less positive, constructive
and normative it is. Clearly the shared variandsvben these characterizations plays a
role, and in practical contexts it might sometines enough to use just this one
dimension. However, for the theoretical explanatmihdestructive behaviour it is
essential that we found differentiated predictidmis destructive behaviour when the
shared variance is controlled for.

Another serious limitation of this first study wésat we could not avoid a
possible confound between minimal versus maximahddrds violation and the
severity of the violation. Therefore an alternatesglanation could be that the higher
degree of negative emotions and destructive bebawas rather due to higher severity
of the violation than to the minimal character bé tviolated standards. This problem
also applies to the subsequent studies (2 anduB8yibh be experimentally ruled out by
Study 4. Finally, and due to ethical concerns, dtfogically we limited our study to
scenarios and self-reported hypothetical behavilistes] as response to open questions.
Following these ethical principles, this critiquepées also to the other reported field-
study (Study 2), but will be addressed later byftabory experiments (Studies 3 and 4).

Despite of these limitations, we can argue thatdiséinction between being
prevented from reaching a minimal standard/goal dmng prevented from
approaching a maximal standard/goal is an impordantribution for the understanding
of both, when disadvantaged groups rebel (i.e.wsl® destructive behaviour and

negative emotions) and when they do not.

80



Being in or being out

3.3 Study 2

The present study intends to replicate results f&tuay 2 in a different context,
but also to provide a more complete test of ouporical model. Hence, Study 2
already addresses a typical social context in wHishdvantaged groups most probably
experience violation of minimal standards, and thaherefore of particular interest for
our research: It introduces social exclusion asxdneme situation that prevents the

disadvantaged group from reaching the minimal steadglof a superordinate category.

3.3.1 The different role(s) of exclusion in majories and minorities responses to

transgressions

Study 1 showed that depriving the disadvantagedpfiom a good (minimum
salary or housing) can lead to the perception @iimmal standard violations, which then
triggers negative emotions and destructive behavidmu our theoretical analysis
(Chapter 1l), we had provided the logical reasamrssuch an effect: We propose that
being hindered from achieving minimal standardsthey advantaged majority can be
seen, by the disadvantaged group, as (an illegipatempt of social exclusion as the
disadvantaged are being deprived from meeting atadsd(e.g., accessing goods to
which all members of the superordinate category argitled too) from the
superordinate category.

Although social exclusion can sometimes be sedegtmate, for instance as
the usual punishment for the violation of a minimtndard, when illegitimately used
(at least from the point of view of the “victim™) becomes — paradoxically — a minimal
standard violation itself. This is the case we &mngng to describe from the
disadvantaged group perspective.

Our explanation model assumes a causal chain feyoeing social exclusion,
via minimal standard violation perception, on negatemotions and destructive
behaviour. Study 2 intends to offer a first emg@ifi@st of this chain mediation.

By exploring exclusion as an instance that maydigetent from other forms of
deprivation, e.g., marginalization) interpretedaasgiolation of minimal standards and,
as a consequence, may be the cause of the didptegative emotions and destructive
behaviour we bring our assumptions closer to slgcralevant real life contexts and,

thus, we contribute to the external validity of suodel. As exclusion is experienced
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every day by individuals and groups, being ableshow how those experiencing
exclusion interpret it is crucial for the understany of its consequences.

3.3.2 Hypotheses

In order to manipulate exclusion and to test theliate®n effect of exclusion
via minimal standard violation perception on negatemotions and destructive
behaviour, we designed an online study. Resorbridpeé changes taking place in the
Portuguese smoking context, we invited smokersattigipate in a study where they
could express their opinion about the new Smokimgvéhtion Law that was
introduced in Portugal on 1st January 2008. Theigygaants were then asked to
imagine that they experienced a hypothetical sdnatn which the non-smokers
limited, in varied degrees, their admittance inlgubpaces. More precisely, in one
condition the scenario suggested that smokers marginalized in public spaces, in
another condition the scenario suggested thatwiesg excluded.

So we created a context in which smokers, whiclsicened themselves as a
disadvantaged minorigt the time when the new Smoking Prevention Letjislavas
implemented, faced some negative changes in tieation due to acts committed by
the allegedly advantaged majority outgroup, ancexpected that:

- H1) The disadvantaged minority members shouldcgpee more the
violations of a minimal rather than of a maximalrstard when they are excluded as
compared to when they are only marginalized.

- H2) The more the disadvantaged minority membersgive the violation of
a minimal standard as compared with the violatiba maximal standard, the stronger
negative emotional reactions they should have.

- H3) The stronger the negative emotional reactiohghe disadvantaged
minority members are, the stronger tendencies éstrdctive behaviour they should
have.

- H4) Exclusion as compared to marginalization #$hoincrease the
disadvantaged minority’s tendencies for destructdedaviour through an indirect
effect via perception of minimal standard violatimmd negative emotions (see Figure
6).
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3.3.3 Method

3.3.3.1 Pre-study

This study was designed in order to verify how kems perceived their status
and prestige relatively to non-smokers. Accordimghe Special Eurobarometer (2007),
in 2006 only 24% of the Portuguese population veenekers, that is, a clear numeric
minority. We also assumed that the mere fact thainae restrictive Smoking
Prevention Legislation was implemented in Portugfauld contribute to subjectively
place smokers in a more disadvantaged position timemsmokers. Nevertheless, we
decided to conduct a study to verify if that was ttase and if, in fact, smokers, felt
more disadvantaged, at least in terms of statusaaidl prestige, than non-smokers.

Participants

The data was collected using a convenience sanfp&nokers. Participants
were smokers living in Portugal, from 19 to 68 yeald M = 35.10,SD= 14.83). From
the 21 participants, 14 (66.7%) are female; 18 7®H. were born in Portugal;, 12
(57.1%) had up to the f2grade. Twenty participants (95.2%) were smoker @me
did not report whether s/he was a smoker or not.

Procedure

Potential (smoker) participants were invited tdlatmorate on a study on
“opinions about the group of smokers” by filling @ paper questionnaire. After
finishing the questionnaire with the dependent aldes and socio-demographic

information, participants were thanked and brielypriefed.

Measures

Perceived social prestigeln order to verify how smokers assigned social
prestige to the smokers ingroup and to the non-smsokutgroup, we presented the
participants with two arrows placed side by sidé painting up. One arrow referred to
the social prestige of the group of smokers. THeerotrrow referred to the social
prestige of the group of non-smokers. Both of thieves presented 7 vertical divisions.
Answers were given on a 7 point scale, correspantbnthe 7 vertical divisions, and
ranging from very low social prestige (1 at thetbot of the arrow) to very high social

prestige (7 at the top of the arrow).
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Perceived statudn order to verify how smokers assigned statuéosimokers
ingroup and the non-smokers outgroup, we also ptedethe participants with two
arrows placed side by side and pointing up. Onevnareferred to the status of the group
of smokers. The other arrow referred to the stafube group of non-smokers. Both of
the arrows presented 7 vertical divisions. Answeese also given on a 7 point scale,
corresponding to the 7 vertical divisions, and maggrom very low status (1 at the
bottom of the arrow) to very high status (7 attihyg of the arrow).

3.3.3.1.1 Results

Perceived relative social prestige

We performed a 2 (social prestige: Ingroup vs. mutg) GLM with social
prestige as within-subject factor. Results showenhaginally significant effect of
social prestigeF (1,20) = 3.93p = .061, partial #° = .16. The effect showed that, in
general, participants perceived the non-smokergroup as having more social prestige
(M =5.10,SD= 1.26) than the smokers ingroud € 4.14,SD= 1.35).

Perceived relative status

We then performed a 2 (status: Ingroup vs. outgrd@pM with status as
within-subject factor. Results showed a significafféct of statusk (1,19) = 6.81p =
.022, partial #° = .24. The effect revealed that the participargsc@ived the non-
smokers outgroup as having higher statMs= 5.20,SD = 1.10) than the smokers
ingroup M=4.30,SD=1.13).

3.3.3.2 Main study

Participants

Participants were smokers living in Portugal, frd® to 69 years oldM =
28.96,SD = 8.55). From the 219 participants, 115 (52.8%)faneale and 103 (47.2%)
male; 54 (24.8%) were born in Lisbon; and 125 (%).lhave finished their
undergraduate studies. Twenty participants with lugvery high nicotine dependency
according to the~agerstrom Test for Nicotine Dependeng¢eatherton, Kozlowski,
Frecker, & Fagerstrom, 1991) were removed fromdhmmple. The data of four other
participants were excluded from the analysis asmabguantile-quantile plots indicated

that they were outliers with extreme values dengtnore than 2.5 standard deviations
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from the means of the two main dependent variallles result we had a working N of

195 smokers.

Design

This study was designed at exploring the impact eatlusion from a
superordinate category on the display of negatmet®ns and destructive behaviour
by the disadvantaged group. To do so, we introdyzadicipants to an exclusion
manipulation.

Regarding the manipulation, ethical concerns ledtauscreate hypothetical
situations in which the participants faced diffdrelegrees of exclusion, rather than
creating situations of actual exclusion in the rataontext. More concretely, we used
scenarios in which the (non-smoker) Portuguese niajextremely or moderately
limits the (smoker) minority’s admittance in pubbpace. Thus, the design included

two between-subjects conditions: Exclusion versasgmalization.

Manipulations

Participants were asked to imagine that they egpee a hypothetical situation
regarding the Smoking Prevention Law (Law n° 377200 14" of August) that was
introduced in Portugal on 1st January 2008. Aftesspnting information on the actual
application of the law, participants were informiétat further modifications of the
Smoking Prevention Law are planned. In the exchlusmondition, the further
modification to the law was portrayed as a situatio which smokers would be
completely denied access to a significant part led public space, that is, the
disadvantaged minority would be totally excludedthe marginalization condition, the
further modification to the law was portrayed asitaation in which smokers’ access to
a significant part of the public space would betrreted but not denied, that is, the
minority would be marginalized, but not excludetheTexclusion scenario presented to
the smokers read as follows:

“Like all EU countries, Portugal follows the EU i@ictives for the Prevention of
Smoking. These directives are created by the Earo@ommittee for the “Prevention
of Smoking”. According to this Committee, the newlin force in Portugal is to break
ground for a harsher, more restrictive Law.

According to this Committee, the upcoming Law ler Prevention of Smoking will seek

to:
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- banish smokerérom indoor ventilated public spaces and indoontiated working

spaces.

- banish smoker$érom outdoor areas contiguous to indoor public agm and work

places. Smokers will only be allowed to smokeay tstand 10m away from the doors
and windows of those spaces.
- banish smokergrom outdoor places, like: terraces, highway resbps and gas

stations, picnic areas, and, streets near publicgs for minors (such as schools).
With these plans, the European Committee for tlewéhtion of Smoking has the aim of
bringing the measures against smoking in forceontd®dal — and in all of Europe — in
line with the measures already in force in thosentoes that have a longer tradition in
the prevention of smoking, such as the USA and €zha

The marginalization scenario used the same tex¢pixibat instead of reading
“banish smokers” (*banir os fumadores”in Portuguese) the participants read “keep
smokers away™“@fastar os fumadoresin Portuguese).

Procedure

Potential participants from a list of people whodhadicated readiness to
participate in studies were invited by email toiundually collaborate on a study about
“opinions of smokers on the new Portuguese SmoRiryention Law” by filling in an
online questionnaire. Accordingly, only smokerstiggrated in the study. Participants
were randomly assigned to one of the two versidrthe questionnaire corresponding
to the two experimental conditions (exclusion vargmalization). After finishing the
questionnaire including all dependent variablesjcsdemographic information and the
Fagerstrom Test for Nicotine Depender{eteatherton et al., 1991), participants read a
standardized debriefing. Particular care was takemake clear that the information
about plans to further change the law were entiretgnted and that, thus, any eventual
experience of marginalization or exclusion wasfiaidily induced for methodological
reasons and should not be taken as a responsg tearcurrent or future event, nor as
an expression of the participants’ personal charetics. Participants were encouraged
to contact the experimenter in case of any incomvee or in case they would have

additional questions. None of the participants aot&d the experimenter.
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Measures

Manipulation-checks. Perceived exclusiom. order to verify whether the
scenarios led to feelings of exclusion, we measbatd the individual (As a smoker, |
feel excluded from public spac@sind the group (“feel that wesmokers are excluded
from public spaceg’ perceptions of exclusiom,(195) = .89,p < .001. Answers were
given on a 7 point scale, ranging from not at atlleded (1) to very excluded (7).

Perceived standard violationWe also were interested in confirming if the
situations portrayed in the scenarios led the @p#gnts to perceive a violation of a
minimal or a maximal standard. We used two setsi@isures to access the degree of
violation of a minimal versus maximal standard ayed in the scenario, with an
adapted version of the measures introduced by &esslal. (2010): One set had an
indirect framing and measured the character ofsta@dards; the other had a direct
framing and measured the violation of the standatsislif. Four items measured
perceived minimal standard violation (e.g. of iedir framing,“For us smokers it is

absolutely necessany have the possibility to smoke in public spacesty. of direct

framing, “For us smokers, not having the possibility to semdk public spaces is
unacceptablg, o = .88), and four items measured perceived maximaaldard violation
(e.g. of indirect framing;For us smokers to have the possibility to smakepublic
spaces would be desirablbut we know that it is not always like tha€.g. of direct
framing, “For us smokers, not having the possibility to &ean public spaces should
be an_exceptidn « = .78). Answers were given on a 7 point scale, irepgom totally
disagree (1) to totally agree (7).

These indexes were positively correlate195) = .65,p < .001, indicating that
the more the participants perceived a situatiopaaraying the violation of a minimal
standard, the more it was also perceived as pamngathe violation of a maximal
standard.

Emotional response$Ve asked participants to rate the extent to w{ficim not
at all — 1 to very much — 7) thinking about thetlier modifications to the Preventing
Smoking Law made them feel: Desperate, resenteuls) frustrated, outraged, calm,
happy, thrilled, animated, and satisfied (€'4s a smoker, the new plans for Smoking
Prevention make me feel desperateA principal component analysis witharimax
rotation revealed a two-factor solution accordioghe Kaiser-Criterion and scree plot
analysis: Happy, thrilled, animated, and satisfeaded positively on the first factor,

which explained 62.78% of the variance; despernasented, furious and frustrated
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loaded positively on the second factor, which exgd 14.44% of the variance; calm
and outraged loaded on both factors and were ndidered in the analyses. An index
of positive emotions was created by averaginghallgositive emotions that loaded only
on the first factor4 = .87) and an index of negative emotions was eceby averaging
all the negative emotions that loaded only on #eosd factord = .93).

Behavioural intentionsin order to respect ethical concerns and to maem
the impact of social desirability (as we were eggBcinterested in the extremely
negative behaviours), and similarly to the proceddescribed in Study 1, we
measured behavioural intentions using open questite asked the participants to
write down likely behavioural responses of smokgéngir ingroup) or of themselves
as a member of their disadvantaged minority grauihé presented scenarios. As our
intention was collecting a variety of both constive and destructive behaviours, we
used a two-step method similar to the one usedtuyS1. Using two questions
helped us respecting ethical considerations dtoiwved us to introduce a susceptible
topic - destructive behaviour - in a contextualiseuicture: The first questidhhad a
more general framing It problematic situations it seems that we underdtbetter
when people or groups behave in an unusual wWawrid the participants were
involved directly in the question/answerA§ a smoker what would you feel like
doing?”); the second questibh had a more specific framing Also in these
situations, it seems that we understand better pgople and groups behave in a way
that is usually considered unacceptable as it gagainst the law or a sense of
morality.”) and the participants were less involved in thesjon/answer‘(n such a

situation what do you imagine that could happen?”

" This question was framed as followMany times we hear people or groups talking abthings they
did or wish to do in certain situations. We do mbiays agree with what we hear, but there are also
opinions that are similar to our own opinion. Inglmematic situations it seems that we understantkbe
when people or groups behave in an unusual waynKTégain about the new plans for the Prevention of
Smoking. As a smoker what would you feel like dmirsgich a situation?”

'8 The second question was framed as folloiirsstead of behaving positively and constructivetyany
times people or groups face situations so compitdhat they have to display more extreme behasiour
That is, in those situations, people or groups lveha a destructive way against all of those around
them. Also in these situations, it seems that vienstand better why people and groups behave iaya w
that is usually considered unacceptable as it gagainst the law or against a sense of moralitiink
again about the new plans for the Prevention of ISngp In such a situation what do you imagine that
could happen?”
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Not all the participants reported behavioural ititars. That is the reason for a
reduced N of 95 when presenting data concerning paeicipants’ behavioural
intentions.

As described for Study 1, two independent ratelsriggng to the majority (i.e.,
Portuguese non-smokers) were instructed to evaltleebehaviours listed in the
participants’ answers, taking the norms and valfethe Portuguese Society as the
reference for such evaluations. The raters weradblio the exclusion versus
marginalization conditions and coded the participaanswers on a 7 point scale,
ranging from not at all (1) to very much (7), inrnes of how much each behaviour
written by the participants could be regarded Bssitive (Intra-class-correlation
between raters — ICC = .84)egative(ICC = .85),constructive(ICC = .81),destructive
(ICC = .84), normative (ICC = .59), violent (ICC = .63), against non-smokers
(outgroup, ICC = .55) andgainst the Portuguese Societysuperordinate category,
ICC = .47). Using the average ratings of the twers we created two indexX&sOne
for destructive behaviour, aggregating the meameghtive, destructive, violent, against
the outgroup and against the superordinate catggory.86), and one for constructive
behaviour, aggregating the mean of positive, canstre and normativeo(= .89).
Examples of destructive behaviour listed by theig@ants include: “Try our best to
break this duty” (in Portuguese: “Tentar ao maxipre@varicar”’); and “Continuing
smoking in those places” (in Portuguese: “Contiraifumar nesses locaisBxamples
of constructive behaviour listed by the particigamiclude: “Being civilized” (in
Portuguese: “Ser civilizado”); and “Some sort ofmimstration” (in Portuguese:
“Algum tipo de manifestacao”).

These behavioural indexes were also strongly agdtively correlated; (107)
= -.86,p < .001, indicating that the more the participamtet destructive behaviours,
the less they listed constructive behaviours. Gives relation, in the data analysis we
controlled for the common variance of these tweenes.

Identification In order to verify the degree of identificationithv the

disadvantaged minority group (ingroup), we useeal measure adapted from Leach

19 Following the results of Study 1(see section 3.Barming the superordinate categdryve decided to
included this variable in this index.

2 Although the values for the ICC afjainst the superordinate categaamdagainst non-smokensere

problematic, we kept these variables in the analgscause of its particular theoretical interessuRs,
however, should be interpreted with caution.
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et al. (2008). The patrticipants responded to 1fistée.g.,"When | think about myself, |
feel solidarity with smokersa = .87 on a 7 point scale, ranging from totally disagree

(1) to totally agree (7).
3.3.4 Results

Manipulation check

We tested the effect of the manipulation (exclusisnmarginalization) on the
participants’ perceived exclusion in a GLM with mdi€ication with the ingroup as a
covariate. Results showed only an effect of theaoate,F (1,192) = 39.36p < .001,
partial 7> = .17, B = 0.89, SE = 0.14. The effect of the manipulation was not
significant,F < 0.5: Perceived exclusion did not vary accordinghi conditions of
the manipulation.

These results show that the manipulation did neelihe expected effect on the
manipulation check. Nevertheless, because the medso such lack of effect are not
clear (as it could be attributed to either non-@ffeness of the manipulation or
insensitivity of the measure to detect a successauipulation), and in order to avoid
not only Type I, but also Type Il error (which igre critical for manipulation checks),

we tested the effect of the manipulation on otleerables.
Hypotheses’ test

Impact on perceived violation of minimal and maxirhstandards

We performed a 2 (conditions of the manipulationxcldsion vs.
marginalization) x 2 (perceived standards violatibhinimal vs. maximal) GLM with
the index for perceived standards violation as witubject factor and identification
with the ingroup as a covariate. Results showedia mffect of standards violatioR,
(1,192) = 56.24p < .001, qualified by a significant interaction withe manipulationf-
(1,192) = 4.80p = .030, partial #*> = .024. The main effect showed that, in general,
participants perceived situations portrayed in bmhditions of the manipulation more
as violations of maximal standardd (= 3.96,SD= 1.21) than as violations of minimal
standardsNl = 2.69,SD = 1.27), but, as predicted, this difference waslema the
condition of exclusionNIminimal_violation= 2.68,SD= 1.28 VS Mmaximal_violatior= 3.87,SD =
1.21) than in the condition of marginalizatioMnimal_violation= 2.73,SD = 1.26 vs.
Mmaximal violation = 4.26, SD = 1.21). We also verified that the standards viofat
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significantly interacted with identification witlhe ingroupF (1,192) = 6.97p = .009:
Identification increased the perceived violatiorboth standards, with stronger increase
for the minimal standard®8(= 0.76,SE = 0.087) than for the maximal standar8s=<
0.54,SE=0.089).

Impact on the emotional display

As shown in Table 4, the exhibition of negative éors is negatively and
highly correlated with the exhibition of positivenetions. Thus, as for behaviour, we
tested for the impact of the manipulation on thecHft variance of each type of
emotions in two separate analyses.

We first tested the effect of the manipulation (ggmon vs. marginalization)
on the display of negative emotions in a GLM widlentification with the ingroup as
a covariate. We verified that the display of negatemotions varied according to
identification with the ingroupF (1,192) = 44.87p < .001,partial #* = .19, but not
according to the conditions of the manipulatibns 0.3. Identification increased the
display of negative emotion8 (= 0.74,SE = 0.11). We then repeated this analysis
adding positive emotions as a second covariateulReevealed that the display of
negative emotions varied according to the displapasitive emotionsF (1,191) =
61.98,p < .001,partial »° = .24,B = -0.46,SE= 0.059, and according to identification
with the ingroupF (1,191) = 20.40p < .001,partial #* = .097,B = 0.46,SE = 0.10.
The effect of the manipulatioft,(1,191) = 0.20ns was, again, not significant.

A similar GLM on positive emotions with identificah with the ingroup as a
covariate, showed that the display of positives t@ne varied according to
identification with the ingroupf (1,192) = 25.68p < .001,partial »° = .012,B = -
0.59,SE= 0.12. Again, the effect of the manipulatién(1,192) = 0.01ns was not
significant. Repeating the analysis adding nega¢ivetions as a second covariate,
revealed that the display of positive emotions e@raccording to the display of
negative emotiond; (1,191) = 61.98p < .001,partial #° = .24,B = - 0.53,SE= 0.07,
and (marginally) according to identification withet ingroup,F (1,191) = 3.28p =
.072, partial 4* = .017,B = - 0.20,SE = 0.11, but not according to the conditions of

the manipulationf <0.02.
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Impact on the behavioural display

As shown in Table 4, listing destructive behavioigsnegatively and highly
correlated with listing constructive behaviour.dmer to understand the specific impact
of the conditions of the manipulation on the vacerof each type of behaviour, we
conducted two separate analysefirst, we tested the effect of the conditionsthe
manipulation (exclusion vs. marginalization) on tdegive behaviour in a GLM with
identification with the ingroup as a covariate. Besshowed that destructive behaviour
varied (marginally) according to the conditionglod manipulationf (1,92) = 3.24p =
.075, partial #° = .034: Facing a condition of exclusion increaskd destructive
behaviours listed by the participants! & 4.49, SD = 0.80) compared to facing a
condition of marginalizationM = 4.17,SD = 0.75). Then, in order to explain the
specific variance of destructive behaviour, we atpé the previous analysis adding
constructive behaviour as a second covariate. Bssithe effect of constructive
behaviourF (1,91) = 260.97p < .001,partial ° = .74, results showed that destructive
behaviour varied depending on identification witte tingroup,F (1,91) = 4.42p =
.038, partial #° = .046, and, as expected, on the conditions ofrtaeipulationfF (1,91)
= 4.13,p = .045,partial 7> = .043. More specifically, identification with thiegroup B8
= 0.098,SE= 0.047) as well as facing a condition of exclasicreased the destructive
behaviours listed by the participantesiimated marginal meansCondition of
marginalizationM = 4.26,SE= 0.88 vs. condition of exclusioM = 4.47,SE= 0.47).

For constructive behaviour, the pattern of resultas the expected:
Participants tended to list slightly more constiectbehaviours when facing the
condition of marginalizationM = 3.53,SD = 0.093) than when facing the condition
of exclusion M1 = 3.30,SD = 1.20). However, this difference was not significdn a
GLM with manipulation as factor and identificatianith the ingroup as a covariate,
constructive behaviour did not vary, neither acouydto identification with the
ingroup, F < 0.5, nor according to the conditions of the marapah, F < 0.8.
Repeating this GLM and including destructive bebawvias a second covariate
revealed that constructive behaviour was only arilted by destructive behavio#t,

21 When analyzing the impact of the conditions of thanipulation on the behavioural and emotional
display, we abstained from reporting a GLM with eafed measures because of the extremely high
correlations between the repeated measures. Whenattiables under analysis are highly correlated,
using this methodology is not informative. Accolin the results revealed very low observed power,
power= .22 andhower= .06, respectively, and according to Cohen (1988} observed power results in
higher probabilities of committing Type Il errosefe also Onwuegbuzie & Leech, 2004).
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(1,91) = 260.97p < .001, partial #* = .74, but neither by identification with the
ingroup,F (1,91) = 2.08p = .15, nor by the manipulatioR,(1,91) = 1.66p =.20.

Table 4: Intercorrelations between perceived exafygerceived standards’ violations,

emotions, behaviour and identification with theadigantaged minority ingroup.

B C D E F G H

A - Perceived r.67%* | B5OF* - g0**  52%+ 13 -.10 A1
exclusion N 195 195 195 195 95 95 195
B - Minimal standard r B5* % _B7Fx BOF* 15 -.09 53
violation N 195 195 195 95 95 195
C - Maximal standard r -57xx 40 01 .04 N Rl
violation N 195 195 95 95 195
D - Positive r -57**  -.09 .0 -.34%**
Emotions (index) N 195 95 95 195
E - Negative r A8t .0 43*
emotions (index) N 95 95 195
F - Destructive r -.86*** .15
behaviour N 95 95
G - Constructive r -.06
behaviour N 95

H - Identification with r

disadvantaged minority N

ingroup

Note: ***p <.001, * p<.01,*p<.05 T p<0l
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Correlational data

Even though our manipulation had no significaneetffon the manipulation
check, results showed that facing a scenario ofusikmn versus a scenario of
marginalization had a differentiated impact on pered standard violation and
behavioural display, revealing that further anadyséthe data should be interesting.
We continued, therefore, with correlational anasyssing the measure of perceived
exclusion as independent variable instead of tipe@xental manipulation.

We tested the theoretical model proposed in ouotigses (Figure 6) both step
by step testing individual paths and as a wholenigshe overall indirect effect. This
strategy allowed us both to control and rule otdrahtive explanations for each step as

well as provide a full test of the proposed chaadmation.

Predicting perceived violation of minimal and maxahstandards

To test the first step of the model, we regressednmal standard violation and
maximal standard violation on perceived excluslaterestingly, and as shown in Table
5, both perceived violation of a minimal standand @erceived violation of a maximal
standard were significantly predicted by perceieadlusion, which did not change
when statistically controlling for identificationith the ingroup and for the respective
alternative standard violation, that is minimal wohing for maximal and maximal
controlling for minimal standard violation (Tabl¢. hese results make it necessary to
test for effects of both perceived minimal and maadi standards violations when

predicting emotions and behaviour.
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Table 5: Summary of linear regression analysesvéoiables predicting minimal and

maximal standard violations.

Minimal standard violation

Variable B SE § B SE B B SE p

Perceived exclusion 0.49.04 .67*** 0.36 0.04 .54** 0.25 0.04 .38***

Identification with

) 0.44 0.08 .31** 0.35 0.74 .25**
ingroup

Maximal standard
0.34 0.06 .33***

violation

R 45 52 .6C

F (1,193) 157.24**  (2,192) 108.07*** (3,191) 93,50***
Maximal standard violation

Variable B SE 8 B SE S B SE S

Perceived exclusion 0.370.04 .59*** 0.32 0.04 .50*** 0.17 0.05 .27***

Identification with

. 0.28 0.08 .20 0.10 0.08 .07
ingroup

Minimal standard
0.41 0.07 .43***

violation
R 34 37 A7
F (1,193) 102.24*** (2,192) 59.11*** (3,191) 55.80***

Notes: the values in brackets associated with thalles refer to the degrees of freedom;
** < .001,*p<.01,*p<.05, T .10.
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Predicting emotional display

For testing the second step of the theoretical mederegressed negative and
positive emotions on perceived minimal standardation and perceived maximal
standard violation. As can be seen in Table 6, lpaiceived standard violations
predicted both negative and positive emotions. Wstatistically controlling for the
impact of identification with the ingroup, the prettbn of the display of negative
emotions by minimal standards violation was sitinficant whereas the prediction
by maximal standards violation became marginal [@#&). Most importantly, when
predicting only the specific variance of negativeotions by statistically controlling
for positive emotions, the effect of minimal stardlaiolation remained significant
but the effect of maximal standard violation disagmed completely. For the
prediction of positive emotions, results did notacbe either when statistically
controlling for the effects of identification witkthe ingroup, or additionally for
negative emotions (Table 6). These results ma#tksdt necessary to test for effects of

both negative and positive emotions on behaviour.

96



Being in or being out

Table 6: Summary of linear regression analyses/éoiables predicting the display of

negative and positive emotions.

Negative emotions

Variable

B SE g B SE B B SE B

Minimal standard
violation
Maximal standard
violation
Identification with
ingroup

Positive emotions

0.19 0.09 .15*
0.52 0.10 .43** 0.43 0.10 .35**

-0.05 0.09 -04
0.21 0.10 .17* 0.19 0.10 .15t

0.28 0.11 .16**
031 0.12 .18*

-0.57 0.07 -55***

R 3C .32 51

F (2,192) 42.88*** (3,191) 31.63*** (4, 190) 49.49
Positive emotions

Variable B SE S B SE S B SE Jij

Minimal standard
violation

Maximal standard
violation
Identification with
ingroup

Negative emotions
R

F

-0.22 0.08 -.19*
-0.44 0.09 -.38***-0.42 0.09 -.38***

-0.32 0.08 -.26***
-0.41 0.09 -33***-0.41 0.09 -.33***

0.08 0.0 .05
-0.06 0.11 -.04
-0.47 0.06 -.48%
41 41 57
(2,192) 68.48**  (3,191) 45.61** (4,190) 63.72

Notes: the values in brackets associated with thalles refer to the degrees of freedom;
**n<.001, **p<.01,*p<.05, T p.10.
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Predicting behavioural display

To test the next and final step of the model, wgeesed destructive behaviour
on positive and negative emotions while statistycalontrolling for constructive
behaviour. As expected in H3, destructive behaviawass predicted by negative
emotions, but not by positive emotions (Table Hede results did not change when
statistically controlling for identification withhe ingroup, which had no effect (Table
7).

Table 7: Summary of linear regression analysewvdoiables predicting the display of

destructive behaviour.

Variable B SE B B SE S
Negative

_ 0.10 0.32 19 0.09 0.03 A7
emotions
Positive

_ 0.01 0.03 .02 0.01 0.03 .03
emotions
Constructive

, -0.60 0.04 -86*** -0.60 0.04 -.86%**
behaviour
Identification
o 0.04 0.05 .04
with ingroup
R 76 76
F (3,91) 99.32%** (4,90) 74.21***

Notes: the values in brackets associated with thalles refer to the degrees of freedom;
** < .001,*p<.01,*p<.05, T x.10.
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Testing the mediations

Before testing the complete model, we computed tegression analyses in
order to estimate indirect effects. To avoid praideresulting from deviations from the
perfect normal distribution and to achieve more usibestimates, we used the
bootstrapping method (with 10000 bootstrap resash)pleth bias-corrected estimates
and confidence intervals to access the indireeicefis proposed by Preacher and Hayes
(2008).

In order to test the first mediation model, we comepl a regression analysis that
estimated the indirect effect of perceived exclnsio negative emotions, mediated by
minimal (a) and maximal (@ standard violations (Figure 4)R* = .31, F
(3,191) = 28.99p < .0001. As shown in Table 8, all predicted direftects (q, by), and
the total effect (c) were significant. More impaortly, the more robust bootstrap
estimates indicated that, as predicted, the indiedfect of perceived exclusion via
minimal standard violation on negative emotions sigsificant (a*bi: B= 0.1315,SE
= 0.0525, with a 95% confidence interval rangingnir 0.0383 to 0.2458). The
bootstrap estimates further indicated that, as @rpe the indirect effect via maximal
standard violation was not significantla,: B = 0.0240,SE = 0.0380, with a 95%
confidence interval ranging from - 0.0511 to 0.0998nexpectedly, the mediation by
minimal standard violation was only partial, asieaded by a significant direct effect of

perceived exclusion on negative emotions (c’).
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Figure 4: Mediation model using perceived exclusasrthe predictor. For estimates of

al, a2, bl, b2, ¢’ (c) see Table 8.

al

Exclusion

a2

Minimal
standard
violation

Maximal
standard
violation

b2

v

bl

c' (c)

Negative
emotions

Table 8: Total effect (c) and direct effects of thediation analysis (see Figure 4) for

the effect of perceived exclusion on negative eomstivia perceived minimal and

maximal standard violations (predicted effectdatias).

effect B SE t p
al 0.4451 0.0355 12.54 .0000
a2 0.3723 0.03668 10.11 .0000
bl 0.2997 0.1054 2.84 .0049
b2 0.0638 0.1016 0.63 5311
Cc 0.4073 0.0483 8.43 .0000
c 0.2501 0.0659 3.79 .0002
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In order to test the second mediation model, weperded a regression analysis
that estimated the indirect effect of perceivedimal standard violation on destructive
behaviour, mediated by negative;)(@and positive (g emotions (Figure 5), while
controlling for the effects of maximal standardlat@n and constructive behaviot®?
=.77,F (5,89) = 58.79p < .0001. As shown in Table 9, all the predictectclireffects
(24, by paths) were significant. More importantly, the moobust bootstrap estimates
indicated that, as predicted, the indirect effetttlee perceived minimal standard
violation via negative emotions on destructive héhar was significant (gib,: B =
0.0516,SE = 0.0226, with a 95% confidence interval rangingnir0.0167 to 0.1084).
The bootstrap estimates further indicated thate®sected, the indirect effect via
positive emotions was not significantla,: B = 0.0017,SE = 0.0181, with a 95%
confidence interval ranging from - 0.0291 to 0.0454
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Figure 5: Mediation model using perceived ministaindard violation as the predictor.
For estimates of al, a2, bl, b2, ¢’ (c) see Table 9

Negative
emotions
al Positive bl
a2 emotions
b2
— Destructive
Minimal > behaviour
standard
violation c' (c)

Table 9: Total effect (c) and direct effects of thediation analysis (see Figure 5) for
the effect of perceived minimal standard violat@mndestructive behaviour via negative
and positive emotions, controlling for the effecfsmaximal standard violation and

constructive behaviour (predicted effects in iglic

effect B SE t p
al 0.5089 0.1293 3.94 .0002
a2 - 0.5017 0.1217 -4.12 .0001
bl 0.1021 0.0336 3.03 .0032
b2 - 0.0063 0.0357 -0.18 .8603
c 0.0395 0.0411 0.96 3394
c - 0.0156 0.0443 -0.35 7259
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We also tested an alternative mediation model irchvive tested the indirect
effect of maximal standard violation on destructigehaviour via positive and
negative emotions. As expected, neither the intiedfect via positive emotions
(*b2: B = 0.0014,SE = 0.0212, with a 95% confidence interval rangingnir -
0.0351 to 0.0507), nor the indirect effect via nagaemotions (gbi: B = 0.0257, SE
= 0.0180, with a 95% confidence interval rangingnir- 0.0005 to 0.0740) were

significant.

Testing the two-step chain mediation

In order to test the complete model, we computethudtiple regression
analysis using the bootstrap method proposed bys$jadBreacher and Myers (2011)
and their SPSS macro MED3C to access the inditeshanediation effect, allowing
for the statistical control of the effect of co\aas.

We tested the indirect effect of perceived excnsin destructive behaviour via
minimal standard violation and negative emotiongthhincluded as chain mediators
(ar*az*b in Figure 6), while controlling for the effect ofl alternative predictors and
confounds, that is, for maximal standard violatiponsitive emotions and constructive
behaviour. As the predicted effect was clearly aded, and chain mediations are
extremely difficult to detect (given that they aretatistical combination of three direct
effects) we decided to test the chain mediationtaied by estimating 90% confidence
intervals. All expected direct effects; (@ b,) were significant whereas all other direct
effects were not significant (Table 10). Also asdicted, results revealed a significant
indirect effect via both chained mediators*é&*b,: B = 0.009,SE = 0.0066, with a
percentile based 90% confidence interval rangimgnf®.0005 to 0.0211Pone-tailed =
.037, and with a bias-corrected percentile baséd &6nfidence intervaf ranging from
0.002 to 0.026pPene-tmied= -015f>. The other two but incomplete mediations*fa and
a*b,) were not significant as 0 was within their 90%fidence interval.

We also tested three unpredicted alternative pseseshat could lead from

perceived exclusion to destructive behaviour, ol@envaximal standard violation and

22 Whereas percentile based confidence intervals stienated using the SPSS macro provided by
Hayes et al. (2011), p-values and bias-correctedidence intervals were estimated using AMOS 17
(Arbuckle, 2008), relying on the same bootstraphmét Estimates of effects and standard errors were
identical in both analyses.

% The same analysis without controlling for maxiretindard violation and positive emotions revealed

also a significant chain mediation,;{as*b,: B = 0.0235,SE = 0.0113, with a 90% percentile based
confidence interval ranging from 0.0075 to 0.0438).
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positive emotions, a second one via minimal stahdalation and positive emotions
and a third one via maximal standard violation aadative emotions. Again, the other
variables were always controlled for as covarigi@nstructive behaviour always,
negative emotions or positive emotions when thpeetive other was in the mediation
and minimal or maximal standard violation when tespective other was in the
mediation). In none of these three alternative rwdey of the indirect effects
(complete or incomplete) was significant, as 0 whlgays within the 90% percentile
based confidence intervals.

That is, the predicted chain mediation via peragirenimal standard violation
and negative emotions is the only significant dffeading from perceived exclusion to

destructive behaviour.
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Figure 6: Chain mediation model using perceivedlusion as the predictor. For
estimates of al, a2, a3, bl, b2, ¢’ (c) see Tahle 1

Minimal % Negative
standard emotions
violation
a;
g & b, b,
Exclusion Destructive
behaviour
c'(c)

Table 10: Total effect (c) and direct effects of tthain mediation analysis (see Figure
6) for the effect of perceived exclusion on degtwecbehaviour via perceived minimal
standard violation and negative emotions, whiletrmdimg for the effects of perceived

maximal standard, positive emotions and constrachighaviour (predicted effects in

italics).
effect B SE t p
al 0.2802 0.0689 4.06 .0001
a2 0.0434 0.1043 0.42 .6785
a3 0.3150 0.1467 2.15 .0345
bl - 0.0056 0.0480 -0.12 .9068
b2 0.1029 0.0338 3.04 .0031
Cc -0.0065 0.0318 -0.20 .8386
c - 0.0185 0.0333 -0.55 .5805
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3.3.5 Discussion

With this study we aimed at going further than $tadoy exploring the role of
exclusion as a typical instance of the type of ddad violation which should cause the
disadvantaged group to display destructive behavidiore specifically, we aimed at
verifying whether experiencing exclusion as com@ate more benign forms of
deprivation leads to differences in disadvantag@tbrity members’ perceptions of the
violation of standards (minimal vs. maximal), irttisplay of negative emotions and in
the display of destructive behaviours. To do so,oeaducted an online study with
smokers living in Portugal. Using scenarios, we imalated the degree of expected
deprivation from accessing a good the disadvantagedrity has to face in the future
(blatant deprivation in the exclusion scenario #indted access to the good in the
marginalization scenario) and measured perceptioihsexclusion, perceptions of
violation of minimal and maximal standards, the &omal responses to such scenarios
and the behavioural tendencies elicited by them.

More precisely, we created a specific situationt tfrastrated smokers’
expectations about their total inclusion in the esopdinate category (society) by
presenting a specific situation that went furthemt the actual Smoking Prevention Law
on limiting smokers’ access to a part of publiccgaVith that, we intended to slightly
(marginalization condition) and deeply (exclusiolndition) frustrate smokers’
expectations in order to test whether this wouli@cftheir (negative) emotions and
(destructive) behavioural tendencies. Moreover friogtrating such expectations, we
intended to create different frames that wouldvaltbfferent interpretations of the same
situation: When slightly frustrating smokers’ exfaimons (marginalization) we aimed
at facilitating the interpretation of the situationterms of a maximal standard violation;
when deeply frustrating smokers’ expectations (@sioh) we aimed, in turn, at
facilitating the interpretation of the situationterms of a minimal standard violation.

Although the manipulation check was not sensitvetir subtle manipulation,
the experimental results partially support and terelational results completely
support our hypotheses. Interestingly, the mantmrighad also no effect on the display
of negative emotions. That is, it seems that outigypants felt excluded and responded
with negative emotions not only when they were liptexcluded, but already when
they were just moderately deprived (i.e., margaed). Nevertheless, our manipulation

impacted perceptions of violation of standards #&edhavioural tendencies. In the
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exclusion condition the participating smokers werd only less ready than in the
marginalization condition to interpret the scenasoa violation of maximal rather than
minimal standards, they also tended to expect thkms and ingroup members to show
more destructive behaviours than those facing maligation. These results are quite
encouraging for our endeavor to understand desteubiehaviour, as they show that
exclusion from a superordinate category impactaddigantaged minorities’ perceptions
and reactions. The unpredicted differentiated tesidr emotions and behaviour are
intriguing as they might mean that in their expr@s®f emotions participants followed

different principles than in their predicted belmani and that the specific effect of
exclusion interpreted as minimal standard violatigas compared to only

marginalization and interpretations as maximal daad violation) may be probably

limited to the regulation of behaviour but might generalize to emotional display.

Nevertheless, the correlational analysis of thea dabws that negative emotions
do play a role as determinants of destructive bielmavEmotions varied according to
the identification with the ingroup of smokers anchore importantly — to self-reported
perceived exclusion. In general the results ofciweelational analyses were consistent
with the hypotheses that perceived exclusion wasepeed as minimal standard
violation (H1) and that perceiving a violation ofranimal standard led to the display of
more negative emotions (H2) which, in turn, ledthe display of more destructive
behaviour (H3). Moreover, the results revealed that relation between perceived
exclusion and the display of destructive behavimumediated both by perceived
minimal standard violation and experienced negagweotions (H4), but not by
perceived maximal standard violation or positiveogons.

These results show that it is not deprivation gerbsit rather the extreme form
of deprivation that constitutes exclusion, andhisréfore interpreted as a violation of
minimal standards, that leads people to experiese®tional distress triggering
destructive behavioural reactions. This is esplciate as the direct link between
perceived exclusion and the behavioural display masignificant, but the indirect link
via perceived minimal standard violation and negaéimotions was.

Overall, the correlational support for the two-stégain mediation speaks for the
idea that the key role in the onset of destrudtighaviour as a response to exclusion is
played by violated minimal standards and negativet®ns rather than by violated
maximal standards and lack of positive emotiongh@igh maximal standard violations

were as much predicted by perceived exclusion agmal standard violations, only the
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latter, but not the former predicted specificalggative emotions over and above their
shared variance with positive emotions. Moreovéhoagh positive emotions were
also (but negatively) predicted by perceived ministandard violation, they did not
predict destructive behaviour, while negative eomnidid.

At a first glance, the fact that on the one hare ranipulation did not affect
negative emotions although affecting destructivbab@ur, but on the other hand
correlational data are consistent with the ideartlegative emotions serve as a mediator
of destructive behaviour seems to be a contradic@f course, that the fact that the
complete model could only be tested with perceiegdlusion rather than with the
manipulation of exclusion as the focal predictarnits the possibility of drawing causal
conclusions. However, we rather suggest resolvimg apparent contradiction by
keeping in mind that this study was conducted wvatireal group, smokers, who
probably held relatively established a priori bisliand attitudes in terms of smokers’
degree of inclusion within the larger society, atsb relatively fixed expectations and
(lay) theories about their social reality. At theé the study was conducted the new
Law for the Prevention of Smoking was still a quitantroversial theme, so people had
probably strong attitudes regarding this issueefits to change or move such beliefs,
attitudes and perceptions may not always be suittesspecially if the manipulation is
as subtle as it was in the current study. We mdaiipd exclusion and marginalization
by only changing a word (“banished” vs. “kept awaybanido” vs. “afastado” in
Portuguese). That is, participants might diffetheir degree of felt exclusion and hold
negative emotions, independently of the maniputatiee used. These interindividual
differences then also predict interindividual diéfeces in destructive behaviour.

However, as much as this reasoning might explainl#ick of effect on the
manipulation check, it might not completely expl#me null-effect on emotions. If the
results of this study are not an artifact, we miglaive to modify our theoretical
conclusions insofar as they seem to suggest thalgpecan have as much negative
emotions when their group is only marginalized d®mvit is totally excluded, even if
they perceive maximal standard violations rathemtiminimal standard violations.
Nevertheless, such negative emotions do not netdgssad to destructive behaviour.
What leads to destructive behaviour are negativetiems that are triggered by
perceptions of minimal standard violations, whiale anore likely in the case of
exclusion than in the case of marginalization. Heeveto back up such a conclusion,

another study in a more controlled setting seemessary.
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As a final remark, we may also mention some linota of this study. First, as
already mentioned in the discussion of Study licatltoncerns led us to use scenarios
and self-reported hypothetical behaviours listedresponse to open questions as a
proxy for real destructive behaviour. Yet, givee tinline nature of the present study,
this seemed the more adequate methodology to kdigfilling our empirical purposes.
Other limitations were already mentioned in thedssion of Study 1: One refers to the
unexpected high correlation between constructived afestructive behaviours.
Nevertheless, again we stress that for our thealetexplanation of destructive
behaviour it is essential that we find differergthjpredictions for destructive behaviour
when the shared variance of both types of behawisucontrolled for. The other refers
to the confound between minimal versus maximaldaeds violation and the severity
of the violation. As mentioned in the discussionSiftidy 1, this confound will be
addressed in Study 4.

A last limitation is that we did not have a no degtion control condition. That
makes it difficult to interpret the null-effects tife manipulation on perceived exclusion
and negative emotions. In our interpretation weumesl that participants in both
conditions of marginalization and exclusion felgagve emotions, but we do not have
any proof that they actually felt more negative &ors than they would have without

any exclusion or marginalization.
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CHAPTER IV

To comply or to rebel? Disadvantaged minorities’ bkavioural and emotional

responses to perceived marginalization and exclusio

4.1 Overview

After presenting empirical evidence supporting thgortance of the role of
perceiving minimal versus maximal standards violaiand their differentiated impact
in the display of negative emotions and destrucbedaviour in Study 1, we have
replicated these results in Study 2. Moreover, tud$ 2 we also enriched the process
under study in order to come to a deeper understgrad one of the most pervasive and
problematic social phenomena in intergroup relati@ocial exclusion. Study 2 already
gave a first hint that being excluded, rather theamginalized, can be, for disadvantaged
groups, perceived as a minimal standard violattu@n if plausible and in line with our
theoretical reasoning, however, we cannot yet bmpbetely sure whether this is
actually the case, because both Studies 1 and Zdme limitations. One was the
hypothetical character of these studies as focakheasons we could not expose these
real-life groups to actual experiences of exclusiorngage them in actual destructive
behaviour. Moreover, the measure of behaviour wasvaluation of the character of
the behaviour rather than the degree of engagemetlearly destructive behaviour.
That is, we have measured how much the averagel Iisthaviour of each participant
can be characterized as destructive and as cotigéruthat produced highly negatively
correlated measures of destructive and construb@reviour, and to measure effects
specifically on destructive behaviour we had totoanfor large part of the variance.
Finally, none of the previous studies had a basetiantrol condition without any
deprivation, which makes the interpretation of soasallts difficult.

In order to overcome these methodological limitagioand gather clearer
evidence for the predicted chain mediation procéss, laboratory studies are now
presented. Like the previous study, these studie®ed at, in general, testing the
hypothesis that it is not the experience of depiwveper se that leads to the display of
negative emotions and destructive behaviour bydtbadvantaged, but rather the effect
of exclusion on the perception of minimal standaadation. Thus, these studies aim at
better understanding if the interpretation of egmu, rather than marginalization, in

terms of minimal versus maximal standards violatloes translate into differentiated
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emotional and behavioural consequences. Apart feplicating results from Studies 1
and 2, the current studies also have some speaxifis, namely to complement the
previous studies and to overcome their methododddimitations and to test whether
the finding of Study 2 that only destructive beloanvi but not negative emotions,

differed in the exclusion and in the marginalizataontexts.

4.2 Study 3

In order to further advance the study of the refai postulated in our
hypotheses and to address several of the limimtdrsStudies 1 and 2, we conducted a
third study in a controlled environment and usimtifiaial groups with no previous
history. Participants were involved in a virtualldass game in which they played as
member of a team against another one, and in wédh team could win money,
depending on the game. We expected that in suditiag the task of manipulating
exclusion and marginalization would be easier.

Moreover, in such a controlled context, exclusiod anarginalization would be
less contaminated by conventional social meaniegslting from actual political and
historical processes. Besides, we also includeohditon with no deprivation at all in
order to have a more complete design by includiagebne measures, and, therefore,
having a stronger test of our hypotheses. Thistadof a baseline condition of no
deprivation (i.e., full inclusion, neither margirmtion, nor exclusion) particularly
intended to test whether our interpretations of bsults of Study 2 were plausible,
namely that participants felt highly excluded anegative emotions already as a
response to marginalization.

A final advancement of this study refers to the soeement of destructive
behaviour: While the previous studies relied ori-sedorted hypothetical behaviours,
the present study exposes participants to actuptivdgion and measures actual
behavioural responses, yet still respecting theea&tlhoncerns previously mentioned.

In order to pursue all of these goals, we manigdlaocial exclusion of the

ingroup and we measured emotional responses atdictese behaviour.

4.2.1 Hypotheses

Our predictions in this study were in line with dbeoretical reasoning, but also
took into account the results from Study 2:
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- H1) Participants should interpret the situatioarenas standard violations in
the deprivation conditions (marginalization and legon) as compared to the no
deprivation control condition. However, in line tvibur reasoning, and as was predicted
and found already in Study 2, interpretations adation of minimal standards versus
maximal standards should be increased in the erdundition as compared to the
marginalization condition. As a consequence, thecifip variance of minimal and
maximal standard violation should show differemthtpatterns: When statistically
controlling for maximal standard violation, minimgthndard violation should be higher
in the exclusion condition only as compared to dliger two conditions. In contrast,
when statistically controlling for minimal standanrdolation, maximal standard
violation should be higher in the marginalizatioondition only as compared to the
other two conditions.

- H2) Participants should feel more negative enmstio the marginalization and
exclusion conditions than in the no deprivationtoaincondition. If results from Study
2 require the conclusion that negative emotionseaperienced not only when facing
exclusion, but already when facing marginalizat{sae discussion of Study 2), then
both conditions marginalization and exclusion sHofals in Study 2) not differ from
each other. If, however, results of Study 2 weraifact, negative emotions should be
stronger in the exclusion condition than in the ginaalization condition, according to
our original hypothesis.

- H3) Participants should show more destructiveabgur in the exclusion
condition than in the other two conditions, wherg¢he marginalization condition
should not differ from the no deprivation controhdition.

- H4) Moreover, we also expected, as in Study &, tie effects of exclusion on
destructive behaviour should be mediated by minstehdard violation perception and

negative emotions in a two-step chain mediation.
4.2.2 Method

Participants

Participants were university students of variougjestts (37, i.e. 35.3%, studied
psychology) living in Portugal, from 18 to 59 yeatd (M = 23.12,SD = 7.81). From
the 105 participants, 66 (62.9%) are female, 46333 were first year students and 101
(96.1%) were born in Portugal. Six participants vemaled the experiment in an unusual
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way and eleven participants who suspected they weteplaying with real other
participants were removed from the sample. As alrese had a working N of 88.

Design

Like in Study 2, in the current study we maniputiasocial exclusion of the
ingroup and measured perception of minimal and makstandards violation as well
as emotional responses and destructive behaviafier&nt from Study 2, we used a
between-subjects design with three conditions: Mpridation versus marginalization
versus exclusion.

As ethical concerns prevented us from creatingsgaas of “real” exclusion in a
natural context, we created an artificial situatiororder to introduce the manipulation
of exclusion. Based on the works of Williams, Chggand Choi (2000), we developed a
virtual game in which participants were members afumerical minority teaffi that
had to play with a numerical majority team. Thektaé the players was to throw and
receive a ball, with each move increasing someauairmoney account of the team
receiving the ball. During the game, the majorésrh did totally (exclusion condition),
partially (marginalization) or did not (no depriw@at condition) deprive the minority
team from accessing a good (receiving the ballyinduthe game, destructive behaviour
was measured. Perceptions of minimal and maxinaaidsirds as well as positive and

negative emotions were measured afterwards.

Manipulations

After a period of trial, the participants were it@d to take part in a simple game
in which they would play in teams and had to cated throw a virtual ball (see Figure
7). The participants were always assigned to thmemical minority team, but were
randomly assigned to one of three conditions imseof the degree of exclusion in the
game: In the no deprivation condition, both the arij team and the minority team
were granted equal access to the good (the possaexdhe ball), in the marginalization
condition, the majority was granted greater actesbe good, while the minority team

4 As stated in the theoretical introduction, we @b believe that the numerical aspect of a grouiés
most relevant one when we are defining its advantaglisadvantage. Nevertheless, and as will become
clearer with the unveiling of the present studgating a game situation in which a numerical miwyori
had to face a numerical majority allowed us to odpce the most relevant aspects of being
disadvantaged in an artificial setting. Moreovdris tallowed us not only to more easily equate the
laboratory setting to the natural settings usedh@ present thesis (as both our natural disadvedtag
groups are also numerical minorities).
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was deprived from total access to the good by lpilimited possession of the ball;
finally, in the exclusion condition, the majorityam had almost exclusive access to the
good, whereas the minority team was severely degrivom accessing the good by
having almost no possession of the ball.

Figure 7: Print screen of a ball toss game session.
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Procedure

The data was mainly collected in two Portuguesevénsity Institutes. The
researcher (or an assistant) recruited the paatitfp) in the university campus and
invited them to collaborate in an experiment desigto improve an online game
developed by a number of Portuguese Universitresuding the University Institute of
Lisbon. Usually three participants took part siran#ously in one session. When the
researcher (or the assistant) was not able toiteébree participants, sessions were run
with fewer participants.

When the participant(s) agreed to collaborate, these guided to the laboratory
of the campus into a room where three computerstiarge seats were arranged in a
way that allowed the participants to have a goaibility of the computer's screen
placed in front of them, but not of the other tvammputers’ screens.

115



Being in or being out

All the instructions were standardized and weresg@méed on the computer
screen: The participants were introduced to theegdmad the opportunity to familiarize
themselves with the game in a trial period, playbed game itself, filled in a
questionnaire (where some of the dependent vasaiere included) about their
experiences in the game and finally were debrféfethd compensated for their
participation with a 5€ voucher.

More specifically, the information participants eaed was the following: The
goal of the game was to catch a virtual ball asyranes as possible. The game would
be played by two teams: The blue one (minority tedrplayers) and the yellow one
(majority team, 4 players) and would have the domadbf 5 minutes. Each participant
could receive up to 10€ for her/his collaboratiand part of this amount could be
accumulated during the game: After catching thé ®dimes, the team would receive
0.10€ for every additional catch. The participamisre also informed about the
available commands and options they could use guhe game. Each player could
pass the ball to any other player, that is, to enbex of the own team or to a member of
the other team. Moreover, the participants coule several optional messages (e.qg.,
“Pass me the bal)’and emoticons (e.g&) to communicate with all other participants
(via a public chat) or just with the team membetia @ private chat); the participants
could also choose to withdraw small quantities aney from all the players in the
gamé® withdraw all the money from all the participaitisthe gamé’; quit the gam@&

or, in exceptional cases, send an email to therelsef’. Note that when all the players

% At the end of the study, a standardized debriefives presented to the participants. Although
standardized, the debriefing was adapted to thditon of the manipulation that the participantsdd:

The higher the level of exclusion the participargswexposed to, the more detailed and thorough the
debriefing.

&
% Every time a participant pressed the butO, 0.10€ would be withdrawn from all the players,
including the participant that pressed the button.

2" When a participant pressed the butG, all the money would be withdrawn from all the yaes,
including the participant that pressed the button.

% When a participant pressed the buti&, the participant quitted the game, while the other
participants would continue playing.

S
2% When a participant pressed the but, a new window would open and the participant cdyja
in the information s/het wanted to send to theaesweer.
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in the game were down to an account of O€ as dt reflstepeated withdrawals the game
would end up for all the players.

Irrespective of the manipulation condition, eachtipgant played a single
session of the game in which there were 30 balbwkr The computer program
controlled the behaviour of all players excepttfe naive participant’s behaviour. The
behaviour of the other players varied accordinghto experimental condition. The no
deprivation condition was pre-programmed so thahéaam received the ball in 15 ball
throws; the marginalization condition was pre-pesgmed so that the minority team
received the ball in 8 ball throws and the majotigam received the ball in the
remaining 22 ball throws; the exclusion conditiomsapre-programmed so that the
minority team received the ball in only 2 ball ttw®©and the majority team received the

ball in the remaining 28 ball throws.

Measures

Manipulation-checks. Perceived exclusidn. order to access the degree to
which the participants felt excluded during the gamve measured the perceptions of
exclusion in the post-game questionnaire with tisede of items: One set of three items
measured self-perceptions of exclusion (€‘Qyring the game, | felt that my team
participated in the game”, [reversed])a second set of three items measured the
ingroup’s perceptions of exclusion (e.flsrespectively of what | think, during the
game, the other players of the BLUE team felt that team participated in the
game”[reversed); and a final set of three items measured the peteeptions of
exclusion (e.g.;l think that, during the game, the YELLOW teant thlat my team
participated in the game”, [reversefl]Answers were given on a 7 point scale, ranging
from totally disagree (1) to totally agree (7). Angipal component analysis revealed a
one-factor solution explaining 66 % of variancegading to the Kaiser-criterion and
scree plot analyses. An index of perceived exciusias created by averaging all the
items,a = .94.

Perceived standard violatiorin order to check whether the game situation led
the participants to perceive a violation of a miainor a maximal standard, we
measured the degree of violation of a minimal vesunaximal standard. Based on the
works of Kessler et al. (2010), two items measupsniceived minimal standard
violation (e.g.,“For me, the game’s situation was absolutely uregtable”, r (57) =
.38,p =.004) and two items measured perceived maximnaldstrd violation (e.g.,For
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me, the game’s situation was a situation that sthdod avoided whenever possihle”
(65) = .66,p < .001). Answers were given on a dichotomous s@ads/no) and on a 7
point scale, ranging from totally disagree (1) dtally agree (7) and the indexes were
created by aggregating the z-standardized values.

Emotional response¥Ve asked participants to rate the extent (frornbt-at all
to 7 — very much) to which, during the game, thely: fDespaired, resented, furious,
frustrated, guilty, fearful, calm, thrilled, cheelfsatisfied and happy (e.gDuring the
game, | feltcalm"). A principal component analysis witrarimax rotation revealed a
three-factor solution: Thrilled, cheerful, satisfiand happy loaded positively on the
first factor explaining 37.65 % of variance; despdj resented, furious and frustrated
loaded positively on the second factor explainiBg84% of variance; guilty and fearful
loaded positively and calm loaded negatively ontthed factor explaining 11.77% of
variance. An index of positive emotions was credigdaveraging thrilled, cheerful,
satisfied and happya (= .86); an index of negative resentment-relatedtems was
created by averaging despaired, resented, furindsfrastrated = .83), and, finally,
an index of negative resentment-unrelated emotiomas created by averaging guilty,
fearful and calm (rev.)u(= .63).

Because in this study the three emotion indexes careelated (negative
resentment-related emotions were correlated witt, bpositive,r (88) = - .43,p <
.0001 and negative resentment-unrelated emotiof88) = .30,p = .004) and principal
component analyses with less than 100 participardgsoften unstable (e.g., Gorsuch,
1983; MacCallum, Widaman, Zhang, & Hong, 1999),also created a single index of
negative emotions by averaging the reversed pesi@notions and the negative
emotions ¢ = .82). This single index will also allow us toggethe results comparable
to those of Study 1.

We will use the single negative emotions indexhia main analyses and report
some additional analyses with the three emotioexed.

Behavioural response3he behavioural responses available to the paaintgp
were the following: Normative (sending an email ttee researcher), moderately
destructive (withdrawing small amounts of moneynrfrall the participants in the game)
and/or extremely destructive (withdrawing all thermay from all the participants in the

%0 Given our theoretical argumentation that resentnaenl anger would be the most likely emotional
triggers of destructive behaviour, and in the absef better suited names for the factors aggnegatie
negative emotions, we use these more theory-driaemes.
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game by withdrawing small amounts of money untd pgarticipants were left with no
money). None of the participants chose sendingnaailego the researcher (normative
behaviour}:. We used withdrawing small amounts of money (matdy negative
behaviour that could also assume the form of ex¢tgmegative) as our behavioural
measure. More specifically, we used the numbeinoés the participants pressed the
button corresponding to this option: The more oftenparticipants used the button, the
more destructive the behaviour they displayed.

Identification In order to verify the degree of identification kvithe minority
team (ingroup) and with all the players in the sagane session (superordinate
category), we used a verbal measure adapted froachLet al (2008). The same
measure was first used with reference to the ingrand then with reference to the
superordinate category. For both the ingroup and $uperordinate category,
participants responded to 10 items (e.g. for idieation with the ingroup;During the
game, and thinking about the Blue Team playerslt cbmmitted to the Blue Teana!'
= .88; e.g. for identification with the superordmacategory,'During the game, and
thinking about the players of Session X, | feltrl aimilar to the average player of

Session X,"a = .87)on a 7 point scale, ranging from totally disagrEetd totally agree

(7).
4.2.3 Results

Manipulation check

We tested the effect of the manipulation (no degdidn vs. marginalization
vs. exclusion) on the participants’ perceived esidn in a GLM. Results showed that
the effect of the manipulation was highly significaF (2,85) = 15.35p < .001,
partial #° = .26. Bonferroni adjusted pairwise comparisoneated that participants
in the no deprivation condition felt less excludétl= 3.48,SD = .86) than those in
the marginalization conditioi{ = 4.20,SD = .84,t (85) = 2.82,p = .017) and that

they felt less excluded in the marginalization gbad than in the exclusion condition

31 During the game, participants had a third extrendelstructive behavioural option: Withdrawing all
the money from all the participants in one steplyGme participant chose this option and was not
considered in the data analysis, as describeckipditicipants’ section.

We should also clarify that the remaining 5 of thearticipants that were removed from the sample
because they ended the game in an unusual way lojcpbressing the withdraw button at the beginning
of the game, so that the game ended immediatady pfessing the button once. Because we cannot be
sure about the reasons that led the participantshtimse such a strategy (Was it a deliberately
destructive behaviour? Was it a distraction?), egided to remove these participants from the sample
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(M=4.87,SD=1.17,t (85) = 2.61p = .032). Thus, we successfully manipulated the
degree of exclusion in this study.

Hypotheses’ test

Impact on perceived minimal and maximal standardslation

As can be seen in Table 11, the pattern of measwasistent with H1. Both
standard violation perceptions were much lowetim o deprivation condition than
in the two deprivation conditions (marginalizatiand exclusion), but in the exclusion
condition minimal standard violation perception wagher than maximal standard
violation perception, whereas the opposite was ¢hsee in the marginalization

condition.

Table 11: Descriptive statistics of minimal and ima standard violations according

to the conditions of the exclusion manipulation.

Minimal standard violation Maximal standard viadak

Condition of the

_ ] Mean SD N Mean SD N
manipulation
No deprivation -0.36 0.62 31 -0.36 0.65 31
Marginalization 0.07 0.98 28 0.27 1.11 28
Exclusion 0.30 0.86 29 0.18 1.04 29
Total -0.00 0.86 88 0.02 0.98 88

120



Being in or being out

In order to test whether these differences weneifstgnt, we first performed a
GLM with repeated measures with the manipulatiorbeisveen-subjects factor and
minimal standard violation versus maximal standaiolation as within-subjects
factor. As predicted, there was a significant mefifect of the manipulation on the
shared variance of both standard violation peroeptiF (2,85) = 4.63,p = .012,
partial #° = .10. Planned contrast analysis indicated thist ¢ffect was due to a
difference between the no deprivation control cbhaodiand the other two conditions,
F (1,85) = 9.15p = .003,partial »° = .10, whereas the marginalization and exclusion
conditions did not differ from each othd¥,(1,85) < 1. Moreover, planned contrast
analysis also suggested that the interaction betwe manipulation and the type of
standard (minimal vs. maximal) in the marginali@aatand exclusion conditions was
at least marginally significanf, (1,85) = 3.52p = .064,partial #* = .04. However, as
in previous studies, the two measures of standatdtions were highly correlated (
= .76) so that interpretations of repeated measamak/ses were not really conclusive
(see footnotes 12 and 19). Therefore, in orderesd for the effects on the specific
variance we also conducted two univariate GLMs, foneninimal standard violation
while controlling for maximal standard violation asovariate, and one for maximal
standard violation while controlling for minimalasidard violation. The overall effect
of the manipulation was marginal in the first GLM(2,84) = 2.77p = .068,partial
n? = .06. More importantly, planned contrast analysigealed that, as predicted,
perceived minimal standard violation was highethia exclusion conditioregtimated
marginal mean= 1.89,SE= 0.10) than in the other two conditiofs(1,84) = 5.54p
= .021,partial 4* = .06, and that it was not different in the maadjiration condition
(estimated marginal mean - 0.09,SE = 0.10) and in the no deprivation control
condition estimated marginal mean- 0.11,SE= 0.10),F (1,84) < 1.

Moreover, in the second GLM (on maximal standarolation, statistically
controlling for minimal standard violation) the oa# effect of the manipulation was
not significantF (2,84) = 1.76p = .179,partial #> = .04. More importantly, however,
planned contrast analysis revealed that, as pestigierceived maximal standard
violation was marginally higher in the marginalipat condition éstimated marginal
mean= 0.20,SE= 0.12) than in the other two conditios(1,84) = 3.47p = .066,
partial 7> = .04, and that it was not different in the exidascondition éstimated

marginal mean= - 0.08,SE = 0.12) than in the no deprivation control coraiti
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(estimated marginal mean - 0.05,SE= 0.11),F (1,84) < 1. To conclude, results

support H1 almost perfectly.

Impact on the emotional display

In order to test if the display of negative emosiovaried according to the
manipulation of exclusion, we performed a GLM wigxclusion manipulation as
between-subjects factor. Results revealed thausixei had a significant effect on the
display of negative emotion§, (2,85) = 8.79p < .001, partial »°> = .17. Bonferroni
adjusted pairwise comparisons revealed that negamotions were lower in the no
deprivation control conditionM = 2.65, SD = 0.67) than in the marginalization
condition M = 3.25,SD= 0.87),t (85) = 2.79)p = .019, and in the exclusion condition
(M = 3.52,SD = 0.94),t (85) = 4.08,p < .001. Replicating results from Study 2,
negative emotions were not different in the margation and in the exclusion
conditionst (85) = 1.23p = .66.

To sum up, results confirm the results from Studih& participants showed
equally strong negative emotions in the margindbraand exclusion conditions.
Moreover, this study adds some validity to thisutesas it shows that both in
marginalization and exclusion conditions particiggarexperienced more negative
emotions than in the control condition, which supp@ur interpretation of the results
of Study 2.

Impact on destructive behaviour

Because the distribution of this variable was t@ewsed Skewness= 3.92,
Kurtosis = 17.02) to be used in regression analyses and Gk created a normal
score of destructive behaviour using Blom's FormyBlom, 1958) for the
transformation $kewness 1.52,Kurtosis= 1.04) that was used in all significance tests.
The original variable and the transformed variahlewed a Pearson correlation of .82,
and logically a rank correlation (Spearmans Rho}).6f Running significance tests on
the transformed, more normally distributed varialslenore adequate, as it gives less
weight to extreme values which would otherwise digprtionally impact the results.
Yet, for better interpretability, we will report éhuntransformed raw data in the
descriptives.

In order to test if the manipulation of exclusicedhan impact on the display of

destructive behaviour, we performed a GLM. Ressiiswed a significant effect of the

122



Being in or being out

manipulation,F (2,85) = 8.96,p < .001, partial #* = .17. Planned contrast analysis
revealed that, as predicted in H3, participantshtaa condition of exclusion displayed
more destructive behaviouM(= 3.48, SD = 6.24) than those in the other two
conditions, F (1,85) = 15.09p < .001, partial 7> = .15. Also in line with H3, the
residual contrast analysis showed that destrut@reaviour in the condition with only
marginalization i = 0.79,SD = 2.31) did not differ from the one in the no deption
control condition i1 = 0.10,SD = 0.40),F (1,85) = 2.46p = .12, partial n* = .028.

Test of the mediation model in regression analyses

The current study provides a new test of our mofi@iterrelations between the
main variables (Figure 10), allowing us to examihe stability of the model across
different settings and groups. As the manipulaticmeck has shown that our
manipulation was successful, we conducted the riediaanalysis using the
manipulated exclusion as predictor, more precislg, contrast testing the difference
between the exclusion condition against the otiver ¢conditions, because only in this
condition we expected (and found, see above) adftitrt on destructive behaviour

Intercorrelations between the measured variables sliown in Table 12.
Following the methodological procedure described Study 2, we tested the model
first step by step and then as a whole. The te8tefirst step of the model is identical
to our analysis testing H1 (see above). Howeverstdtond and third steps of the chain

mediation were not tested yet.
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Table 12: Intercorrelations between perceived estohy perceived standards’
violations, emotions, behaviour, identification hvitthe minority ingroup and

identification with the superordinate category.

B C D E F G
A - Perceived o 48%*  39%%  §2Fxk  A3ER* -.36%* -.17
exclusion N 88 88 88 88 88 88
B - Minimal standard r 78%**  BoFr* 17 -.30*% -.17
violation N 88 88 88 88 88
C - Maximal standard r A 2%** .06 -.02 -.07
violation N 88 88 88 88
D - Negative emotions r 43R -390+ - 10F
(index) N 88 88 88
E - Destructive r =21t -12
behaviour N 88 88
F - Identification with r 54x**
minority group N 88

G - ldentification with

superordinate category

Note: *** p <.001, * p < .01, *p < .05, T g .10.
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Predicting emotional display

For testing the second step of the model, we regesegative emotions on
perceived minimal standard violation and maximansdtrd violation,R* = .31, F
(2,85) =19.55, p<.0001. As predicted, perceived minimal standanmdlation
significantly predicted {= .60, p<.001) negative emotions while the prediction by

maximal standard violation was not significafit=(- .04,ns).

Predicting behaviour

To test the next and final step of the model, wgeesed destructive behaviour
on negative emotion$y¥’ = .19, F (1,86) = 19.70p < .0001. As expected, destructive
behaviour was predicted by negative emotigirs (43,p < .001).

Testing the mediations

As described for Study 2, before testing the cotepteodel, we computed two
regression analyses for estimating indirect effattdifferent steps of the causal chain
mediation. Again we used 10000 bootstrap resanvpikbsbias-corrected estimates and
confidence intervals to access the indirect eféectproposed by Preacher and Hayes
(2008).

Because the sample size was small and the hypsthvasi clearly directed, we
choose a one-tailed significant test for these reudi effects by estimating 90%
confidence intervals.

We begun by computing a regression analysis thaha&t®d the indirect effect
of exclusion on negative emotions, mediated by mahi(a) and maximal (g standard
violations (Figure 8). For that purpose we included contrast testing the exclusion
condition against the other two conditions (-1 }12 predictor. We also tested whether
results changed when the orthogonal residual csinfrd 1 0) was included as a
covariate. As this was not the case, we reportehelts without this covariat&? = .35,

F (3,84) = 14.77p < .0001. As shown in Table 13, all the predictdeast (a, b, andc
paths) were significant. More importantly, the moybust bootstrap estimates indicated
that the indirect effect of the exclusion via miainrstandard violation on negative
emotions was significant {&;: B = 0.0846,SE = 0.0486, with a 90% confidence
interval ranging from 0.0218 to 0.1854). The baaistestimates further indicated that

the indirect effect via maximal standard violatiams, as expected, not significant
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(*b2: B = - 0.0022,SE = 0.0166, with a 90% confidence interval rangingnmir
- 0.0306 to 0.0236).

Figure 8: Mediation model using exclusion as thedptor. For estimates of al, a2, b1,
b2, ¢’ (c) see Table 13.

Minimal
standard
violation

al Maximal bl
az standard
violation b2

Negative

Exclusion emotions

v

c' (c)

Table 13: Total effect (c) and direct effects of thediation analysis (see Figure 8) for
the effect of exclusion on negative emotions viacewed minimal and maximal

standard violations (predicted effects in italics).

effect B SE t p
al 0.1035 0.0637 2.36 .0205
a2 0.0808 0.0739 1.09 2773
bl 0.5401 0.1501 3.60 .0005
b2 - 0.0043 0.1294 -0.03 9734
Cc 0.1955 0.0649 3.01 .0034
c' 0.1147 0.0581 1.97 .0516
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In order to test the second mediation model, weperded a regression analysis
that estimated the indirect effect of perceivedimal standard violation on destructive
behaviour, mediated by negative emotions (FigurevB)le controlling for the effect of
maximal standard violatiof¥® = .20, F (3,84) = 7.14p = .0002. As shown in Table 14,
the predicted direct effects (a and b paths) weyeifecant and the total effect (c) was
marginal. More importantly, the more robust boetstrestimates indicated that the
indirect effect of perceived minimal standard vimla via negative emotions on
destructive behaviour was significant (a*B:= 0.2430,SE = 0.1038, with a 90%
confidence interval ranging from 0.1008 to 0.4483).

Figure 9: Mediation model using perceived minintahslard violation as the predictor.
For estimates of a, b, ¢’ (c) see Table 14.

Negative
emotions
a b
— Destructive
Minimal > behaviour
standard
violation c' (c)
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Table 14: Total effect (c) and direct effects o thediation analysis (see Figure 9) for
the effect of perceived minimal standard violat@mndestructive behaviour via negative

emotions, controlling for the effect of perceivedximal standard violation.

effect B SE t p
a 0.6138 0.1478 4.15 .0001
b 0. 3921 0.0955 4.11 .0001
C 0.2647 0.1418 1.87 .0654
c 0.0240 0.1428 0.17 .8669

Testing the two-step chain mediation

In order to test the complete model, and followititgg methodological
procedure described for the previous studies, wapcabed a multiple regression
analysis using the bootstrap method to accessettdichain mediation effects
proposed by Hayes et al. (2011).

Following the procedure of the previous analyses,used exclusion (contrast
exclusion vs. marginalization and no deprivationtoal; 2 -1 -1) as the focal predictor
in the mediation analysis.

We tested the indirect effect of exclusion on dedive behaviour via minimal
standard violation and negative emotions, bothushetl as chain mediators{@s*b, in
Figure 10)%. All expected direct effects {aas b,) and the total effect (c) were
significant whereas almost all other direct effegtre not significant (Table 15). The
only unpredicted direct effect is the one from es®n to negative emotions,Jand on
destructive behviour indicating that the eventua&dmtion is not complete, but only
partial. Most important, as predicted, results ede@ a significant indirect effect via
both chained mediators ifas*b,: B = 0.0271,SE = 0.0178, with a percentile based
90% confidence interval ranging from 0.0043 to @,0@ne-tailed= .013, and a bias-
corrected percentile based 90% confidence inteevading from 0.007 to 0.07@yne-

32 \We also tested whether the chain mediation wasf&ignt when the orthogonal residual contrastl(-1
0) and maximal standard violation were included¢@sariates, using a 90% percentile based confidence
interval. As this was the case, we report the tesuthout these covariates.
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wilea = .006¥°. We also tested the alternative model of a chaidiation via maximal
standard violation instead of minimal standard ation. As expected, the chain
mediation in this alternative model was not sigmifit, as 0 was within the confidence
interval of the indirect test.

Figure 10: Chain mediation model using exclusiothaspredictor. For estimates of al,
a2, a3, bl, b2, ¢’ (c) see Table 15.

Minimal % Negative
standard emotions
violation
a;
g & b, b,
Exclusion Destructive
behaviour
c'(c)

Note: Exclusion refers to a focal contrast commaemnclusion (= 2) to marginalization (= -1) and no
deprivation (= -1).

% As mentioned for Study 2, while percentile basedfidence intervals were estimated using the SPSS
macro provided by Hayes et al. (2011), p-values lsind-corrected confidence intervals were estimated
using AMOS 17 (Arbuckle, 2008), relying on the sapoetstrap method. Also in this analysis, estimates
of effects and standard errors were identical ith lamalyses.
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Table 15: Total effect (c) and direct effects of tthain mediation analysis (see Figure
10) for the effect of exclusion on destructive bebar via perceived minimal standard

violation and negative emotions (predicted effactisalics).

effect B SE t p
al 0.1503 0.0637 2.36 .0205
a2 0.1150 0.0573 2.01 .0481
a3 0.5362 0.0941 5.70 .0000
bl -0.1092 0.0954 1.14 .2558
b2 0.3362 0.0936 3.59 .0005
Cc 0.1992 0.0511 3.90 . 0002
c' 0.1498 0.0506 2.96 .0040

Note: Exclusion refers to a focal contrast commaemxclusion (= 2) to marginalization (= -1) and no
deprivation (= -1).

4.2.4 Additional analyses

Given the interesting results we obtained in thevjpus studies when considering
both the identification with the ingroup (Studiesadd 2) and with the superordinate
category (Study 2), we decided to explore the odleuch variables in the laboratory
context.

After exploring the role of identification, and @&sentioned in the measures’
section, we will also explore the role of the thiegexes of different types of emotions

indicated by the principal component analysis wioreed in that section.

4.2.4.1 The role of identification with the ingroupand with the superordinate

category

Because this was a laboratory study, the partitgptaking part in the ball toss
game had no previous history as group membersidn a context, and given the short
duration of the experiment, it may not be easyrsuee that the participants develop a
sense of identification. Moreover, in such ad-hoougs the level of identification

might also be influenced by the experience thatiqgpants have with the group during
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the experiment, and therefore might also be infteen by the experimental
manipulations. Thus, before using our identificatineasures as covariates to control
for interindividual differences, we decided to ckeehether the manipulation had an

impact in the reported identification.

Effect of the manipulation on identification

GLMs on identification with the ingroup and on miiéication with the
superordinate category with the manipulation (nprig@tion vs. marginalization vs.
exclusion) as factor showed that the manipulatiad A significant effect on the
reported identification with the ingroup,(2,85) = 3.27p = .043,partial ° = .07, but
not on the reported identification with the supdnoate categoryk < .59. Bonferroni
adjusted pairwise comparisons revealed that ppaints in the no deprivation
condition felt more identified with the ingroup tegM = 4.26,SD= 0.77) than those
in the exclusion conditionM = 3.69,SD= 1.09,t (85) = 2.44p = .049). Participants
in the marginalization condition felt as identifigtl = 4.14, SD = 0.81) as the
participants in the no deprivation condition(85) = -.52,p = 1, although their
identification level was not significantly differefrom the one of the participants in
the exclusion conditiort,(85) = 1.87p = .19.

As can also be seen in Figure 11, interestinglgniidication with the ingroup
is still relatively high in the marginalization adition and it drops in the exclusion

condition.
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Figure 11: Estimated marginal means of identifmatiith the ingroup according to
the conditions of social exclusion manipulation: 8&privation, marginalization and

exclusion.

Estimated marginal means of identification with the ingroup

4,27

4,07

3,87

3,67

T T T
No deprivation Marginalization Exclusion

Condition of the manipulation

Given these results ingroup identification could just be considered a simple
interindividual difference variable, therefore wecdled not to include the identification

measures as covariates in the main analyses.

4.2.4.2 The role of the different types of emotions

When presenting the measures used in this studyseperted that a principal
component analysis had indicated the possibilitghoée emotional indexes: Positive
emotions, negative resentment-related emotions reghtive resentment-unrelated
emotions. After having reported the main analyseth whe overall single index
composed by all emotions, we will now present sadditional analyses using the
three emotional indexes, keeping in mind that tesmlight be interpreted with some

caution, given the moderate sample size.
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Hypotheses’ test

Impact on the emotional display

In order to test if the display of negative resesmitarelated emotions varied
according to the manipulation of exclusion, we tfifgerformed a 3 (exclusion
manipulation) x 3 (type of emotion) GLM with typd emotion as within-subjects
factor. Results showed not only a significant mefiect of type of emotiorf; (2,170) =
42.38,p < .001, partial #* = .33, but also a significant interaction betwegpe of
emotion and exclusionf (4,170) = 8.22,p < .001, partial 4° = .16. In general
participants reported more positivel (= 3.87,SD = 1.16) than negative resentment-
related emotionsM = 2.76,SD = 1.43),t (85) = 5.13,p < .001, and more negative
resentment-related than negative resentment-uadetnhotionsNl = 2.28,SD = 0.98),

t (85) = 3.45,p = .003, with no differences between experimentahditions for
resentment-unrelated emotions, (85) < -0.97, ps = 1, and slightly less positive
emotions in the exclusion conditioM (= 3.43,SD = 1.21) than in the no-deprivation
control condition 1 = 4.24,SD = 1.03),t (85) = 2.81p = .019, with marginalization in
between Iyl = 3.92,SD = 1.13). Most importantly, however, negative resemnt-related
emotions were specifically triggered by the exa@uasimanipulation (Figure 12).
Bonferroni adjusted pairwise comparisons showed tiegative resentment-related
emotions in the marginalization conditiod (= 3.03,SD = 1.45) and in the exclusion
condition M = 3.44,SD = 1.48) were highetts (85) > 3.44ps < .003, than in the no
deprivation control condition = 1.88,SD= 1.43), but did not differ from each other,
(85) =1.22p = .677.
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Figure 12: Estimated marginal means of negativentasent-related emotions, negative
resentment-unrelated emotions and positive emotamt®rding to the conditions of

social exclusion manipulation: No deprivation, maagjzation and exclusion.
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To sum up, also when using the three emotionalxiesleresults show that
participants displayed more negative resentmeataeélemotions in the marginalization
and in the exclusion conditions than in the no geyion control condition, which lends
even more supports to our interpretation of thelltef Study 2. Interestingly, there
was not only no difference in the display of negatiesentment-unrelated emotions and
positive emotions between participants facing tifler@nt conditions of exclusion, but
these emotions also present a different pattem fiee one of the negative resentment-
related emotions (Figure 12). Thus, it seems that, surprisingly, participants’
emotional responses were quite specific. Appraisleing deprived from an expected
access to a valuable good by a dominant outgrowgomae likely to trigger emotions

such as frustration and anger rather than gufiéar, or a drop in positive emotions.

Correlational analyses

We will now continue with the correlational anak/sAs previously described,
we will start by testing our meditation model sbgpstep.
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Predicting emotional display

We regressed negative resentment-related emotianpeoceived minimal
standard violation and maximal standard violatiAs. predicted, perceived minimal
standard violation significantly predicted negatresentment-related emotions while
the prediction by maximal standard violation was significant (Table 16). However,
when predicting only the specific variance of negatesentment-related emotions by
statistically controlling for negative resentmemtelated emotions and positive
emotions, the effect of minimal standard violatmmtame marginally significant.

Negative resentment-unrelated emotions were notligiezl by perceived
minimal standard violation nor by maximal standaaation, and that did not change
when statistically controlling for negative reseptitirelated emotions and positive
emotions (Table 16).

Unexpectedly, positive emotions were (negativelygdicted by perceived
minimal standard violation, but not by maximal stard violation. Interestingly,
when statistically controlling for negative reseptiirelated and for negative
resentment-unrelated emotions, the effect of mihistandard violation was still
significant (Table 16).
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Table 16: Summary of linear regression analysevdoiables predicting the display
of negative resentment-related emotions, negaésentment-unrelated emotions and

positive emotions.

Negative resentment-related emotions
Variable B SE b B SE b

Minimal standard

o 0.76 0.25 .46** 0.42 0.26 25
violation

Maximal standard
o 0.04 0.22 .02 0.08 0.21 .05
violation

Negative resentment-

_ 0.30 0.14 21~
unrelated emotions

Positive

_ -0.35 0.12 -.29%*
emotions
R 22 .33
F (2,85) 12.56** (4,83) 10.12

Notes: the values in brackets associated with thalles refer to the degrees of freedom;
**n<.001, *p<.01, *p<.05 T p.10.
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Negative resentment-unrelated emotions

Variable

B SE S B SE §

Minimal standard
violation

Maximal standard
violation

Negative resentment-

related emotions

0.22 0.19 .20 0.17 0.20 15

0.08 0.17 .07 0.05 0.16 .05

0.19 0.08 27*

Positive
_ 0.11 0.10 .13
emotions
R .07 12
F (2,85) 3.04 (4,83) 2.86*
Positive emotions
Variable B SE S B SE S

Minimal standard
violation

Maximal standard
violation

Negative resentment-
related emotions
Negative resentment-
unrelated emotions
R

F

-0.76 0.20 -57*** -0.60 0.21 -.45*

0.19 0.18 .16 0.19 0.17 .16

-0.25 0.09 -31*

0.12 0.12 11
21 28
(2,83) 11.15% (4,83) 8.04*+

Notes: the values in brackets associated with thalles refer to the degrees of freedom;
** < .001,*p<.01, *p<.05, T .10.
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We then regressed destructive behaviour on negatgentment-related

emotions. As expected, destructive behaviour wadigied by negative resentment-

related emotions, but the result became marginsiljyificant when statistically

controlling for the effects of negative resentmentelated and positive emotions

(Table 17).

Table 17: Summary of linear regression analysesdaables predicting the display of

destructive behaviour.

Variable

SE B B SE B

Negative
resentment-
related
emotions
Negative
resentment-
unrelated
emotions
Positive
emotions

R

F

0.18

0.05 36" 0.11 0.06 22t

0.05 0.08 .06
-0.18 0.07 -.28*

13 20
(1,87) 12.85* (3,84) 6.85%*

Notes: the values in brackets associated with thalles refer to the degrees of freedom;
** n<.001, *p<.01, *p<.05 T p.10.

These results are also interesting, namely thietfiat, unlike the results so far,

the lack of positive emotions also seems to plagiain the expression of destructive

behaviour. Nevertheless they are also more compiax those we obtained using the

single negative emotions index. Given this, we wit further test the chain mediation

using the three emotional indexes.
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4.2.5 Discussion

With this study we aimed at collecting more evidensuggesting that
experiencing different forms of deprivation, namaty terms of varied degrees of
exclusion (marginalization vs. exclusion), leadsditferences in perceptions of the
violation of standards (minimal vs. maximal), irttisplay of negative emotions and in
the display of destructive behaviour. With thisdstwve did not only intend to replicate
the effects found in Study 2, but also aimed atirtgsour interpretation of the
unexpected result that we had found in Study 2,emarhat even if participants only
showed destructive behaviour in the exclusion dwondi they reported negative
emotions not only in such extreme deprivation coods, but already under conditions
of marginalization. We also intended overcoming sohmitation of Study 2 by
including a condition of no deprivation in the dgsi by using artificial groups in a
more controlled environment and by having a moreatlibehavioural measure.

To accomplish these aims, we conducted a laboragtugly with university
students living in Portugal, using a pre-programmietlial ball toss game: A situation
of minority versus majority was created, the degseéeprivation experienced in the
game was manipulated and perceptions of exclugp@nceptions of violation of
minimal and maximal standards, the emotional respsrelicited by the game and the
behaviour displayed during the game were measured.

We consider that using this new paradigm was beiaéfin several ways: It
allowed directly manipulating exclusion; it prevedtthe strong impact of social
desirability in the expression of negativity (b@han emotional and at a behavioural
level) that might perhaps have distorted resultsh@ more publicly controversial
context of Study 2; and it allowed for accessingialcbehavioural responses, instead of
behavioural intentions.

More precisely, we created a specific game sitonatlat frustrated players’
expectations about their total inclusion in theesopdinate category (all the participants
playing in that session) by constraining the playerccess to the virtual ball (and
associated gains in money). With that we intendedndét at all (no deprivation
condition), slightly (marginalization condition) éndeeply (exclusion condition)
frustrate the players’ expectations in order teeasswhether this would have an impact
on the display of negative emotions and destrudbiebaviours. By frustrating such

expectations only partially in one condition andally in the other condition, we
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intended to create diverse frames that would tatdi different interpretations of the
same situation: When slightly frustrating playezgpectations we aimed at facilitating
the interpretation of the game situation in termham@aximal standard violation; and
when deeply frustrating players’ expectations weedl at facilitating the interpretation
of the game situation in terms of minimal standaaiation. The condition in which we

did not frustrate the players’ expectation served daseline control condition.

Our prediction was that destructive behaviour woléd an outcome only of
exclusion, but not of marginalization and that tli§ect should be mediated by
perceived minimal (not maximal) standard violatemd negative emotions in a chain
mediation. Moreover, we also expected that — ia inth results in Study 2 — negative
emotions should be stronger in both the marginatinaand the exclusion conditions,
even if not leading to destructive behaviour undarginalization.

The manipulation was successful: Participantstfetmore excluded, the more
they were actually excluded. Then, experimentaultessupport our hypotheses:
Exclusion impacted the perceptions of violatiomohimal and maximal standards, the
display of negative emotions and the display oftrdetive behaviour. In contrast to
participants in the no deprivation control conditiothe players in both the
marginalization and the exclusion conditions pefe@i more standard violations in
general, but they were more ready to interpretgame situation as a violation of
minimal standards as compared to maximal standartie exclusion condition than in
the marginalization condition. Moreover, even ifrtpapants reported more negative
emotions in both the marginalization and the exolugonditions, they only displayed
destructive behaviour in the exclusion conditiorpattern that replicates the results of
Study 2.

Concerning the correlational data, results weresisbent with the hypothesis
that exclusion was perceived as a minimal standeidtion and with the hypotheses
that perceiving a violation of a minimal standaed Ito the display of more negative
emotions which, in turn, led to the display of mdesstructive behaviour. Moreover, the
results revealed that the relation between exahusiod the display of destructive
behaviour is mediated both by perceived minimahdaad violation and experienced
negative emotions. Interestingly, this mediationswet complete, which seems to
suggest that not all destructive behaviour mightriggiered by an emotional response,

but that it might eventually also serve strategigopses (Scheepers et al., 2006).
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Moreover, these results suggest that — as suspiactiee discussion of Study 2 —
already marginalization is enough to trigger thpezience of the violation of maximal
standards, but also the experience of minimal stalsdas well as negative emotions.
Nevertheless, interpretations in terms of minimi&ndard violations and, in turn,
destructive behaviours are more likely responsexttusion, not to marginalization.

Overall, the results of the current study suppad eomplement the findings of
Studies 1 and 2 showing that it is not exclusiongge but rather the interpretation of
exclusion as a violation of minimal standards tleaids people to display destructive
behavioural reactions, presumably triggered by dkperience of emotional distress.
Even though manipulations and measures of our raristwere not always perfect as
they are, most of the time, empirically confoundedeal life (e.g., exclusion predicts
the perceived violation of both minimal and maxinsndards, which are highly
correlated), these results are meaningful as tHatioes we hypothesized are
consistently significant when confounded variataes controlled for. Thus, also in this
study the correlational support for the two-stepicimediation seems to highlight that
violated minimal standards — rather than violatealximal standards — and negative
emotions are the key variables for explaining tlepldy of destructive behaviour as a
response to exclusion. Although maximal standaadations were also predicted by
exclusion, only the minimal standard violationsdacéed negative emotions.

Besides, the indirect link between exclusion awstructive behaviour, via
perceived minimal standard violation and negatiweotons, was significant: This
evidence together with the results from the previstudies speaks for the importance
of how participants interpreted the situation thegre presented with (in terms of
minimal and maximal standards), rather than justtii@ impact of the situation (of
exclusion) itself. A noteworthy strength of thisidy is that, unlike Study 2, it allowed
us to test the complete model with the manipulatbexclusion, thus, allowing us to
draw causal conclusions.

One interesting, though unpredicted, result in gtigdy was an effect of the
exclusion manipulation on identification with thgroup. Participants had lower levels
of identification in the exclusion condition thanthe other conditions. The fact that the
participants had no previous group history can lpessible explanation for this result.
Thus, it might be the case that the participantsewmaking their identification
dependent on what they experienced with the teanmgluhe game. A pleasant

experience (e.g., no deprivation, which impliednigeinvolved in the game and earning
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money) translates into a relatively high ingroupntification, whereas an unpleasant
experience (i.e., exclusion) translates into atinedly low ingroup identification. We
would argue that the participants in the exclugiondition used dis-identification from
the ingroup as a strategy of social mobility, whishone plausible response to a
negative social identity (e.g., Tajfel & Turner,7B9. Most remarkable for our purposes
is that — although the difference between the eaiu and the marginalization
conditions was not significant — the clear dropidantification was in the exclusion
condition and not already in the marginalizatiomdition (Figure 11). This pattern
indirectly supports the idea that exclusion is mdtmnan just being deprived of a
desirable good, but creates a particularly unbéausituation that has severe impacts on
people’s social identity.

A worth mentioning limitation of this study is tip@ssible confound between the
exclusion manipulation and the fact of whether kdiging destructive behaviour
(withdrawing small amounts of money from all thetjggpants in the game’s session) is
costly or not: The participants placed in the esido condition did not get the
opportunity to start accumulating money every tiime members of their team receive
the virtual ball. Given this, and different frometlother two conditions, going for
destructive behaviour in the exclusion conditioeslaot seem a costly option as it only
harms the team against which the naive participardsplaying. We would argue,
however, that participants in the exclusion cooditivho opted for destructive
behaviour might still have made a decision for atlgooption, given that such
behaviour might upset the outgroup and by this tmde the chances to receive the
ball by them in the future. Nevertheless, this tanon is a serious methodological
problem which will be addressed in the next study.

Another very serious methodological problem of ttisdy, which was already
present in the previous studies, is the confoundihghe manipulation of standard
violation with the severity of deprivation from agred good and with the overall
severity of standard violation. Therefore, one dosiill argue that the results of the
three presented studies can be explained by the pawsimonious idea that behavioural
responses will be the more extreme the more seheréenduced deprivation and the
more severe, therefore, the violation of standa®dgsh an argumentation would claim
that our standard violation framing in Study 1 atie distinction between
marginalization and exclusion in Studies 2 andd@rbt capture qualitatively different

situations, namely violations of maximal or mininshndards, respectively, but just a
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quantitative difference between less extreme ancereatreme disadvantage/standard
violations. This confound, is, of course, unavoidalas long as the degree of
deprivation is used as the exclusive manipulatiompredictor of standard violations,

because in real life exclusion and minimal standadodations are de facto a more

extreme form of deprivation than marginalizationd amaximal standard violations.

However, inspired by previous research on mininmal enaximal standard violations

(Kessler et al., 2010) we addressed also this rdethbgical problem in the next study.

4.3 Study 4

In order to address the limitations of Study 3 wenducted a second
experimental study. Concretely, this study intet@l®vercome the possible confound
between facing an exclusion condition and the &doivhether displaying destructive
behaviour is costly for the disadvantaged group @andvercome the limitation of all
previous studies, namely the possible confound &etwthe type of standard violation
(minimal vs. maximal) and the severity of standai@ation. Such confound is quite
usual when we are dealing with natural groups, bbbuld be more easily
distinguishable in an artificial setting and resagtto artificial groups.

Like in Study 3, we let participants believe thaey played with other
participants a virtual ball toss game and that thveye member of a minority team
playing with a majority team.

To address the problem of a possible confound satverity, we did not only
manipulate exclusion, but also the cognitive adbdiyg of a given type of standard by
introducing a mindset priming task. This task wasigned at priming a minimal
standard related mindset versus a maximal stamditd mindset. Apart from that, we
manipulated social exclusion of the ingroup andmeasured emotional responses and
destructive behaviour. While exclusion itself il stonfounded with severity of the
standard violation, the mindset priming is not. Koer, as has been discussed in the
theoretical introduction, theoretically most of redlards can be interpreted either as
minimal or as maximal standards. Therefore, thedsen priming should influence the
interpretation that participants apply to one ahd tsame standard violation (i.e.,
exclusion) of the same level of severity. When ipgrants are primed with a minimal
standard mindset, the same standard violation eiwi) should be interpreted more
likely as a minimal standard violation than whemythare primed with a maximal

standard mindset (Kessler et al., 2010). Therefaee,0only expected the detrimental
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effects of standard violation on negative emotiand destructive behaviour when there
was 1) de facto a standard violation (i.e., ingkelusion condition) and 2) participants

were primed with a minimal standard mindset.

4.3.1 Hypotheses

Given its specificity when compared to the previstigdies, this study tries to
test a slightly different set of hypotheses:

- H1) The disadvantaged minority members exposed tainimal mindset
priming and to exclusion should perceive more \tiola of a minimal standard (as
compared with the violation of a maximal standatithn disadvantaged minority
members either not facing any exclusion or facixglesion but primed with a
maximal mindset. They should also show strongeratmneg emotions and more
destructive behaviour than participants in the otoadition.

- H2) The more disadvantaged minority members pegctne violation of a
minimal standard as compared with the violatiom @haximal standard, the stronger
negative emotional reactions they should have.

- H3) The stronger the negative emotional reactmfrdisadvantaged minority
members are, the stronger tendencies for desteulsétraviour they should have.

- H4) Facing exclusion and being exposed to a mahimindset priming
should increase disadavantaged minorities’ tendsendéor destructive behaviour
through an indirect effect via minimal standardlaimn perception and negative

emotions (see Figure 15).
4.3.2 Method

Participants

Participants were first year university studentgpplied communication living
in Portugal, from 18 to 33 years ol = 20.62,SD = 3). From the 66 participants, 37
(i.e., 56.1%) are female. In order to ensure tlatippants had understood the subtle
difference in the Portuguese instruction of the daet priming, eight non-Portuguese

participants were removed from the sample. As alrese had a working N of 58.

Design

In the current study we manipulated the accessibdf a given standard by

introducing a mindset priming and measured emotigraponses and destructive
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behaviour. We also manipulated social exclusiothefingroup, this way including an
instance of a standard violation that could berpreted as minimal or maximal,
depending on the mindset priming.

Accordingly, this study used a 2 (mindset priminginimal standard vs.
maximal standard) x 2 (social exclusion: No depidra vs. exclusioff) between-

subjects design.

Overview

We invited the participants to collaborate on twasks: A sensori-motor
coordination test and an online game. Before baitrgduced to the online game and,
therefore, before applying the social exclusion ipalation, the participants were asked
to perform a sensori-motor coordination test, theelated task used to introduce the
mindset priming. Applying a technique developedK®gsler et al. (2010, Study 4), we
primed the mindset using differentiated instrucsi@bout how to perform the sensori-
motor coordination test.

The subsequent online game served to manipulateistsc. Similarly to the
design used in Study 3, we created an artificinlasion in order to introduce the
manipulation of the degree of exclusion. Again,dohen the works of Williams et al.
(2000), we developed a virtual game in which pgréints were members of a numerical
minority team that had to play with a numerical ondy team. Just like in Study 3, the
task of the players was to throw and receive a kath each move increasing some
virtual money account of the team receiving thd.daliring the game, the majority
team did (exclusion condition) or did not (no deption condition) deprive the
minority team from accessing a good (receivingldb#). During the game, destructive

behaviour was measured. Positive and negative ensotvere measured afterwards.
Manipulations

Mindset

The participants were invited to perform a simplskito evaluate their sensori-

motor coordination. More specifically, they wer&ited to help a cartoon mouse make

34 as the problems addressed in this study were petific for the marginalization case, and as weshav
replicated the specific results for the marginai@acondition of Study 2 already in Study 3, wesided
not to include a marginalization condition, notyfdr reasons of economy, but also to avoid exgpsin
more participants than necessary to unpleasantriexgrgtal procedures (according to the principle of
minimizing suffering as much as possible).
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her way through a maze so that she could get sdraese to end her hunger. The
participants were randomly assigned to one of taeddions, in terms of the mindset
priming®: In the minimal standard condition, the particisanere asked tquickly
find a way through the mazeand they were also told thanly if they find the way
trough the maze would the mouse get cheese, otherwise the mousgdwemain
hungry; in the maximal standard condition, the ipgrants were asked to find a way
trough the mazas far and as fast as possiblend they were also told thie further
they went in the mazethe more cheese the mouse would get. After conmgidtie
priming task, participants were introduced to thdine game, the task designed at

manipulating social exclusion.

Social exclusion

Similar to the procedure in Study 3, after a pebdrial, the participants were
invited to take part in a simple game in which tinuld play in teams and had to catch
and throw a virtual ball. The participants were ay& assigned to the numerical
minority team, but were randomly assigned to onetvad conditions in terms of
exclusion in the game: In the no deprivation caonditboth the majority team and the
minority team were granted equal access to the @ihedpossession of the ball), in the
exclusion condition, the majority team had almostigsive access to the good, whereas
the minority team was severely deprived from adogsthe good by having almost no

possession of the ball.

Procedure

The data was collected in a Portuguese Universitysbon.

The researcher recruited the participants via tialworation with professors,
who agreed to let the researcher collect the daatiag classroom. The participants were
invited to collaborate in two tasks: A sensori-miatoordination test and an experiment
designed to improve an online game developed byugeese Universities, including
the Lisbon University Institute. The procedure wvitas following: All the participants
with access to a computer took part simultaneoumslyne session. As far as possible,

attention was taken so that the participants hagbad visibility of the computer’s

% In the original technique, Kessler et al. (20163dithe mindset priming to manipulate both the type
standard (minimal vs. maximal) and the regulatagus (prevention vs. promotion). Because Kessler et
al. (2010) neither expected nor found effects gltatory focus we held it constant in our studydomjy
using the promotion version of the original techugq
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screen placed in front of them, but had as litigibility as possible of the other
computers’ screens.

For all the participants, all the instructions wstandardized and were presented
on the computer screen: The participants were @dvib collaborate on two tasks,
introduced to the sensori-motor coordination teéstroduced to the game, had the
opportunity to familiarize themselves with the game trial period, played the game
itself, filled in a questionnaire about their expaces in the game (where some of the
dependent variables were included), and finallyend=briefetf.

More specifically, the participants were informefttize following: For the first
task, participants were asked to imagine that suimmer time and that a small hungry
mouse rides trough her territory. Out of a suddlea,mouse is magnetically attracted
by the seductive smell of her favourite cheese. gbal of the task was to help the
mouse satisfy her hunger by guiding her throughaaenby pencil marking her way in
a paper-printed maze. Depending on the mindsetipgircondition, participants read
either the minimal standard instruction or the medistandard instruction.

After finishing the task, the participants wereaatluced to the online game and,
analogous to the description of Study 3, receivédrination about this second task:
The goal of the game was to catch a virtual balnasy times as possible; the game
would be played by two teams: The blue one (migdaam, 2 players) and the yellow
one (majority team, 4 players) and would have tinatibn of 5 minutes. In reality, all
other players were simulated by the computer.

Participants were instructed that each of the @pents playing would receive a
compensation for her/his collaboration. This conga¢ion would be accumulated
during the game: After catching the ball three snthe team would receive 0.10 € for
every additional catch. Different from Study 3 oirder to avoid a confound between the
exclusion manipulation and costliness of discount{destructive behaviour), both
teams were informed that they would begin the gantle a virtual account of 0.20€

each. After receiving three times the virtual balbth teams saw their virtual account

36 At the end of the study, a standardized debriefives presented to the participants. Although
standardized, the debriefing was adapted to thditon of the manipulation that the participantsdd:
Participants who were exposed to exclusion receivede detailed and thorough debriefing than the
other participants to make sure that they werenagatively affected by their participation in thady.
Especially care was taken so that the participassecially those facing an exclusion conditioradly
understood that they were the only real participantthe game and that all other participants were
computer generated.
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increasing 0.10€ each time any team member cabghtittual ball. With that specific
change in the procedure we made sure that discmumtas always costly for the
ingroup and the participants, independently of Wwaetparticipants were in the
exclusion condition or not (at the end, all papaits were paid 0.75€ each, as a
symbolic compensation for their participation, &s twas the maximum amount of
money each member of the minority team could actat®auring a game session).

The participants were also informed about the atséel commands and options
they could use during the game. Each player coass the ball to any other player, that
is, to a member of the own team or to a membehefdther team. Moreover, the
participants could use several optional messagesg, (BPass me the bal)’ and
emoticons (e.g$) to communicate with all other participants (vipublic chat) or just
with the team members (via a private chat).

Several functionalities were implemented in the gam order to allow to
measure actual destructive behaviour. The partitgpeould choose to withdraw small
quantities of money from all the players in the g&tmwithdraw all the money from all
the participants in the garifequit the gam® or, in exceptional cases, send an email to
the research&t Note that when all the players in the game wenerdto an account of
0€ as a result of repeated withdrawals the gameldvend up for all the players.
Withdrawing money from all players was used asnalicator of destructive behaviour.

Irrespective of the manipulation condition, eachtipgant played a single
session of the game in which there were 30 balbwkr The computer program
controlled the behaviour of all players excepttfe naive participant’s behaviour. The
behaviour of the other players varied accordinght experimental condition. The no

deprivation condition was pre-programmed so thahéaam received the ball in 15 ball

&
37 Every time the participant pressed the buwo, 0.10€ would be withdrawn from all the players,
including the participant that pressed the button.

% When a participant pressed the butG, all the money would be withdrawn from all the yades,
including the participant that pressed the button.

% When a participant pressed the buti&, the participant quitted the game, while the other
participants would continue playing.

“0When a participant pressed the bu1@, a new window would open and the participant cdyf
in the information s/he wanted to send to the me$ea.
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throws; the exclusion condition was pre-programmsedhat the minority team received
the ball in only 2 ball throws and the majorityrtregeceived the ball in the remaining 28
ball throws.

Measureé!

Manipulation-checks. Perceived standard violatidm order to check whether
the game situation was perceived in terms of aatimh of a minimal or a maximal
standard and whether the mindset priming impaateti a perception, we measured the
degree of violation of a minimal versus maximalnst@d. Based on the works of
Kessler et al. (2010), four items measured perdemeimal standard violation (e.g.,
“For me, the experience during the ‘Ball Toss’ gamas an experience that should
never happen’a = .61) and four items measured perceived maxitagadsrd violation
(e.g., ‘For me, the experience during the ‘Ball Toss’ gawes an experience that
should happen as little as possiblei = .72). Answers were given on a dichotomous
scale (yes/no) and on a 7 point scale, ranging fiatadly disagree (1) to totally agree
(7). Interestingly, the perceived minimal and maxiirstandard violations are highly
correlated, indicating that the more the partictpgerceived a situation as representing
a minimal standard violation, the more they peredithe same situation as a violation
of a maximal standard as well(68) = .80,p < .001).

Perceived exclusionln order to access the degree to which the paatitgp felt
excluded during the game, we measured the perosptibexclusion in the post-game
questionnaire with two sets of items: One set oéd¢htems measured self-perceptions
of exclusion (e.g.;During the game, | felt that my team participated the game”,
[reversed) with the answers given on a 7 point scale, rajdriom totally disagree (1)
to totally agree; a second set of three items lslsasured self-perceptions of exclusion
(e.g.,“During the game, | felt that my team was includedhe game” [reversed] but
the answers were given on a dichotomous scale ngesAn index of perceived
exclusion was created by averaging the z-standaddialues of all the itema,= .73.
Emotional response$Ve asked participants to rate the extent (fromnbtat all to 7 —
very much) to which, during the game, they feltspared, resented, furious, frustrated,
guilty, fearful, powerless, calm, enthusiastic, e, satisfied, curious and happy (e.g.,

"During the game, | feltalm").

“1 Given the unusual results we obtained in StudytB eur identification measures (see section 412,4.
we decided not to include identification measureStudy 4.
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A principal component analysis wittarimax rotation requiring a forced three-factor
solution revealed a similar structure, though rnmqaat (which is not surprising given
that some additional emotions were included), eodhe found in Study 3: Enthusiastic,
thrilled, satisfied, curious and happy loaded pesliy on the first factor explaining
27.10 % of variance; despaired, resented, furiguasyerless and frustrated loaded
positively and calm loaded negatively on the sectaxtor explaining 27.09% of
variance; guilty and fearful loaded positively dre tthird factor explaining 13.08 % of
variance. An index of positive emotions was credig@veraging enthusiastic, thrilled,
satisfied, curious and happy: € .88); an index of negative resentment-related
emotion§? was created by averaging despaired, resentedufyrfrustrated, powerless
and reverse coded calmx £ .85), and, finally, an index of negative resestita
unrelated emotions was created by averaging ganltyfearful ( = .66).

Also like in Study 3, because the three emotiorexed are correlated (negative
resentment-related emotions were correlated with, gaositive,r (58) = - .42p =.001
and negative resentment-unrelated emotiong8) = .36,p = .005) and principal
component analyses with less than 100 participargsoften unstable (e.g., Gorsuch,
1983; MacCallum et al., 1999), we also createchglsiindex of negative emotions by
averaging the reversed positive emotions and tlgative emotions ol = .87). As
mentioned in Study 3, this single index will allaws to keep the results comparable to
those of Study 1. Again, we will use the single atagg emotions index in the main
analyses and report some additional analyses hatlthree emotion indexes.

Behavioural response3he behavioural responses available to the paaitgo
were the following: Normative (sending an email ttee researcher), moderately
destructive (withdrawing small amounts of moneynrirall the participants in the game)
and/or extremely destructive (withdrawing all thermay from all the participants in the
game by withdrawing small amounts of money unt pgarticipants were left with no
money). Only two participants chose sending an ketoathe researcher (normative
behaviour), so this measure was not used in fudhalyses. Like in Study 3, we used
withdrawing small amounts of money (moderately tiggabehaviour that could also
assume the form of extremely negative) as our hebheal measure. More specifically,

we used the number of times the participants pdese button corresponding to this

2 Although powerless and reverse coded calm arelinettly linked to resentment, these two emotions
entered this index because in the current conteeir tassociation with the other resentment-related
emotions made sense. Therefore, and for reasaieadability, we kept the labels of the emotion kefe
the same as in Study 3.
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option: The more often the participants used th#oby the more destructive the

behaviour they displayed.
4.3.3 Results
Manipulation check

Perceived social exclusion

We tested the effect of the conditions of the daexalusion manipulation and
of the mindset priming in a 2 (exclusion vs. no rilggion) x 2 (maximal mindset
priming vs. minimal mindset priming) GLM on perced exclusion. As indicated by
a main effect of exclusionF (1,54) = 39.00,p < .001, partial #° = .42, the
manipulation of exclusion was successful. Perceiggdiusion was higher in the
exclusion conditionN] = 0.55,SD= 0.43) than in the no deprivation conditidv € -

0.33,SD=0.62). As expected, no other main or interacéiffact was significant.

Perceived minimal and maximal standards violation

According to our manipulation, we would expect mgpants to have
experienced a minimal standard violation if theyreavexcluded and primed with a
minimal mindset. In order to test this predictiome performed planned contrast
analysis in a one-factorial GLM, with a four categovariable as predictor
(representing all four conditions of the 2 x 2 degiand perceived minimal standard
violation as dependent variable. The analysis fdedea significant effect of the
manipulations,F (3,54) = 4.79,p = .005, partial > = .21. More concretely, the
planned contrast analyses testing the conditioexafusion after minimal mindset
priming against the other conditions (-1 -1 -1 8yaaled that — as intended by the
manipulation — participants exposed to a minimangard priming who faced a
condition of exclusion considered their experiemoere as violation of a minimal
standard ¢ = 0.54,SD= 0.62) than those in all the other conditioRg]l, 54) = 9.82,

p = .003,partial #° = .15. The residual between-category differenttes, is, between
the conditions with exclusion but maximal mindsatming (M = 0.16,SD = 0.59),
without exclusion but minimal mindset priminiyl = -0.34,SD = 0.82) and without
exclusion and maximal mindset priming & -0.10,SD = 0.60) were not significant,
F(2,54)=2.28p=.11.
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We then tested if perceiving the violation of a i@ standard varied
according to the conditions of the social exclusmanipulation and the mindset
priming, by performing a similar one-factorial GLMIhe analysis revealed a
significant effect of the manipulations,(3,54) = 3.97p = .012,partial #° = .18. Not
surprisingly, this time the effect of the manipidatfactor was all explained by the
effect of exclusion, as indicated by a correspogdiantrast (-1 -1 1 1) (1,54) =
11.20,p = .001, partial 4° = .17. Residual between-category differences nere
significant, F (2, 54) = 0.36,p = .70. That means that participants did not only
experience stronger maximal standard violation hie exclusion condition with
maximal mindset primingM = 0.26,SD = 0.58), but also in the exclusion condition
with minimal mindset priming Nl = 0.41, SD = 0.65) as compared with the no
deprivation condition with maximal mindset primiflyl = -0.32, SD = 0.73) and
minimal mindset primingNl = -0.36,SD = 0.99). This result is not surprising, given
that minimal standard violations are most probaddgo seen as maximal standard
violations, whereas maximal standard violationsnalalo not necessarily imply
minimal standard violations.

Given the close relationship (i.e., large sharathwae) between maximal and
minimal standard violation perceptions, we contthube analysis by testing for
effects on each variable while controlling for tbéher variable as a covariate.
Remember that what should be interpreted as aatamniblation, either maximal or
minimal, is exclusion. Therefore, we would expedghler standard violation
experience in the exclusion condition as compacethé no deprivation condition.
However, the interpretation of the violation as mmal standard violation or as
maximal standard violation should depend on thedseh priming. Therefore, when
statistically controlling for maximal standard \atibn, exclusion should increase
experience of minimal standard violation in the mial mindset priming condition,
but not in the maximal mindset priming conditionor®@ersely, when statistically
controlling for minimal standard violation, exclaai should increase experience of
maximal standard violation in the maximal mindsemmng condition, but not in the
minimal mindset priming condition. The pattern stimated marginal means in the

covariance analysis supported this reasoning (Eig8}J.
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Figure 13: Estimated marginal means of minimal amaximal standard violations

according to the conditions of social exclusion mpalation and to the mindset priming.
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Moreover, when controlling for perception of maximrstandard violation as a
covariate, the planned contrast testing our priegicfor experienced minimal
standard violation (0 -1 0 1) was significaRt(1, 53) = 4.58p = .037,partial 5°
.08, and there were no residual between-categdigreinces,F (2, 53) = 0.47p

.62. When controlling for perception of minimal rediard violation as a covariate, the

planned contrast testing our prediction for expexgel maximal standard violation (-1
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0 1 0) was marginaF (1, 53) = 3.38p = .072,partial #*> = .06, and there were no
residual between-category differencé¢2, 53) = 0.02p = .98.

Overall, our manipulation check shows that the palation was successful.
Although the experience of minimal and maximal d&d violations is empirically
highly correlated, the mindset priming successfailyderated the interpretation of the
exclusion experience as a minimal standard viatatto as a maximal standard

violation.
Hypotheses’ test

Impact on the emotional display

In order to test if the display of negative emosioraried according to the
conditions of the social exclusion manipulation acdording to the mindset priming,
we performed a one-factorial GLM. Results reveatedignificant effect of the
manipulationsF (3,54) = 2.94p = .041,partial #° = .14. As predicted, the results of
planned contrast analysis revealed that particgp@xposed to a minimal mindset
priming that faced a condition of exclusion disgdymore negative emotionsl (=
3.89,SD= 1.02) than those in all other experimental coodg, F (1,54) = 5.99p =
.018, partial ° = .10. Residual between-category differences wetesignificant,F
(2,54) = 1.41p = .25. That means, participants in the other tloa@litions, namely
those exposed to a minimal mindset priming thatrditiface a condition of exclusion
(M = 3.22,SD= 0.93), those exposed to a maximal mindset prirtiiag) did not face
a condition of exclusionM = 2.82,SD = 0.94) and those exposed to a maximal
priming that faced a condition of exclusiad € 3.42,SD = 1.12), did not differ in

their report of negative emotions.

Impact on the behavioural display

As in Study 3, because the distribution of thisiaksle was too skewed
(Skewness 6.03,Kurtosis= 40.42) to be used in regression analyses and <Gl
created a normal score of destructive behaviourguBilom's Formula (Blom, 1958)
for the transformationSkewness 1.31,Kurtosis= 0.73; Pearson correlation between
raw variable and transformed variabte= .70; rank correlation Spearmans Rho =
1.0.) that was used in all significance tests. Yas, in Study 3, for better

interpretability, we will report the untransformeiv data in the descriptives.
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To test whether the manipulation of social exclosaod the mindset primimg
had an impact on the display of destructive behayiwe performed a one-factorial
GLM with planned contrast analysis. Results showedignificant effect of the
manipulations,F (3,54) = 4.13,p = .010, partial #> = .19. More specifically, the
results of the planned contrast analysis revealad, tas predicted, participants
exposed to a minimal standard priming that facedralition of exclusion displayed
more destructive behaviouM(= 2.40, SD = 6.05) than those in all the other
experimental conditions; (1,54) = 7.47p = .008,partial 7> = .12. Residual between-
category differences were not significaRt(2,54) = 2.45p = .096. That means that
the other three conditions, namely minimal mingsehing/no deprivationNl = 0.87,
SD = 2.21), maximal mindset priming/no deprivatiod € 0.07,SD = 0.26) and
maximal mindset priming/exclusioM(= 0.67,SD= 0.89) did not significantly differ

from each other.

Testing the mediation model

After verifying the effect of our manipulations akekting our hypotheses, a
final test is provided by presenting the mediatmadel. We decided to present the
full model instead of a step by step regressionpgks the full mediation model, as a
step by step methodology would be redundant with dhta previously presented.
Again we used the bootstrapping method with 1008&dirap resamples with bias-
corrected estimates and confidence intervals tesacthe indirect effect as proposed
by Preacher and Hayes (2008). And again we choose-dailed significance test for
these indirect effects by estimating 90% confidemtervals, both because of the
small sample size and because the hypothesis eadyctlirected.

In order to test the mediation model, we createtbaal contrast variable
comparing participants exposed to a minimal mingsehing and exclusion (coded
with 3) against the others, that is, against thpygaed with a minimal mindset and not
exposed to exclusion (coded with -1), those primeth a maximal mindset and
exposed to exclusion (coded with -1) and those gulimith a maximal mindset and not
exposed to exclusion (coded with -1). This contiastable entered as the predictor in
the mediation analysis¥ = .14, F (2,55) = 5.61,p = .0061. We tested the indirect

43 \We also tested whether the mediation was signifigamen two orthogonal residual contrasts were
included as covariates. As this was the case, partréhe results without these covariates.
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effect of the focal contrast on destructive behaviva negative emotions (Figure 14).
As shown in Table 18, almost all the predicted @ffga, ¢ paths), except the effect of
the mediator on the dependent variable (b pathiciwivas marginal, were significant.
More importantly, the more robust bootstrap estemandicated that the indirect effect
of the focal contrast via negative emotions on rdestve behaviour was significant
(a*b: B=0.0312,SE= 0.0236, with a 90% confidence interval rangingnir0.0033 to
0.0890§*. As the ¢’ path, that is, the direct effect of thentrast on destructive
behaviour while controlling for the mediator, wdsaasignificant, the mediation was

only partial.

Figure 14: Mediation model using minimal mindsetinpng and exclusion

manipulations as the predictor (contrast). Fomestes of a, b, ¢’ (c) see Table 18.

Negative
emotions
a b
Destructive
Focal contrast . behaviour
c'(c)

Note: Focal contrast compares those exposed tonamali mindset and exclusion (= 3) to those
exposed to a minimal mindset and no deprivatiorl{s to those exposed to a maximal mindset and
exclusion (= -1) and to those exposed to a maxinmatiset and no deprivation (= -1).

“ Interestingly, the indirect relation was statialig significant despite the fact that the effeéttioe
negative emotions on destructive behaviour was(ihatas only marginally significant). We think this
was the case because the robust bootstrap meth@inpioyed is less affected by the deviation of the
distribution on the dependent variable (i.e., desive behaviour) from the normal distribution.
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Table 18: Total effect (c) and direct effects af thediation analysis (see Figure 14) for
the effect of focal contrast (exclusion + minimaarglard priming) on destructive

behaviour via negative emotions.

effect B SE t p
a 0.1883 0.0754 2.50 .0155
b 0.1630 0.0912 1.79 .0795
Cc 0.1459 0.0525 2.78 .0074
c 0.1152 0.0543 2.12 .0383

Note: Focal contrast compares those exposed tonamali mindset and exclusion (= 3) to those
exposed to a minimal mindset and no deprivatiorl{s to those exposed to a maximal mindset and
exclusion (= -1) and to those exposed to a maximatiset and no deprivation (= -1).

Testing the two-step chain mediation

In order to test the complete model, and followititgg methodological
procedure described for the previous studies, wapoabed a multiple regression
analysis using the bootstrap method to accessettdichain mediation effects
proposed by Hayes et al. (2011).

In line with the procedure described for the pragionediation analysis, we used
the exclusion focal contrast as the predictor. A&ted the indirect effect of exclusion
on destructive behaviour via minimal standard ¢tiola and negative emotions, both
included as chain mediators,;{@*b, in Figure 15). Almost all the expected direct
effects (a ag) and the total effect (c) were significant whera@amost all other direct
effects were not significant (Table 19). Unexpeltedesults did not reveal an
unequivocally significant indirect effect via botthained mediators {&sz*b,: B =
0.0094,SE = 0.0092, with a percentile based 90% confidenterval ranging from -
0.0023 to 0.0261pone-tailed= -105, but with a bias corrected percentile ba3ego
confidence interval ranging from 0.001 to 0.084e-tailec= .039).

4> As mentioned for Studies 2 and 3, while percetitilsed confidence intervals were estimated usieg th
SPSS macro provided by Hayes et al. (2011), p-salre bias-corrected confidence intervals were
estimated using AMOS 17 (Arbuckle, 2008), relyingtbe same bootstrap method. Also in this analysis,
estimates of effects and standard errors wereiagiim both analyses.
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Figure 15: Chain mediation model using minimal d&d mindset priming and
exclusion manipulations as the predictor (contrast)destructive behaviour. For
estimates of al, a2, a3, bl, b2, ¢’ (c) see Tahle 1

s

Minimal Negative
standard emotions
violation
a
g 22 by by
Focal contrast: Destructive
Exclusion + behaviour
minimal standard
priming c' (c)

Note: Focal contrast compares those exposed tanamal mindset and exclusion (= 3) to those
exposed to a minimal mindset and no deprivatiorl{s to those exposed to a maximal mindset and
exclusion (= -1) and to those exposed to a maximiatiset and no deprivation (= -1).

Table 19: Total effect (c) and direct effects of tthain mediation analysis (see Figure
15) for the effect of minimal mindset priming angckision manipulations as the
predictor (contrast) on destructive behaviour veacpived minimal standard violation

and negative emotions (prediceted effects in galic

effect B SE t p
al 0.1639 0.0512 3.20 .0022
a2 0.1148 0.0789 1.45 1513
a3 0.4483 0.1894 2.37 .0215
bl 0.1673 0.1406 1.19 .2393
b2 0.1285 0.0954 1.35 .1837
Cc 0.1459 0.0525 2.78 .0074
c' 0.0943 0.0569 1.66 1031

Note: Focal contrast compares those exposed tonamali mindset and exclusion (= 3) to those
exposed to a minimal mindset and no deprivatiorl{s to those exposed to a maximal mindset and
exclusion (= -1) and to those exposed to a maximiatiset and no deprivation (= -1).
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4.3.4 Additional analysis

Like in Study 3, we presented three emotional iedeand a single negative
emotions index in our measures’ section. Also akénprevious study, we reported the
main analyses with the single index and will novegent some additional analyses

using the three emotion indexes.
Hypotheses’ test

Impact on the emotional display

In order to test if the display of negative resesntrrelated emotions varied
according to the conditions of the social exclusiganipulation and according to the
mindset priming, we performed a 4 (experimentaldioon: maximal mindset/no
deprivation vs. minimal mindset/no deprivation wsaximal mindset/exclusion vs.
minimal mindset/ exclusion) x 3 (type of emotiomsfive vs. negative resentment-
related vs. negative resentment-unrelated) GLM wybe of emotion as within-
subject factor. Results showed a significant méiece of type of emotionF (2,108)
= 42.01,p < .001, partial #* = .44. In general participants reported less regat
resentment-unrelated emotiord € 1.66,SD = 1.08) than positiveM = 3.70,SD =
1.28),t (54) = 9.90p < .001, and negative resentment-related emotidrs 8.07,SD
= 1.51),t (54) = 8.18,p < .001, with the latter two types of emotions ddtering
from each othet, (54) = 2.08p = .127. Most importantly, there was also a sigaifit
interaction between type of emotion and the expemtad manipulations; (6,108) =
3.80,p = .002,partial ° = .17. As can be seen by the pattern of estimatadjinal
means (Figure 16), similar to Study 3, and exaas$lexpected, the pattern of negative
resentment-related emotions was different from ahe of positive emotions and

negative resentment-unrelated emotions.
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Figure 16: Estimated marginal means of negativentesent-related emotions, negative
resentment-unrelated emotions and positive emotamt®rding to the conditions of

social exclusion manipulation and to the mindsehing.

Estimated marginal means of emotions

5 Emotions
— Positive
Negative

- -resentement-
related
Negative

~— resentement-
unrelated

Maximal Minimal Maximal Minimal
mindset mindeset mindset mindset
priming/No  priming/ No priming/ priming/
deprivation deprivation Exclusion Exclusion

Condition of the manipulation
(representing all four conditions
of the 2 x 2 design)

More precisely, different from all other emotiongpes, negative resentment-
related emotions were highest in the exclusion itmmd after minimal mindset
priming. We tested in the GLM whether the relativeight of negative resentment-
related emotions was indeed significantly stronigethe minimal mindset/exclusion
condition than in the other conditions by combinihg contrast testing this latter
condition against the other conditions (-1 -1 -W#h the transformation coefficient
matrix testing negative resentment-related emoteagenst the other two emotions’
types (-1 2 -1). Indeed, this planned contrastysmalrevealed a significant effeé,
(1,54) = 12,63p < .001,partial 7> = .19. Two orthogonal residual contrasts were not
significant, one testing the maximal mindset/exdascondition against the two no
deprivation conditions (-1 -1 2 OF,(1,54) = 3,11p = .084,partial 4° = .054, and one
testing the two no deprivation conditions agairasteother (-1 1 0 OF; (1,54) < 1.

We also tested the effects on each type of emoiiorseparate GLMs. In a
first GLM we tested our hypothesis for the effe€ttioe manipulation on negative

resentment-related emotions, while controlling fegative resentment-unrelated and

160



Being in or being out

positive emotions as covariates in planned contasatysis. As predicted, negative
resentment-related emotions were stronger in tldusion condition after minimal
mindset priming M = 3.82,SD = 1.61) than in all other conditions,(1,52) = 6.01p

= .018,partial 72 = .104. No residual between-category differencesevsignificant, F
(2, 52) < 0.1. Thus, there were no differences betwthe maximal mindset/exclusion
condition M = 2.96,SD = 1.77), the minimal mindset/no deprivation comht(M =
2.96,SD = 1.21) and the maximal mindset/no deprivationdtoion (M = 2.53,SD =
1.29). Results for resentment-related emotions Wexesame when the other types of
emotions were not controlled for as covariafe§],54) = 5.20p = .027,partial 7> =
.088.

We had no specific hypotheses for positive emotams negative resentment-
unrelated emotions, but the pattern of means (Eidé) suggested that there was an
effect of the exclusion manipulation on these twoogBons. Indeed, 2 (exclusion
manipulation) x 2 (mindset priming manipulation) K&, always controlling for the
respective other types of emotions, showed thatdddoositive emotiond = 4.22,
SD = 1.17),F (1,52) = 4.81p = .033,partial > = .085, and negative resentment-
unrelated emotionsV( = 1.95,SD= 1.19),F (1,52) = 4.98p = .018,partial #° = .104
were stronger in the no deprivation condition tharthe exclusion conditionM =
3.09,SD=1.14andM = 1.31,SD= 0.82, respectively). There were no main effects
interactions of the mindset priming manipulationgd aesults were the same when the
other emotions’ types were not controlled as catas with exclusion’s effects on
positive emotionsF (1,54) = 13.31,p = .001, partial ;72 = .198, and negative
resentment-unrelated emotiofs(1,54) = 5.04p = .029,partial ;72 =.085.

Correlational analyses

We will now continue with the correlational analgse

Predicting emotional display

We regressed negative resentment-related emotionpeoceived minimal
standard violation and perceived maximal standasthtvon. Unexpectedly, although
both perceived minimal standard violation and peesk maximal standard violation
were positively correlated with negative resentmretdated emotions (58) = .31p =
.02 andr (58) = .26,p = .044, respectively), they did not predict negatiesentment-
related emotions when entered together as prediatoa linear regression analysis.
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Most probably this non-result is due to multicadlarity, as the observed power for

each of the effects was very lowofver = .36). These results did not change when

statistically controlling for the effects of negetiresentment-unrelated and positive

emotions (Table 20).

Negative resentment-unrelated emotions were neitioerelated with, nor

predicted by perceived minimal standard violatianperceived maximal standard

violation. These results did not change when ptedjoonly the specific variance of

negative resentment-unrelated emotions by stadliticcontrolling for negative

resentment-related and positive emotions (Table 20)

Unexpectedly, positive emotions were not only (niegéy) correlated with

both perceived minimal and maximal standard violai but also marginally

predicted by perceived minimal standard violatibnf not by perceived maximal

standard violation. However, when statistically iwoling for the effects of negative

resentment-related and negative resentment-undedsi®tions, the effect of minimal

standard violation becomes non-significant (Tal@le 2

Table 20: Summary of linear regression analysesdaables predicting the display of

negative resentment-related emotions, negativent@&ant-unrelated emotions and

positive emotions.

Negative resentment-related emotions

Variable B SE b

B SE B

Minimal standard
, _ 0.53 0.47 .26
violation

Maximal standard

o 0.11 0.42 .06
violation
Negative resentment-

unrelated emotions

Positive

emotions

R .0¢
F (2,55) 2.86

0.20 0.38 .10

0.10 0.33 .05

0.60 0.15 .43

-0.50 0.14 -43**

38
(4,53) 8.18**

Notes: the values in brackets associated with thalles refer to the degrees of freedom;

*# < 001, * p < .01, *p<.05, tpx.10.

162



Being in or being out

Negative resentment-unrelated emotions
Variable B SE B B SE B

Minimal standard
o -0.01 0.33 -01 -0.01 0.30 -01
violation

Maximal standard
o -0.02 0.29 -.02 -0.05 0.26 -.04
violation

Negative resentment-
_ 0.29 0.12 .35*
related emotions

Positive

_ 0.29 0.10  .53***
emotions
R .001 24
F (2,55) 0.0 (4,53) 4.25**

Positive emotions
Variable B SE s B SE B

Minimal standard

o -0.67 0.36 -.38t -0.46 0.33 -.26
violation

Maximal standard
o 0.05 0.32 -03 0.002 0.29 .001
violation

Negative resentment-
_ -0.39 0.11 -.45***
related emotions

Negative resentment-

_ 0.36 0.14 .30*
unrelated emotions
R 17 34
F (2,55) 5.51* (4,53) 6.93***

Notes: the values in brackets associated with thalkes refer to the degrees of freedom;
**p<.001, *p<.01, *p<.05, T .10.
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We then regressed destructive behaviour on negatesentment-related

emotions. As expected, destructive behaviour wasligied by negative resentment-

related emotions, however although the standardiegdession coefficient did not

decrease, the result became marginally signifiedrgn statistically controlling for the

effects of negative resentment-unrelated and pesgimotions (Table 21).

Table 21: Summary of linear regression analysevdoiables predicting the display of

destructive behaviour.

Variable

SE B B SE B

Negative
resentment-
related
emotions
Negative
resentment-
unrelated
emotions
Positive
emotions

R

F

0.14

0.06 29 0.15 0.08 307

-0.15 0.10 -.16

-0.10 0.08 -.16

.08 17
(1,56) 4.99* (3,54) 3.64*

Notes: the values in brackets associated with thalles refer to the degrees of freedom;
***n<.001, *p<.01, *p<.05, T p.10.

As was the case already for Study 3, althoughebalts using the three emotions

indexes in several regards support our theoretgadoning, they are also more complex

than those we obtained using the single negativetiens index (partly because these

types of emotions are correlated with each othed) ¢hus, we will not further test the

mediations using these indexes.
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4.3.5 Discussion

Like the previous studies, Study 4 was designedetd whether destructive
behaviour and negative emotions displayed by teaddiantaged minority groups are a
consequence of the type of standard (minimal ratttean maximal) that the
disadvantaged believe has been violated by thengalyed majority group. This study,
like Study 3, used a more controlled environmeminttthe field Studies 1 and 2 and
resorted to artificial groups with no previous brgtwhich allowed for the measurement
of actual (destructive) behaviour under conditiohsctual exclusion, while attenuating
the impact of social desirability in the participsindisplay of negative emotions and
destructive behaviour. Most importantly, going begoall the previous studies, the
present study did not only manipulate the degredeagrivation that was supposed to
trigger the experience of minimal or maximal staddaolations, but also manipulated
the cognitive accessibility of minimal versus maalnstandards by a context-unrelated
mindset priming. That way it added validity to thesults of the previous studies as it
allowed to rule out the alternative explanatioralyyossible confound between the type of
standard violation (minimal vs. maximal) and thees#y of standard violation.

We invited university students to take part in t@sks — a maze and a virtual ball
toss game. In the maze, the participants had o da@house to make her way through a
maze and the instructions the participants reace wsed to prime either a minimal
standard or a maximal standard orientation. Invilteal ball toss game the participants’
team had to throw and catch a virtual ball to/franother team and the game was used to
manipulate exclusion. We expected the participtmfsel negative emotions and display
destructive behaviour when the members of theironitiyn team were deprived by the
majority team members of resources (exclusion fnawing access to the virtual ball) but
only if this deprivation was interpreted as viahatiminimal standards, but not if it was
interpreted as violating maximal standards. We etquethis to be especially true for
participants who were primed with a minimal staodarindset but not for those primed
with a maximal standard mindset.

The results indicate that the manipulations werecessful: Participants facing
exclusion did feel more excluded than the onesdltahot face exclusion in the ball toss

game. More interestingly, the results also revedleat, as expected, perceiving a
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minimal standard violation did not depend only & Eexperience of exclusion: The
participants exposed to a minimal mindset primingt tfaced exclusion were the ones
that perceived more minimal standard violation thaarticipants in all the other

conditions.

Most importantly, the combination of being exposeda minimal mindset
priming and facing social exclusion seems to haeated the particular context in which,
as predicted, participants tended to display megative emotions and more destructive
behaviour than participants in the other conditidifss data shows that being excluded,
as the theories on ostracism, stigmatization, exaty etcetera, stress, is painful, but —
and this is the novelty introduced by this studd &y this thesis — this should be more
the case when such an exclusion is experiencednémgreted as a minimal standard
violation rather than as a maximal standard viofati

For our theoretical understanding the most impaoritaplication of the results of
this study is that it probably produced the cleamsdence for the important role that
minimal standards play in the emotional and behadioresponse to deprivation. As
participants were invited to take part in two uatetl tasks — a maze and a virtual ball
toss game — the mindset priming in the maze task emnpletely unrelated to any
experience of deprivation and exclusion in the gaviet it still influenced the effect of
the exclusion manipulation on dependent variablee Emotional and behavioural
responses) that were designed and framed withergferto the game, therefore directing
the participants’ attention, when answering, togame’s experience and, thus, making a
possible influence of the mindset priming presentét the maze less likely.

Moreover, the correlational analyses also showedt the effect of the
combination of minimal mindset priming and exclusion the display of destructive
behaviour was mediated by negative emotions, affhoanly partially. However, the
results from the chain mediations analysis were ur@quivocally significant: When
relying on confidence intervals without bias coti@t, results revealed that effect of the
combination of minimal mindset priming and exclusion the display of destructive
behaviour was not mediated both by perceived mihimadset and negative emotions.

We believe that this non-significant result is @i due to the fact that our mediator
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was manipulated via our mindset priming. Nevertsglave have to admit we were not
successful in replicating this chain mediation eosel time.

Another important result of this study is that uled out another possible
confound that was a problem in Study 3, namely betwthe exclusion manipulation and
costliness of destructive behaviour. While in StuBlyparticipant in the exclusion
condition actually never accumulated money that ldiobe discounted when they
engaged in destructive behaviour (discounting foplayers), in the present study both
teams begun the game with a positive virtual actthat rendered destructive behaviour
(withdrawing 0.10€ from both teams playing) a opstption also in the exclusion
condition, as the disadvantaged team would be mgrmot only the advantaged outgroup
team, but the ingroup team as well. Moreover, thssipble confound with costliness
cannot explain the effects of the mindset primiranmulation.

These results, taken together with the ones frarptivious studies, support the
argument that actions displayed by a disadvantagedrity that are considered by the
advantaged majority as destructive are not juseéxgression of ingroup favouritism or
defense of the minority ingroup’s interests (rememthat the display of destructive
behaviour during the game was costly not only ier advantaged transgressor group but
also for the disadvantaged ingroup). Instead, wecloole that these are responses to
perceived transgressions perpetrated by the adyeshtanajority that are interpreted as
violations of minimal standards established bydhperordinate category.

Moreover, this study shows that being socially eded, which is one — if not the
most emblematic — manifestation of disadvantage jsamost detrimental effects insofar
as it is experienced as a violation of a minimahdard and, thus, as unacceptable within
the normative frame of the superordinate categdnce again we have support for the
argument that the display of destructive action @giative emotions is better understood
as motivated not only by membership in a disadwgedayroup, but also by the perceived
shared membership in a superordinate group.

Some inconclusive results of this study have tddoe mentioned. As in Study 3,
when distinguishing between different types of dors, results were rather mixed.
Although experimental results (i.e., effects of tmanipulations on different types of

emotions) were exactly in line with our predictioasd confirmed the results on the

167



Being in or being out

overall emotions index, correlational relationstioése different types of emotions with
perceived minimal and maximal standard violation afso with destructive behaviour
were rather weak. This is most probably due to icullinearity, as the different types of
emotions were correlated with each other. The sezatiple size in this study contributed
to the problem. Although we purposefully (for etliceasons) had kept sample size
small, just large enough to have sufficient pgptcits for an experimental effect, this
small sample size at the end did not allow obtgimitore conclusive correlational results.
Nevertheless, given the evidence we have presentetie four studies, we
consider that both the distinction between minimyadl maximal standards seems to be
relevant in the understanding of the display of atieg emotions and destructive
behaviour, and that exclusion seems to play aaslan instance of a minimal standard

violation and, thus, as a trigger of negative eortiand destructive behaviour.
4.4. Meta-analysis over the complete model

In three of our studies (Studies 2, 3 and 4) weehagted the chain mediation
describing our overall theoretical model, namelyediect of exclusion on destructive
behaviour, mediated by the perception of minimandard violation, which in turn
triggers negative emotions, which finally leadsl&structive behaviour. Although effects
went into the same direction in all three chain @a&oh tests, only two of them were
unequivocally significant (Studies 2 and 3). In@t4, the mediation was not significant
according to the analysis without bias-correctionthe estimation of percentile based
confidence intervals. In order to summarize thelltever all three tests, we conducted
a meta-analysis based on the significance testallithree studies (using the less
supportive significance tests that referred to ictmmice intervals without bias correction).
Indeed, the meta-analy&isshowed a significant collective effea:= 3.304,p = .001,
corresponding to an effect-sizerot .196; test of homogeneiGhi-square= 0.47,df = 2,

p = .789. The Fail-Safe N (that is, the number afigs with zero-effect that would be
necessary for indicating that this effect would hetsignificant at the .05 level) was 7.

Thus, we can conclude that there was overall robugport for our theoretical model.

6 The meta-analysis was conducted using the softiata-Analysis 5.3 developed by Ralf Schwarzer.
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CHAPTER V
General discussion

The generalizations of social psychology are (.mjtéd by the creative and boundless
diversity of human social behaviour.
Henri Tajfef’

Going beyond the debate of whether or not grougm@® in destructive behaviour,
this thesis intended to explore the circumstanaaden which disadvantaged groups
recognize the display of destructive behaviour elevant. More concretely, we have
been undertaking a social-identity-based approactexplain collective actions by
disadvantaged groups that are considered by membadvantaged groups to be most
problematic (i.e., destructive, negative, harmiiblent, etcetera). We assume that these
destructive behaviours and corresponding negativations are not mere expressions of
intergroup conflict, but are responses to actiohghe advantaged dominant group
perceived by the disadvantaged minority as trassgras that violate minimal standards
established by inclusive superordinate categori@® further propose that these
perceptions are most likely when actions by theaathged dominant group prevent
members of disadvantaged groups from meeting timémal standards for membership
in the superordinate group. In other words, ourr@pph suggests that destructive
intergroup behaviour and strong negative emotionshe part of disadvantaged groups
depend on the type of standard that they beliewebeen violated by the advantaged
group. Thus, destructive action and the negativetems that accompany it can be
understood as motivated not solely by membershg disadvantaged group but also by
perceived shared membership in a superordinatgaate

In order to test these ideas we conducted fouetudwo field studies, one with
immigrants living in Portugal (Study 1), and aninalstudy with smokers (Study 2); and
two laboratory studies with players in a virtualltass game (Studies 3 and 4). Study 1

was designed to empirically test our assumptiort thay actions that hinder the

4" Tajfel (1978, p. 6)
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disadvantaged minority from reaching minimal stadda are considered by
disadvantaged minority members as minimal standiaidtions, and our hypothesis that
only violations of minimal standards — and not at@ns of maximal standards —
represent the motivational basis underlying theldis of destructive behaviour by the
disadvantaged. Study 2, besides replicating thalteesf Study 1, intended to provide a
more complete test of our theoretical model. Itradsled a typical social context in which
disadvantaged groups most probably experience twalaof minimal standards: It
introduced social exclusion as an extreme situatiahprevents the disadvantaged group
from reaching minimal standards of a superordisategory.

Several methodological limitations of the previatisdies were then addressed in
Studies 3 and 4. All three, Studies 2, 3 and 4 wlesigned to test the hypothesis that it is
not the experience of deprivation per se but therpretation of exclusion (rather than
marginalization) as a violation of minimal versugximal standards that leads to the
display of negative emotions and destructive behavi

In general results support our hypotheses, buethhare also some unexpected
findings that require a modification of our thearat approach. The experimental results
of Study 1 could only be analysed for part of taenple as the manipulation was only
successful for the Brazilian immigrants’ subsamplevertheless, for this subsample, the
deprivation from a resource led, as predicted, toremdestructive compared to
constructive action when it was described as amahistandard violation than when it
was described as a maximal standard violation|adioa that was mediated by negative
emotions. The correlational analysis showed tlwatiHe entire sample, the only predictor
of destructive behaviour and negative emotions tvasdegree to which the deprivation
was perceived to be a violation of minimal standarBven though there was also
correlational evidence showing that perceiving aimal standard violation led to the
display of negative emotions and destructive behayithere was no significant
mediation. Thus, for the whole sample it seems that relation between perceived
minimal standard violation and destructive behawvisunot entirely due to an emotional
response.

The subsequent three studies then manipulated| sexaéusion as a predictor

leading to destructive behaviour. In all three ssdve tested a theoretical model that

170



Being in or being out

predicted social exclusion to be seen as a mingtaaddard violation, which then should
trigger negative emotions, leading in turn to deditve behaviour. This model found
support by the data patterns of all three studithpugh the chain mediation was only
significant in Studies 2 (for the correlational Bs&) and 3 (for experimental effects),
but not in Study 4.

Study 2 was a field-experiment with smokers as aonity facing scenarios of
either marginalization or exclusion. Results regdathat, although the manipulation
check was not sensitive to our subtle manipulattbe, manipulation of exclusion (vs.
marginalization) had a significant effect on peveei minimal standard violation and
destructive behaviour. In the exclusion conditioa participating smokers interpreted the
scenario more as a violation of minimal (as comgare maximal) standards and also
tended to expect themselves and ingroup membessaw more destructive behaviours
than those facing marginalization. Besides, thelte®f the correlational analysis were
consistent with the hypotheses that perceived eimiuwas perceived as a minimal
standard violation and that perceiving a violatfra minimal standard led to the display
of more negative emotions which, in turn, led t@ tdisplay of more destructive
behaviour. Moreover, the results revealed thatréhetion between perceived exclusion
and the display of destructive behaviour was mediaboth by perceived minimal
standard violation and experienced negative emstitmit not by perceived maximal
standard violation or positive emotions.

Unexpectedly, the manipulation had no effect ondisplay of negative emotions.
The latter result was interesting, as it seems tthatparticipants felt negative emotions
not only when they were totally excluded, but aliyeahen they were marginalized.

Study 3 was a laboratory study with participantaylg in a virtual ball toss
game between a majority team and a minority teaamtidipants were always in the
minority team, and — depending of the experimemahdition — their team was
marginalized or completely excluded. Different frdstudy 2, we also included a no
deprivation control condition in which the playeteam was fully participating in the
game without facing any deprivation. The results Stidy 3 show that exclusion
increased the perceptions of violation of minimarsus maximal standards and

destructive bahaviour, and the chain mediationhef overall model was significant.
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However, results also replicated the unexpectedirfqm of Study 2, namely that

participants reported more negative emotions inhbtite marginalization and the
exclusion conditions than in the no deprivation toaincondition. Again, participants

were already responding emotionally in the margmagibn condition, but only in the

exclusion condition did they turn to destructivehdeour. Related to this was another
interesting result, namely that the mediation o #ffect of exclusion on destructive
behaviour was not complete, which seems to suggestin Study 1, that not all

destructive behaviour might be triggered by an éwnat response.

Although testing the same hypotheses as the prewtudies, and using the same
virtual ball toss setting as Study 3, Study 4 whpasticular importance, as it addressed
the alternative explanation of our results by taet that minimal standard violation is
naturally confounded with overall severity of startiviolation. To rule this alternative
hypothesis out, we did not only manipulate exclagibis time testing it only against the
no deprivation control condition), but also primeaticipants’ relative accessibility of
minimal standards versus maximal standards by gletety unrelated mindset priming
(using a method developed by Kessler et al., 20A8)expected, perceiving a minimal
standard violation did not depend only on the eigmee of exclusion but also on the
mindset priming, so that excluded participants thate exposed to a minimal standard
mindset priming were the ones that perceived motiainmal standard violation,
experienced more negative emotions and showed rdestructive behaviour than
participants in all the other conditions. Moreove correlational analysis also showed
that the effect of the combination of minimal miatlgriming and exclusion on the
display of destructive behaviour was mediated bgatige emotions, and again, the
mediation was only partial.

As a summary of the empirical results of all stsdiee can say that, although
highly correlated with perceived maximal standaidlation, perceiving a minimal
standard violation has different consequences tparceiving a maximal standard
violation. Perceiving the former, rather than th#dr, leads to the display of negative
emotions and destructive behaviour. Moreover, asults further show that being
exposed to marginalization is not the same as beixgosed to exclusion.

Marginalization may already lead to a certain, tiloless extreme, degree of perceived
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exclusion and — different from what we expectedegative emotions, but these do not
translate into destructive behaviour. Also, beingrgimalized leads more to perceptions
of maximal standard violations than to perceptiohsninimal standard violations. In

contrast, exclusion leads to more perceived ministahdard violations, rather than
maximal standard violations and such perceived mahistandard violations lead to the

display of negative emotions and destructive behavi

5.1 How much does the data support the theoreticahodel?

None of our studies provided perfect support for theoretical assumptions and
predictions, but the different studies complemetheother so that the overall support is
actually substantial. While the laboratory studmegl higher internal validity, the field
studies support the external and ecological validit our approach. For instance, our
results indicate that manipulating our key varigblas easier in the laboratory than in
the field context. Yet, even in the absence of detefy successful manipulations
(Studies 1 and 2), our correlational results sugggoour hypotheses: In Study 1 the
subsample for which the standards manipulation staxessful showed the expected
results, and in Study 2 experimental results weyend despite an unsuccessful
manipulation check. The laboratory studies theomadd to have more direct measures of
actual behaviour and to rule out alternative exgtiams.

Moreover, although the predicted chain mediatia@mfrexclusion, via minimal
standards violation and negative emotions to detstelbehaviour was not significant in
all studies, a meta-analytical check of the accatedl evidence indicates a clear indirect
effect. Despite such substantial support for oueraV approach, we also had several

unpredicted results that are worth a deeper exjpbora

5.2 The role of negative emotions as predictors destructive behaviour

Some of our results are particularly informativethe light of arguments derived
from relative deprivation research (e.g., Lima &I&/a2003; Walker, 2010; Walker &
Smith, 2002). According to relative deprivationdhg intergroup comparisons can result
in perceptions of injustice leading to fraternapieation (Runciman, 1966) and the
experience of anger, which then, in turn, woulddléa collective action. Our results

correspond to this line of thinking insofar as degiion was interpreted as a standard
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violation which then triggered negative resentmedted emotions. We would argue,
however, that it is also important to take intoaett the type of standard that is violated,
that is, not all injustice might lead to the sareelihgs of resentment. In our data, for
instance, perceptions of minimal standard violaiaather than maximal standard
violations led to negative feelings and were th&mate predictor of destructive
behaviour as well. Nevertheless, although exclussothe most likely situation to be
interpreted as minimal standard violation and igg&r negative emotions, our data show
that being “only” marginalized also leads to negatifeelings, even if it does not
necessarily leads to perceived minimal standarthtitoms, nor to destructive behaviour.
Accordingly, relative deprivation theory might kalccurately predict negative emotions,
even without distinguishing between minimal and mmat standard violations. One
reason can be that being marginalized is also te quersive experience, though being a
lighter form of rejection and deprivation than exssbn is. Though lighter, this form of
deprivation is probably already enough to creaerese that the ingroup is worse off than
it deserves, and this fraternal deprivation doesdiate into negative emotions, most
probably for other reasons than perceived minim@ndard violation. Relative
deprivation theory might fall short, however, whemedicting actual destructive
collective action, because our data show that sxmhuand minimal standard violations
play a key role as predictors of such behaviouthWther words, negative, resentment
related emotions will not always lead to the samlealvioural responses.

One explanation for our complex results on emotioas be that we aggregated
different negative emotions in composite indexesgnewhen distinguishing between
different types of emotions. Therefore we do nobw whether being marginalized
versus being excluded is impacting different negagmotions. With other words, one
reason why both marginalization and exclusion edhe display of negative emotions,
but that these negative emotions only triggeredrdetsve behaviour in the exclusion
conditions, and not in the marginalization condiipcan be that perhaps the negative
emotions triggered by exclusion were more relevanctollective destructive action than
the emotions triggered by marginalization.

For example, Tausch et al. (2011), present angarcamstructive emotion leading to

normative action and contempt as a derogatory emdéiading to nonnormative action.
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Even though their results did not always suppoet ldck of a link between anger and
nonnormative action — what is somehow congruenh witir results —, the fact that
contempt was a positive predictor of nonormativiads an important result to be taken
into account. The type of emotions measures thatused in our studies does,
unfortunately, not allow for a more detailed anaysf the role of different single
emotions. Future studies on this issue might tloeeeinvolve more precise emotional
measures, which, for instance, capture differesdiatnger-related and contempt-related
appraisals.

Another observation about the role of emotions im studies refers to guilt and
shame, emotions usually studied in a context ircvithe ingroup is the wrongdoer. As
we have shown in the additional analyses of bothdi8s 3 and 4, the negative
resentment-unrelated emotions, which did includdt,gwere generally low in our
studies. In Study 4, when participants were playmthe ball toss game, these emotions
even decreased in the exclusion as compared tachesion condition.

This is an interesting result, as in the exclusiondition at least part of participants
engaged in destructive behaviour, that is, thegdaess wrongdoers, and those who did
not might have been tempted to do so. Thus, inreaioeway one could expect some
increased levels of guilt in the exclusion conditi®bviously that was not the case. On
the contrary, in line with our reasoning, evenearting to destructive behaviour in such
a context may harm not only the outgroup but als® ingroup, our disadvantaged
participants most probably did not felt as wrongdpas if they perceived their behaviour
as justified. Thus, they might have felt that thenishment was deserved for the
advantaged perpetrator, and that such punishmeastmae important than avoiding
“collateral” damages for the ingroup.

Interestingly and also unexpectedly, the relati@ween being excluded and
displaying destructive behaviour did not alwaydude an emotional response. In Study
1 the correlational results showed that perceivéngninimal standard violation was
related to the display of negative emotions andrdetive behaviour, but — although
there was a mediation of the experimental effect tftte subsample in which the
manipulation was successful — there was no sigmfianediation in the correlational

pattern for the overall sample. In Study 3 the ltssievealed that the mediation of the
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relation between exclusion and the display of desitre behaviour both by perceived
minimal standard violation and experienced negatveotions was not complete.

Finally, in Study 4, the correlational analyseswgéd that the effect of the combination
of minimal mindset priming and exclusion on thepthy of destructive behaviour was

only partially mediated by negative emotions. Takegether these results seem to
suggest that not all destructive behaviour mightrlgggered by an emotional response,
but might be a more direct response to minimaldsesh violations and possibly serve
strategic purposes (Scheepers et al., 2006; Taetsah, 2011). It could be argued that
destructive behaviour could be seen as assumirpigc form of empowerment for

disadvantaged groups. Drury and Reicher (1999)ek@mple, discuss and show how
empowerment can be an outcome of crowd behaviohite wiscussing power not as a
group’s attribute, but rather as a social relatiGhen and Kruglansky (2009), on the
other hand, suggest that terrorism might be adadtminority influence amongst other

reasons because of “... the considerable power d¢eplan the minority hands in its

struggle against some majority.” (p. 205).

Participants might consider such empowerment Dbytrags/e collective
behaviour to be a reasonable option, even if ke risky. As we have stated in the
theoretical introduction, when the disadvantagesbmteto destructive behaviour, it may
lead to a cycle of violence escalation as the atdgga would react by further excluding
the disadvantaged. Such a situation would, in tea the disadvantaged to (continuing
to) resort to destructive behaviour as a meansuniisping the advantaged group’s
transgression. This way, for the disadvantaged ghimj the advantaged group’s
transgression can be especially costly. The faadt dr data show that they still do it —
and they might even do it strategically — represantobstacle to the rationalist approach,
as it shows that individuals (and we would addugs) are willing to resort to such a tool
even if the costs might outweigh the gains (e.grp€nter, 2006; Fehr & Gachter, 2002).
This “altruist punishment” (Fehr & Géchter, 2008)aittributed an important role in the
promotion of cooperation by, for example, refragiinee riding (Carpenter, 2006; Fehr
& Gachter, 2002). Although cooperation is not thebject of this thesis, this
argumentation shows how punishment can be straiggiosed to deter an unwanted

behaviour. In the same line, there are authors agoe for an instrumental value of
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violence (e.g., Jackman, 2001). Jackman (2001)esigghat when using instrumental
violence, even if the more immediate goal is hagnits aim is to facilitate another goal,
such as punishment, hence its instrumentality.

In the same vein, we believe that the motivatiohite the display of destructive
behaviour by the disadvantaged is punishing theamidged violator of minimal
standards so that an illegitimate situation is fouan end and, thus, the superordinate
category can be protected (and not only the sulpgvaiim of the violation). And maybe
there are situations in which such motivation does need an emotional response
associated to it. In this respect our perspectifierd from the relative deprivation
tradition (e.g., Gurr, 1970; Walker, 2010; WalkerSinith, 2002), not only because we
believe that the most important motivation behiedtductive behaviour is not the idea of
being entitled to something one does not have alad because we have data showing
data that anger and resentment might not alwayprégent as the fuel for collective
destructive behaviour.

To sum up, the role of negative emotions as mediatd the relation between
exclusion and destructive behaviour is both mongitéd and more specific than we
originally hypothesized. Negative emotions do ptayole as a mediator in destructive
behaviour. However, people might abstain from desitre behaviour even if they feel
strong negative emotions, when these negativenfgelare not responses to minimal
standard violations, and they may opt for destwectbehaviour as a punishment of

minimal standard violations even without havingtigatarly strong negative feelings.

5.3 Marginalization, exclusion, standards’ violatims and the display of destructive
behaviour

In our theorising and studies we introduced thdirdisSon between minimal
standard violation and maximal standard violatiord adentified minimal standard
violation as predictor of destructive behaviouru$twe focused on the impact of being
prevented from reaching minimal standards.

Nevertheless, our research already provided sonte &bout the consequences of
the violation of maximal standards: Being margiredi already gave raise to negative

emotions even if it did not translate into destinecbehaviour. This is a quite interesting
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result that, besides being informative in the ligiitarguments derived from relative
deprivation theory it might also be relevant foe tiejection, ostracism, etcetera literature.
This literature is to a far degree consensual whresenting the pernicious effects of
being rejected, but not as consensual when presetitie behavioural reactions to
rejection. Thus, it is acknowledged that beingatge is an adverse experience and that
individuals are not only highly motivated to avaigjection (e.g., Williams & Govan,
2005) but also to belong (e.g., Baumeister & Led995). In line with the rejection
literature, we also find the pernicious effectsbefng rejected in both the marginalized
and exclusion conditions: Being marginalized andliwded leads to negative emotions.
Nevertheless, in the mentioned literature it is eclear whether or not these motivations
will lead to pro- or antisocial behaviour as a m@s®e to being rejected. Both responses
have been found. Some authors even proposed waygegfrating these (apparently)
contradictory responses. For instance, Williamg.(€2001, 2009) argues that when
ostracism threatens belonging and self-esteem npeasocial behaviour should follow,
whereas when ostracism threatens control and mgfahiexistence needs, antisocial
behaviour will follow.

Our data may complement the literature on rejectienit suggests a different
interpretation for these differentiated behaviouesponses. Our results seem to suggest
that facing marginalization and facing exclusiom& perceived in the same way and,
thus, does not have the same consequences. IsetiBg, our data seems to suggest that
the display of destructive behaviour would rathepehd on the type of standard that
individuals and groups perceived that has beeratadl|

Another way in which our research may complemeatréjection literature is by
reinforcing the idea that it might be helpful tdfdientiate between degrees of rejection,
or, as in our reasoning, between qualitatively edéht types of rejection (such as
exclusion versus marginalization). Such distinctioay have several implications. For
example, Williams (2007), states that the concéptstracism can be operationalized as
being ignored or as being excluded. We would sugthes being ignored is possibly
more similar to being marginalized and, thus, wolelad to less destructive behaviour

than being excluded.
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Often studies on ostracism just compare an inatusiendition to an ostracism
condition or eventually add an over-inclusion cdiodi (e.g., van Beest & Williams,
2006, Study 2; Williams et al., 2002, Study 4).esign that might not allow for the most
comprehensive results when referring to behaviGur.the other hand, the studies that
differentiate between several degrees of rejedigom., Williams et al. 2000, Study 1) do
not have behaviour as the dependent measure arg)],db not help clarifying when pro-
and antisocial behaviour follows rejection.

One implication refers to the studies where praddesehaviour was found as a
response to rejection: We could argue that in sofrihese studies, participants might
have felt marginalized rather than excluded ansl thight have been the reason for the
display of prosocial behaviour. For example: Afterluding or ostracizing participants in
a ball-tossing game, Predmore and Williams (1988ddy Williams & Govan, 2005)
asked the participants to take part in a second fRarticipants could choose to work
alone, with the same group with whom they playezllihll-tossing game or with a new
group. Results showed that the ostracized partitspehoose to work with a new group.
The authors interpreted this as a prosocial bebavas a truly antisocial would be
choosing working alone. We would propose that type of measure actually might have
eliminated the total exclusion experience for thartipipants, because having the
possibility not to work alone provided the opportyro continue participating and might
have helped the participants to interpret theiregigmce more in terms of marginalization
than in terms of total exclusion.

Another way in which our research may complemeatrdsearch on ostracism is
by offering a fresh framing for the fundamental see¢hat are threatened by rejection:
Belonging, self-esteem, control and meaningful texise are presented as fundamental
individual needs that would explain the option fwosocial or antisocial behaviour. We
would argue that the social context, namely thergroup context should be taken into
account in the study of the behavioural responsdseing rejected. That is, whether or
not and how far frustrations of such individual deeare experienced depends on
appraisals informed by social norms and identityeobexpectations and evaluations. Our
studies show that the concepts of minimal and makistandards, which are derived

from a superordinate category that is the referemtnative basis for the subgroups
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encompassed within it, are relevant for the undaihg of the display (or not) of
destructive behaviour.

Finally, our research might shed some light ondiseussion about the adequacy
of antisocial behaviours as a response to rejechoninstance, Twenge and Baumeister
(2005) propose that “... when one is rejected, it @sakore sense to be less aggressive
and more prososial, in an attempt to (...) estaldiliation.” (p. 29). Our results show
that at least disadvantaged groups follow an oppaationality when rejection takes the
form of exclusion: It is vital to react destructiyén face of exclusion as it represents a
minimal standard violation that threatens not ahly subgroup that is the victim of the
violation, but also the superordinate category #ratompasses both the disadvantaged
victim and the advantaged perpetrator itself.

Even so, we would suggest that future researchldtamdress the more specific
impact of being prevented from approaching maxigtahdards as this issue should be

studied more carefully.

5.4 Minimal standards and inclusion within superordnate categories

The results of Studies 2 to 4 are of particularangnce for the specific relation
between exclusion and perceived minimal standaddatons. Study 2 showed that
marginalization may already lead to negative enmstidut these do not translate into
destructive behaviour. Exclusion, on the other h&ad different consequences: Our data
suggests that it leads to more perceived miningaddsird violations, rather than maximal
standard violations and such perceived minimaldgtethviolations lead to the display of
negative emotions and destructive behaviour.

Given the importance of minimal standards in teaihdefining who is included —
and therefore who is entitled to the benefits dafivfrom inclusion — in a given
superordinate category, our results seem to spemnkafconstant monitoring (e.g.,
sociometer theory, Leary, Tambor, Terdal, & Downi§95) of the disadvantaged
subgroup’s position within the superordinate catggless in terms of its prototypicality,
but more in terms of its inclusion. Such monitoriwguld guarantee that at least their
inclusion in the superordinate category is not campsed. We have no data to test such

a prediction, but we speculate that, compared twromore advantaged, dominant
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subgroups of superordinate categories, disadvamtageorities are more sensitive for
cues that would suggest exclusion.

Besides, given the assumed shared character ofmadinstandards and that
therefore a violation of a minimal standard is #teming not only for the disadvantaged
subgroup being the target, but to the whole sugerate category, these results also
seem to speak for a constant monitoring of theilgtalof the superordinate category
itself and for the respect for the superordinateegary’s minimal requirements. As
disadvantaged groups are often permanently moneexatble to social exclusion than
more advantaged dominant groups they might thezedtso feel superordinate categories
as being at risk to be threatened by minimal stahdialations. One could also speculate
that this can be the basis for solidarity with otlésadvantaged groups also facing
exclusion. This could be the case as, from thetpaiirview of the disadvantaged, not
only their own, but the exclusion of any subgro@presents a violation of a core
standard of the superordinate category and purgstme advantaged perpetrator would
guarantee the preservation of the superordinaégost itself. Again, we have no data to

back up such a speculation, but we suggest thatfuésearch addresses this issue.

5.5 How much evidence is there for normative consadations?

We had proposed that destructive behaviour canmomnberstood without taking into
account normative influences (Louis & Taylor, 20023 maximal and minimal standard
lead to different (normative) consequences. Morecigely, we had pointed out that
destructive behaviour is particularly motivated the understanding of norms derived
from the superordinate identity and that those Ive@ may see their destructive acts as
necessary to protect the values of the superoelicategory. In this regard, our model is
consistent with the idea that it is moral engagdpmather than moral disengagement that
leads to destructive behaviour (Moghaddam, 2005).

In the design of our studies we did not includesclirmeasures that could support
these claims. However, our results provide indisegiport. They generally show that it is
exactly the (perceived) violation of a minimal stard that leads to the display of
negative emotions and destructive behaviour. Therdese results support the broader

argument that actions by disadvantaged groups dhatconsidered by advantaged
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majority members as most problematic (i.e., desitrecnegative and violent actions) are
not a mere expression of intergroup conflict, knat iastead responses to transgressions
by the advantaged dominant majority, that are peedeto violate minimal standards set
by the superordinate category. Thus, destructiieraand the emotions that accompany
it can be understood as motivated not solely by begship in a disadvantaged group but
also by their perceived shared membership in arsugieate group.

Other indirect evidence for normative consideragion the level of the superordinate
identity comes from Study 1, which provided additibdata that allowed us to reason
about the role of identification with the disadveged ingroup and with the superordinate
category for the perception of standards as minweasus maximal and, thus, for the
understanding of the display of destructive behavi®esults showed thatentification
with the immigrant ingroup seemed to facilitate timéerpretation of a situation of
deprivation more in terms of the violation of a nmaal standard, whereas identification
with the superordinate category (Portuguese Sqcietyemed to facilitate the
interpretation of the same situation more in teahthe violation of a minimal standard.

In the following section we will elaborate our réswon identification in more detail.

5.6 The role of identification

Given our general suggestion that being prevemntad fchieving minimal standards
is likely to produce destructive intergroup behavidut that being prevented from
pursuing maximal standards will not, it appearsongnt to consider what factors will
influence whether an existing standard is seen asimal or minimal. Like previous
theorising about minimal and maximal standards,aseume that standard type is not
fixed, but dependent on interactions between diffepersons (Fritsche et al., 2009),
contexts and situations (Giessner & van Knippenb20§8; Kessler et al., 2010). One
factor that we analysed in Study 1 was the roleygdaby group identification in
determining perceptions of standard type. As dbedrearlier, our approach to collective
action takes seriously the fact that the sociattitheof members of disadvantaged groups
cannot be reduced to their membership in this @ddr disadvantaged group, but also
includes their membership in the larger superotdineategory. Cape Verdean and

Brazilian immigrants living in Portugal are not gninmigrants, they are also members
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of the broader community of people living in Podlugdrhus, we decided to explore the
role of identification with the superordinate caiegas well as with the disadvantaged
ingroup in the responses of members of disadvadtggeups to acts of the advantaged
dominant group.

We included measures of identification with theadisantaged subgroup in Studies 1,
2 and 3, and of identification with the superordéneategory in Studies 1 and 3. We can
start by saying that results of Study 1, that ithimithe “hot” context of immigrants and
non-immigrants living in Portugal are consistenthwour general argument, that is,
identification with the subgroup predicted perceptiof maximal standard violation,
while identification with the superordinate categpredicted minimal standard violation.
We think this is the case as identification witle thubgroup denotes a focus on the
desirable outcomes the own group can achieve will@rsuperordinate category. Results
also show that identification with the superordnatategory, though increasing
sensitivity to minimal standard violations, alscstrains destructive behaviour, thus
putting members of disadvantaged groups into amidrambivalent motivational
situation that carries potential for conflict estan but can also undermine social
change.

The result that identification with the superordenaategory increases the degree to
which a given standard is perceived to be miniratiier than maximal is consistent with
our argument that while subgroups within a supénaté category may hold their
“idiosyncratic” particular minimal standards, thegandards should only become a valid
basis for judgments about the acceptability of otgeoups if they are generalized
(perhaps as a result of ingroup projection) toghperordinate category. One condition
contributing to this type of generalization is itieoation with this superordinate
category (Mummendey & Wenzel, 1999; Waldzus et24lQ3; Wenzel et al., 2003). In
addition, membership in superordinate categoridsimply several minimal standards
but disadvantaged group members will only see tkebtras as entitled to these minimal
standards if they perceive themselves to be pathefsuperordinate category (Huo,
Smith, Tyler, & Lind, 1996; Wenzel, 2004). For iaste, the right to some access to
housing and minimal salary might be considered mimal standard among the people

living in Portugal. However, only immigrants wheeiatify with the overall community of
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people living in Portugal should have a strong &my to consider these as minimal
standards that apply to immigrants living in Poetiugs well.

On the other hand, engaging in destructive intengrbehaviour was attenuated by
strong identification with the superordinate catggonost probably as this identification
might have led members of the disadvantaged growge¢ members of the advantaged
dominant group not only as members of the perpet@itgroup (that should be treated
negatively) but also as members of the superorelimagroup (that should be protected,
Gaertner et al., 1993; Gaertner & Dovidio, 2000).

Thus, it seems that identification with the supeirate category plays two roles,
namely it increases the tendency to see standarasiramal, while at the same time
reducing the extent to which being prevented froeetimg these standards will lead to
destructive behaviour.

As a result, strong identification with the supeinate category should lead to strong
ambivalence for members of disadvantaged groupsth®mne hand, this identification
pushes them towards destructive behaviour bechegeperceive more minimal standard
violations by the advantaged outgroup, on the otmand it pulls them away from
destructive behaviour because of their commitmenthe norms of the superordinate
group and their perception of outgroup members ellevi members of a common
ingroup.

Given that members of disadvantaged groups midfardn their identification with
the superordinate category, this ambivalence ntighe interesting consequences for the
dynamic of collective destructive intergroup beloavi At the beginning, those members
who are more identified with the superordinate gatg might more easily perceive
minimal standard violations by the advantaged nitgjand show extremely negative
emotional responses. These emotional responsed prigvide the normative basis for
destructive behaviour. However, because these nrsnhlage clear compunctions about
acting on these emotions, it may be that destrectitergroup behaviours are more likely
to be carried out by other members of the disadget group who are influenced by the
normative emotional climate but do not identify swongly with the superordinate

category. If this type of sequence was to be foutndiould also not be surprising that
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those engaged in destructive intergroup behaviboulg notoriously overestimate the
agreement of other members of their disadvantaggoup with their destructive acts.

As inspiring as results of Study 1 were in termghaf role of identification, results
were different in the other studies. In Study Zhve@mokers, ingroup identification on the
subgroup level predicted perceived minimal standaothtion and negative emotions,
but as we did not have a measure of superordirségaory identification we cannot tell
how specific this relation was. In Study 3, thatimsthe more artificial context of ad-hoc
and temporary membership in a player-team in aialirball toss game, identification
with the superordinate category was not a religiedictor of standard violation
perception, but interestingly we found a decredsagroup identification as an effect of
the exclusion manipulation. It is not surprisingattin this context the power of
identification is less relevant, as there is novimes history and the existence of the
group at stake is quite limited in time. We inteted the result of reduced identification
with the subgroup as a social mobility strategy,pesdicted by social identity theory
(Tajfel & Turner, 1979).

5.7 Contributions to the explanation of destructivecollective action

Although the field is understudied, several appheachave been developed that are
relevant for the understanding of decisions to gaga more extreme forms of collective
action. How our research contributes to the undedshg of the role of resentment as it
was conceptualized by relative deprivation theoag @&lready discussed.

Our approach also complements the interpretatia@ftokenism phenomenon as a
“buffer” against collective nononormative actions Ave mentioned in the theoretical
introduction, an alternative explanation to the §Htiand collaborators’ (1990) results
could be that the actions of the advantaged graughe total exclusion condition were
seen by the disadvantaged group as violating mirstaadards of a shared superordinate
category (e.g., everyone involved in the study)er€fore, in this condition, collective
protest (which was the operationalization of nonmative behaviour in Wright et al.’s
study) is now understood by the disadvantaged gtolge a normative response to such
a transgression, exactly because — we would suggtst fact that such behaviour was

presented as unacceptable to the advantaged opigfaur results seem to support our
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interpretation of the tokenism phenomenon, esggamien taking into consideration the
different behavioural outcomes of being marginalizersus being excluded.

For instance, in Wright et al.’s study, the papaits placed in the partially open
group with a 30% quota and in the partially opeougr with a 2% quota — the token
conditions — were less likely to endorse collecthannormative action than those that
faced the close group condition. We would suggesat the partially open conditions
would be similar to a marginalization conditiondahat the close group condition would
correspond to a total exclusion condition. So, taet that the participants endorse
nonormative collective action only in the close ypocondition (total exclusion
condition) would, in the light of our results beedio the interpretation of such exclusion
as a minimal standard violation. That is, it wouldt be tokenism per se (i.e.,
marginalization) that would act as a “buffer” agadirthe display of nonnormative
collective action, or in our wording destructivehbgiour, but rather the interpretation of
a rejection situation rather as a maximal stansniction.

Our research also extends a social identity petiseeon destructive behaviour.
There is considerable evidence that social idetiigpry's proposition that perceptions of
boundary permeability and associated beliefs atimipossibility of individual mobility
from disadvantaged to advantaged group (e.g., Ellem993; Wright et al., 1990) as
well as the perceived stability of the current abcorder (e.g., Ellemers, van
Knippenberg, & Wilke, 1990) both play key rolestie decision to engage in disruptive
forms of collective action. Recent work by Schesperd colleagues (2006) has provided
evidence that a "nothing to lose" sense of desperaan emerge when strong feelings of
illegitimate disadvantage are combined with no hibyae things will change, and it is this
desperation that produces the highest levels ofenmextreme collective actions by
disadvantaged group members. While we agree thatathalysis is reasonable, our
approach adds another layer of complexity: While teasoning of Scheepers et al.
(2006) focuses on a subgroup identification, ousults suggest that both the
identification with the disadvantaged subgroup aiiith the superordinate category are
relevant and that, in fact, it is the identificativith the superordinate category that both
motivates and refrains action. Within this frantemiay well be that the most extreme

cases of destructive intergroup behaviour will egpewhen a perception that the
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advantaged group has violated a minimal standatidein treatment of the disadvantaged
ingroup is combined with a sense that these viatiare systemic and unlikely to
change. Thus, our analysis provides a more prefseription of the basis for strong
feelings of illegitimate disadvantage which comkimégth what Scheepers and colleagues
are calling "the nothing to lose" perceptions afbdity to produce highly destructive
intergroup behaviour.

Another way in which our research extends a sodiahtity perspective on
destructive behaviour becomes clear when consgletire works of Simon and
Klandermans (e.g., Simon, 2009; Simon & Klanderma&@01). In line with these
authors we believe that social (collective in tlhar’s terminology) identity is of key
importance in instigating collective action. Weafsopose that it is not enough to take
into account the identification with the more imnad subgroup, but that identification
with the superordinate category that encompasseggtbup endorsing the collective
action, the target group of the action and evemmgathat are just external observers
should also be taken into account. Differently frdrase authors, we do not suggest that
social identity is also the goal of the collectagtion. We would rather propose that the
goal of the destructive behaviour displayed bydisadvantaged is to legitimately punish
the violation of a minimal standard perpetrated the advantaged group. We
acknowledge that such behaviour will protect theesardinate category and, ultimately,
the social identity of the disadvantaged group. 8uth action is not carried out in first
place in order to affirm such identity but rather deter an unwanted, illegitimate
behaviour that threatens both the disadvantagegtsup and the superordinate category.
Also according to the authors (see also Simon &R@908; Simon & Grabow, 2010),
both identification with the immediate subgroup aaehtification with the superordinate
category should be taken into account. This duehtification is, according to the
authors, a politicized collective identity that @ifg behaviours that respect the normative
frame derived from the superordinate category.hit sense, this politicized identity
would not, in general, foster radical nonnormatdahaviours (such radicalization could
happen, for example, if a politicized identity eptaced by a radicalized identity in case

“

an “... escalating dynamic is set in motion”, p. 1354 our argumention, we also

propose that identification with the superordinatgegory is important because the
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superordinate category is the basis of normatifereace. Differently form the authors
we nevertheless suggest that it is not a radiahlidentity that leads to nonmormative
behaviour. We propose that when the disadvantagmgpbdeels both identified with the
ingroup and with the superordinate category anddtheantaged group perpetrates a
minimal standard violation, both the ingroup and guperordinate category are worth
being protected by legitimately punishing the adagad group. Such punishment
assumes the form of destructive behaviour as seddantaged lack the power to exclude
the advantaged perpetrator from the superordinategory. Also important in our
argumentation is the fact that the destructive biela displayed by the disadvantaged
group is considered nonnormative by the advantggedp and outside observers, but not
by the disadvantaged group itself. More importanitye disadvantaged group is taking
such actions also in behalf of the superordinategoay and as legitimate response to a
transgression perpetrated by the advantaged group.

We further agree with the authors that what is Jnommative is defined with
reference to a specific system, in our case thersuginate category and that there is
some consensus about what is (non)normative anol sdene disagreement. The
agreement allows for the superordinate categobetoonceived as a common normative
basis; the disagreement arises from different grpapspectives and translates into
ingroup projections. Nevertheless, we would propdisat identities that facilitate
radicalization do not “... allow or prescribe the ption of political ends and/or means
that lie outside the social system’s limits of natiwe acceptance ...” (p. 1364). We
would rather propose that there can be an alteenattplanation for more radical forms
of behaviours: Our data show that at least disadg®a groups engaging in destructive
behaviour are acting in response to violations tahdards that they consider to be
essential (minimal standards) particularly becawo$etheir identification with the
superordinate category, and that they are engaginghat they perceive to be a
normative, legitimate response to a violation ohimial standard perpetrated by an
advantaged outgroup.

Finally, our research may also contribute to thdarstanding of more extreme forms
of destructive behaviour such as terrorism. Therdiure on terrorism is still rather

descriptive, characterizing stages or processdsctma be observed prior to people’s
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actual engagement in destructive behaviour. We rstatted our approach as part of a
theoretical endeavour that goes beyond such déscrims it attempts explaining
destructive behaviour with reference to normatifuence, higher-order social identities
and goes beyond moral psychological processeshdh dense, terrorism, as well as
milder forms of destructive behaviour, can be usterd as a disadvantaged group’s
legitimate response to minimal standard violatipespetrated by advantaged groups. We
would not suggest that our theoretical argumentadiaplies to all cases of terrorisms (or
all cases of destructive behaviour), as it doesimend to explain the conceptual and
motivational causes or reasons of each individwesdtrdctive act. But it provides a
theoretical framework, empirically supported by otesults, that allows for a
conceptualization of such destructive behavioukintainto account the perspective of
those engaging in them. This is especially relevatthose engaging in destructive
behaviour, in our argumentation, not only undeidtdin as necessary, but also as
legitimate.

More concretely, our approach may be helpful fodarstanding why individuals
engage in terrorism. For example, Kruglansky aneiviimd (2010) discuss some of such
motivations: There can be personal motivations sagha quest for personal meaning
(Kruglansky & Fishman, 2009); ideological reasonshsas obeying God’s will; and a
third category that would be especially relevamttfee understanding of suicidal attacks.
This latter category encompasses a “... sense oflsdcity or obligation, whether
internalized or induced by social pressure.” (p.7)910Our argumentation would
complement such perspective by emphasizing the ritapce of social identities. Even
though Kruglansky and Fishman (2009) state thattitlycon behalf of one’s group
perceived to be wronged (...) creates an opportdaitgignificance gain ...” (p. 14), we
would suggest that significance gain comes fronositive group identity. Accordingly,
in our theoretical reasoning, the punishment of #uvantaged perpetrator is only
adequate when the disadvantaged group feels igghtifith the superordinate category.
In such cases, the minimal standard violations giesifed by the advantaged are seen as
threatening not only to the subgroup victim of thelation, but as threatening to the

whole superordinate category. Therefore, there s®r@se of obligation, but is not an
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abstract feeling as presented by Kruglansky ano/IShe (2010). It is a quite concrete
obligation: To deter an unwanted behaviour ands,tpwotect the superordinate category.

5.8 Practical, social and political implications

As behaviour within intergroup dynamics is oftena of communication and part
of attempts to exercise social influence, undedstenthe motivations underlying its
display is relevant not only in theoretical terntsit also in practical terms. This is
especially true for more disruptive forms of beloavj such as destructive behaviour as
we define it. The recent years have provided ub witmerous examples of this type of
communication: The riots in France in October and November of 2005
(http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/2005_civil_unrest_iRrance), the riots in London in
August of 2011 (http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/2011Indgland_riots), and the 2011 Norway
attacks (http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/2011_Norwajtaaks), just to name a few. From
our theorising, these acts would be understood tl@perspective of the perpetrators as
legitimate responses to minimal standard violatimmnmitted by an advantaged
majority. It might be painful from an outside pegspve to engage in such an epistemic
approach, but our data speak for the possibiligt thve will never understand such
destructive behaviour if we do not consider thasthinvolved in the riots or the attacks
felt that they had to punish an advantaged pergetnaot only to protect their subgroup,
victim of the minimal standard violation, but also protect the superordinate category,
that is, the larger society, itself.

It is within this logic of reasoning that we alsooposed in the theoretical
introduction that it is possible that those engaigeterrorist acts are actually motivated
by what they see to be the norms of the superasdicategory (the larger society). Yet
their interpretations of what acts are normativehimithis particular situation differ from
the interpretations of the advantaged subgrouputsiae observers. The perspectives of
subgroups on what is normative within the supermi#i category may differ because
members of each subgroup will tend to project dttarestics of their own ingroup onto
the superordinate category (Mummendey & Wenzel,919%aldzus et al., 2005;
Waldzus et al., 2004; Wenzel et al., 2003). Thashesubgroup will tend to see the
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superordinate category as somewhat more simil#reio own ingroup than to the other
subgroups.

Amongst others, Moghaddam (2005) proposes a simiarment in his discussion of
terrorism: Terrorists may appear morally disengagedn the point of view of the
majority (Bandura, 1990), but they are — in cortraparticularly morally engaged, and
their moral standards are not essentially diffefearh those of the majority.

We acknowledge that the idea that violent actioas be understood by those
engaging in them to be consistent with the norneatialues of the broader society may
be difficult to accept, especially when considersancerns about terrorism. We only
want to make the point that even when considehiegmnost negative forms of behaviour,
these are extremely negative from one of the petsjgs, but perfectly adequate from
the other, not although they are destructive, wat#y because they are destructive and
intend to harm others.

Our analysis cannot directly inform the ethical leaion of motivations for
destructive behaviour: The same psychological @m®E® might be involved in the
motivation for partisan struggle to which the judgrhof history will attribute the highest
moral credentials, as in the motivation of terroastion which history will consider the
most condemnable atrocities committed by perpasatwho most probably hold
extremely idiosyncratic convictions about what atelations of minimal standards
within more inclusive superordinate categories. dractical terms, however, our
reasoning has nevertheless several implicationsight provide disadvantaged groups
with the conceptual tools to understand why cerideologies that advocate for or
against destructive actions appeal (or do not dppedheir members. For advantaged
dominant groups, our conclusion has much in comwittm political arguments that deny
the idea that important ends (e.g., saving livesnabcents) can justify any means to
achieve them (e.g., forcing detainees by torturebétray their central values and
convictions). Transgressions of higher-order nobynghose who are in power can lead to
destructive responses and vicious circles of esoalaf violence and conflict.

This thesis may help revitalize the discussion albdhat social exclusion is or might
be and about how it may be felt and understoochénnhost varied situations. Beyond

more structural and objective forms of exclusiomr, @an also conceive more identity-

191



Being in or being out

related forms of exclusion that might occur whesaisl about how a society should be are
excluded from the political discourse. Such exdaosian be felt as a more severe form of
exclusion than exclusion in economic terms. It dtates into a “no voice” situation,
which, although probably a more subtle form of aswn, might be felt as more
illegitimate than exclusion in socio-structuralney; as all members of a society should,
at least, have an opinion on how society shouldSmio-structural (e.g., economic)
exclusion on the other hand might be more eastgpt@able if it is seen as an outcome of
objective conditions, such as lower educationatlewr poorer skills.

We would propose that another contribution of phesent thesis refers to a classic,
yet always current, topic: The impact of preconimeyst As social scientist we should not
only be aware of them, but take them into acconndur theorising. Ultimately we are
studying perspectives. But we as researchers dr@mmoune against the temptation to
assume that the dominant perspective is the detmét and defines common sense.
Actually, that is exactly why a perspective becondesninant. But there is always
someone who does not share that perspective angylit be more informative to take
such disagreeing perspectives into account thamtply dismiss it as deviant.

This is not a new argument — there is the work afstbvici (e.g., 1985) about
minority influence, the work of Tajfel (1978) onetlpsychology of minorities, and more
recently the idea of a complex representation efijgerordinate category as a strategic
way for minorities to become more prototypical (eAlexandre, 2010). But it is an

important argument for the scope of the presersishe

5.9 Limitations and future directions

Even tough we already mentioned some studies-spdiafitations, we also would
like to point some transversal limitations, simphtions, etcetera that restrict the
contribution of this thesis. As in previous resbaon that issue (e.g., Fritsche et al.,
2009, Study 2), we encountered in our research gty correlations between minimal
and maximal standard violations. We found such heghrelation despite the clear
theoretical distinction between the concepts amdféict that we heavily relied on the
available theoretical background in order to build measures. Several reasons might

account for such juxtaposition. As we stated inttieoretical introduction, the concepts
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of minimal and maximal standards might be both,vemtionally defined and shared
within a certain culture, but at the same time petfectly fixed, but still open to
variations as a function of individuals, situaticarsd contexts. In our studies we usually
placed participants in a situation in which them@svgome ambiguity in terms of how to
interpret the standard violation. That is, whilesotial reality it might often be clear what
is considered a minimal standard and what is censtti a maximal standard, the
standards in our studies allowed, for methodoldgeasons, to be considered as minimal
or as maximal standards. In combination with thet that we asked participants to
independently evaluate the degree to which minemnal maximal standards are violated,
such ambiguity might have produced covariation kbetwthese two judgments, as both
were compared to the common counter-situation cftandard violation at all.

Another reason might be that using self-report messas blatantly as we did might
not be the ideal procedure to capture what actuadiynts as minimal standards. As
minimal standards are usually not violated, theghtinot enter very often the focus of
attention, so people might most of the time nondve aware of them.

Finally, taking into consideration the definitionsf minimal and maximal
standards/goals, we might consider that, in oreasaening — and probably in one’s daily
life — what is necessary (minimal standards) is dissired (maximal standards), but that
what is desired is not always necessary. For ex@angple might need a job. While such
necessity to get a job can create a minimal stan(reot getting it is unacceptable), this
might also become a desired goal in the sensdlihagooner one gets the job the better.
Conversely, however, one might also desire to taavery well paid job. Yet this might
not necessarily create a minimal goal in the sehat for being considered an active
contributing member of society having a less walidpjob might still be considered
acceptable. That means that if measured with intbge items that do not force
participants to decide between the minimal and thaximal character of the
standards/goals (see Giessner & van Knippenber@8)20high endorsement of
standards/goals framed as minimal might imply ateeir high endorsement of
standards/goals when framed as maximal. Even ibgposite would not necessarily be

the case, this relation will manifest itself in higorrelations.
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Nevertheless, despite these high correlations results reveal that, emotionally
and behaviourally, facing a minimal standard violatis not the same as facing a
maximal standard violation. Even if there is a é&a@mnount of shared variance, these
concepts still have a unique contribution for themomenon under study. Even so, future
research should strive for the construction ofdsatieasures for these concepts and for a
better understanding of the dynamics underlyindp loétthese concepts.

Other conceptual simplifications that were pregénbughout all of our studies
were that we did not clearly distinguish betweeandards and goals in our theoretical
reasoning, that we did not distinguish betweeni@ddr forms of destructive behaviour
(e.g., terrorism, political violence, vandalismcedera), and that we also did not
distinguish between collective action and morevittlial forms of intergroup behaviour.
Although not essential for the theoretical hypo#isesf this research, these distinctions
might be relevant for further developments of #pgroach.

Moreover, further developments might also more beepnsider the perspective
of the advantaged dominant group. We actually ditlimclude the advantaged groups’
perspective in our studies as we were interestei@structive behaviour of disadvantaged
groups. Therefore, in our theorising, the advardageoup only appeared as the
perpetrator of exclusion and marginalization frdra tisadvantaged group’s perspective.
Not disregarding the negative impact that thesm$oof rejection and deprivation might
have on those that suffer them, these do not gxgathlify as destructive behaviour as
we define it. In that sense, our theorising and siudies do not address the display of
destructive behaviour by advantaged, dominant grotipis might be an important issue
to address: If in our theorising we link the disptd destructive behaviour to the lack of
power, one could predict that, under circumstarnineghich the advantaged feel less
powerful they may also turn to destructive behawnidius, political campaigns inducing
feelings of threat and vulnerability of the domihanajority might be precursors of
engagement in harmful destructive actions suchvésaar or genocide. Considering that
the advantaged usually have access to more respwweh destructive behaviour might

have devastating outcomes.

194



Being in or being out

5.10 Final remarks

This thesis introduces what we see to be a critlistinction between being prevented
from reaching a minimal standard and being prewkeritem pursuing a maximal
standard. As our results show, this distinctiommportant for predicting when members
of disadvantaged groups will experience strong teg@motions and resort to (what the
advantaged and outside observers consider) dasgusthaviour and when they will
undertake (what the advantaged and outside obserwasider) more normative forms of
collective action.

We understand our approach as part of a theoreticdeavour that attempts to
explain destructive behaviour with reference tonmative influences, higher-order social
identities and going beyond moral psychologicalcpsses. Taking into account the
different perspectives of subgroups on superordinarms, our approach does not need
to refer to abstract morals. Nor does it need #seimption that actors engage in distorted
or group-specific idiosyncratic moral processeseiplain destructive behaviour. As
shown by our data, the fact that the participatagipg in the ball toss game (Study 4)
displayed destructive behaviour that was costlyamdy for the advantaged transgressor
group but also for the disadvantaged ingroup, feviiet the actions displayed by the
disadvantaged are not just an expression of ingf@uguiritism.

This approach links destructive behaviour and negamotions with a particular
type of transgressions, the violation of minimanstards, committed by the advantaged
dominant majority.

We also consider our data as strong support forpopgposal that exclusion plays a
role as an instance of minimal standard violationl,athus, as a trigger of negative
emotions and destructive behaviour.

Therefore this approach also links destructive bielia and negative emotions with a
particular type of motivation: Punishing the viabtet of minimal standards committed by
the advantaged dominant majority.

Importantly, these minimal standards are estadtishy superordinate categories.
Therefore, the negative emotions and destructiviearieur can be understood as
motivated not only by membership in a disadvantagedp but also by perceived shared

membership in a superordinate category. In thisseserour research shows that
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destructive behaviour can be displayed towardsethsso are included in our own

category. Our research shows that there is no teezbgnitively recategorize those

toward whom we will display destructive behavioatoi an extreme social negative
social category (e.g., delegitimization, Bar-Ta®9Q@). In fact, we would suggest that,

exactly because both the advantaged and the dis@adyeal subgroups are members of
the same superordinate category will the formepingished with destructive behaviour
by the latter. This is so, as the disadvantageti vasdeter an unwanted behaviour: The
violation of minimal standards of the superordinzdaeegory.

Overall, we believe our research contributes touth@erstanding of an unusual topic
of research: When members of disadvantaged grougsriake destructive behaviour as
a legitimate punishment for the advantaged grotrpasgressions.

In the light of our findings th&oweto uprisingan be understood as a disadvantaged
group undertaking destructive behaviour as a legitt punishment for advantaged
groups’ transgressions, which in this case was itlieoduction of Afrikaans as
compulsory language in south-African schools. Mgeaerally, the suspicion with which
advantaged dominant groups often look at some isddged groups may be justified as
long as there is the risk that members of thosestdged groups may be perceived by
the disadvantaged as having violated some minirtesddards of the superordinate

category.
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List of measures, Portuguese versidft

Example adapted for the Brazilian community

Cen

e de

tiniglercle ole imesiis:

gacao
social

CEry e CIERACHES SOcied s & Ische

O Centro de Investigagdo e Intervengdo Social (CIS) é um Centro de Estudos independente do Governo. O
CIS analisa, entre outras coisas, as opinides das pessoas e grupos acerca de outras pessoas e grupos.

Interessa-nos o que as pessoas pensam acerca dos comportamentos, opinides e pensamentos dos outros.

Assim, para conhecermos a sua opinido, pedimos que responda as perguntas que se seguem da forma que
mais corresponde a sua opinido. Ndo ha respostas certas ou erradas para o que perguntamos. Ha apenas

opinides. E a sua opinido que nos interessa.

As perguntas que se seguem sdo sobre varios grupos a viver em Portugal, entre eles os Portugueses e o0s
Brasileiros. Embora nem sempre seja facil distinguir os Portugueses dos Brasileiros, aqui usamos estes
nomes para simplificar. Quando falamos em Portugueses, estamos a falar de pessoas nascidas em
Portugal e com pais também nascidos em Portugal. Quando falamos em Brasileiros, estamos a falar de
pessoas nascidas no Brasil e com os pais também nascidos no Brasil. Vamos também fazer perguntas
acerca da Sociedade Portuguesa, ou seja sobre TODAS as pessoas que vivem em Portugal. E importante
que responda ao questionario seguindo a ordem das perguntas, ou seja, responda as perguntas pela
ordem que lhe sdo apresentadas e nunca de outro modo (por exemplo: responder primeiro as ultimas

perguntas e s6 depois responder as primeiras perguntas).

As respostas ao questionario sdo voluntarias, ou seja, pode parar a qualquer momento de responder (se
ndo se sentir bem a responder, por exemplo); e andnimas, ou seja, quem responde ndo deve escrever em

nenhuma folha do questionario o seu nome ou morada.

Agradecemos a sua
colaboracgao!

Carla Esteves
(Investigadora do CIS/ISCTE- Lisboa)

48 The original questionnaire included other measthiaswere not related to the purpose of this thesis
we will only present those measures that were aglefor the purpose of this thesis and, thus, wesesl in
the analyses.
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Caracterizagao socio-demografica
Por favor, ndo escreva o seu nome.

Tendo em conta a apresentagdo dos grupos feita no texto em cima, considera-se:

I:I Portugués(a)
I:I Brasileiro(a)

I:I Outro(a) (por favor escreva qual)
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1) Manipulation, minimal standard violation, housing scenario:

Leia o texto que se segue com atengao.
Por favor: tenha o cuidado de s6 responder as perguntas que se seguem ao texto se tiver

percebido bem o texto.
Imagine-se a viver esta situacao:

O Comité do Governo para a Habitagdo estd a fazer planos para mudar as condicdes de
habitagdo. O Comité tem uma proposta que diz que, para melhorar as condicdes de habitagdo
em Portugal, o Plano de Erradicacdo das Barracas tem mesmo de continuar a ser cumprido.
Ou seja, todos os bairros ou zonas onde ainda existam barracas tém de desaparecer, pois
todas as barracas do pais tém de ser destruidas. Esta proposta diz ainda que nem todas as
pessoas vao ser realojadas em bairros sociais. Os imigrantes (ex.: Brasileiros) devem procurar
eles préprios uma nova casa, pois ndo se garante que os imigrantes sejam colocados em casas

de habitagdo social.

Pensando na situagdo da alteracdao do realojamento, diga-nos o que sente, como

Brasileiro(a), ao imaginar viver esta situacdo. Assinale o numero junto da resposta que

corresponde a sua opinido.
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2) Manipulation, maximal standard violation, housirg scenario:

Leia o texto que se segue com atengao.
Por favor: tenha o cuidado de s6 responder as perguntas que se seguem ao texto se tiver

percebido bem o texto.
Imagine-se a viver esta situacao:

Ha planos para mudar as condigGes de habitagdo em Portugal. Uma proposta diz que o Plano
de Erradicacao das Barracas tem mesmo de ser cumprido - ou seja, todas as barracas do pais
tém de ser destruidas - e que tem de se garantir que todas as pessoas que moram em bairros
de barracas vao ser realojadas em bairros sociais. Tem de se garantir que todos os
portugueses e imigrantes (ex.:Brasileiros) vao ter direito a casas de habitagdo social.

Esta proposta ndo foi aprovada pelo Comité do Governo para a Habitacdo, o que significa que
ndo é certo que todas as pessoas que vivem em bairros de barracas - principalmente os

imigrantes - sejam realojadas em bairros sociais.

Pensando na situacdo da alteracao do realojamento, diga-nos o que sente, como
Brasileiro(a), ao imaginar viver esta situacdo. Assinale o numero junto da resposta que

corresponde a sua opinido.
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3) Manipulation, minimal standard violation, minimum salary scenario:

Leia o texto que se segue com atengao.
Por favor: tenha o cuidado de s6 responder as perguntas que se seguem ao texto se tiver
percebido bem o texto.

Imagine-se a viver esta situacao:

Actualmente todos os trabalhadores a viver em Portugal tém direito a receber o salario
minimo, mas o Comité Econdmico do Governo defende que, para Portugal crescer
economicamente, esta situacdo tem de mudar. Este Comité defende que Portugal precisa de
baixar os custos da mao-de-obra para poder crescer. Segundo este Comité, uma maneira de
conseguir ter mdo-de-obra mais barata é dar aos patrGes a possibilidade de pagar menos do
que o saldrio minimo aos trabalhadores imigrantes (ex.: Brasileiros). Isto significa que os
trabalhadores imigrantes poderdo passar a receber um saldrio bastante inferior ao salario

minimo.

Pensando na alteracao do salario minimo, diga-nos o que sente, como Brasileiro(a), ao

imaginar que esta situagdo vai acontecer. Assinale o numero junto da resposta que

corresponde a sua opinido.
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4) Manipulation, maximal standard violation, minimum salary scenario:

Leia o texto que se segue com atengao.
Por favor: tenha o cuidado de s6 responder as perguntas que se seguem ao texto se tiver
percebido bem o texto.

Imagine-se a viver esta situacao:

Actualmente todos os trabalhadores a viver em Portugal tém direito a receber o salario
minimo, mas nem todos os trabalhadores o recebem mesmo. Para Portugal crescer
economicamente esta situacdo tem de mudar. Para Portugal crescer é preciso garantir que
todos os trabalhadores a viver em Portugal - portugueses e imigrantes (ex.: Brasileiros) -
recebem o salario minimo.

Esta proposta ndo foi aprovada pelo Comité Econémico do Governo, o que significa que nao é

certo que todos os trabalhadores - principalmente imigrantes — recebam o salario minimo.

Pensando na alteracao do salario minimo, diga-nos o que sente, como Brasileiro(a), ao

imaginar que esta situagdo vai acontecer. Assinale o numero junto da resposta que
corresponde a sua opinido.
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1) Measure of emotions

- Como Brasileiro(a), esta situagao deixa-me:

Preocupado(a)
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Nada Muito pouco Pouco Nem muito, Preocupado(a) Bastante Muito
preocupado(a) preocupado(a) preocupado(a) nem pouco preocupado(a) preocupado(a)
preocupado(a)
Calmo(a)
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Nada Muito pouco Pouco Nem muito, Calmo(a) Bastante Muito
calmo(a) calmo(a) calmo(a) nem pouco calmo(a) calmo(a)
calmo(a)
Desesperado(a)

1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Nada Muito pouco Pouco Nem muito, Desesperado(a) Bastante Muito
desesperado(a) desesperado(a) desesperado(a) nem pouco desesperado(a) desesperado(a)
desesperado(a)

Ressentido(a)

1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Nada Muito pouco Pouco Nem muito, Ressentido(a) Bastante Muito
ressentido(a) ressentido(a) ressentido(a) nem pouco ressentido(a) ressentido(a)

ressentido(a)

Satisfeito(a)

1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Nada Muito pouco Pouco Nem muito, Satisfeito(a) Bastante Muito
satisfeito(a) satisfeito(a) satisfeito(a) nem pouco satisfeito(a) satisfeito(a)

satisfeito(a)

Furioso(a)

1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Nada Muito pouco Pouco Nem muito, Furioso(a) Bastante Muito
furioso(a) furioso(a) furioso(a) nem pouco furioso(a) furioso(a)
furioso(a)

Contente
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Nada Muito pouco Pouco Nem muito, Contente Bastante Muito
contente contente contente nem pouco contente contente
contente
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2) Measure of behaviour

Muitas vezes ouvimos as pessoas ou grupos falarem de coisas que fizeram ou gostavam de
fazer em determinadas situagdes. Nem sempre concordamos com o que ouvimos, mas ha
também opiniGes mais parecidas com as nossas.

Em situacGes problematicas até parece que percebemos melhor que as pessoas ou grupos

tenham, as vezes, comportamentos e atitudes que, normalmente, ndo tém.

Pense de novo na situagdo sobre a alteracdao do salario minimo. Como Brasileiro(a), que

teria vontade de fazer numa situacdao dessas?

Escreva nas linhas que se seguem os comportamentos de que se lembrar (escreva apenas um
comportamento em cada linha). Nao use os quadrados ao lado das linhas. Esses quadrados

vao ser usados s6 na préxima pergunta.

1)

2)

3)

4)

5)

6)

7)

8)

9)

10)
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Em vez de terem comportamentos positivos e construtivos, muitas vezes as pessoas ou
grupos estdao em situacGes tdo complicadas que tém mesmo comportamentos mais extremos.
Ou seja, nessas situagbes as pessoas e grupos tém comportamentos que sdo destrutivos para
todos a sua volta. Também nestas situacbes até parece que percebemos melhor que as
pessoas ou grupos tenham comportamentos e atitudes que, normalmente, sao consideradas

inaceitaveis, porque vao contra a lei ou contra sentidos de moral.

Volte a pensar na situacdo da alteracdo do salario minimo. Numa situacdo destas o que

imagina que possa acontecer?

Escreva nas linhas que se seguem os comportamentos de que se lembrar (escreva apenas um
comportamento em cada linha).
1)

2)

3)

4)

5)

6)

7)

8)

9)

10)
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3) Measure of minimal and maximal standard violatims

Agora, volte a pensar na situagdo em que se fala do salario minimo. Relembre como se

sentiu ao imaginar-se a viver nessa situacdao. Pensando no que sentiu, responda as seguintes

perguntas:
- “Para nés Brasileiros é indispensavel receber o salario minimo”
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Discordo Discordo Discordo Nao Concordo Concordo Concordo
totalmente muito concordo, muito totalmente
nem
discordo

- “"Para nés Brasileiros era bom receber o salario minimo, mas sabemos que nem
sempre é possivel”

1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Discordo Discordo Discordo Nao Concordo Concordo Concordo
totalmente muito concordo, muito totalmente
nem
discordo

- “Para nos Brasileiros é absolutamente necessario receber o salario minimo”

1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Discordo Discordo Discordo N&o Concordo Concordo Concordo
totalmente muito concordo, muito totalmente
nem
discordo

- “Para nos Brasileiros receber o salario minimo era desejavel, mas sabemos que
nem sempre é assim”

1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Discordo Discordo Discordo Nao Concordo Concordo Concordo
totalmente muito concordo, muito totalmente
nem
discordo
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4) Measure of identification with the ingroup

Observe as imagens que se seguem.

Imagine que o circulo grande representa os Brasileiros. E que o circulo pequeno o representa a
Si.

Olhando para as varias opgles, escolha a imagem que, na sua opinido, melhor representa a
proximidade que vocé sente com os Brasileiros. Faga um X no quadrado junto da imagem que

escolher.

I:I /R
_/
“Eu” Brasileiros
[] M 2R
/ U
“Eu” Brasileiros
“Eu” Brasileiros
n Eu" \-U BraSI|eIFOS
“Eu” Brasileiros
“Eu” Brasileiros
“Eu” Brasileiros
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5) Measure of identification with the superordinatecategory

Observe as imagens que se seguem.

Imagine que o circulo grande representa a Sociedade Portuguesa. E que o circulo pequeno o
representa a si.

Olhando para as varias opgles, escolha a imagem que, na sua opinido, melhor representa a
proximidade que vocé sente com a Sociedade Portuguesa. Faca um X no quadrado junto da

imagem que escolher.

I:I N
_/
“Eu” Sociedade Portuguesa
[] e 7
-/ U
“Eu” Sociedade Portuguesa

“Eu” Sociedade Portuguesa

“Eu” Sociedade Portuguesa

“Eu” Sociedade Portuguesa

“Eu” Sociedade Portuguesa

© @@ O O

“Eu” Sociedade Portuguesa
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6) Socio-demographic data

Caracterizacao socio-demografica

Por favor, ndo escreva o seu nome.

Idade

Sexo

Being in or being out
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List of measures, Portuguese versidft

CIS - Centro de Investigacao e Intervencao Social

Unidade de Investigacdo em Ciéncias Sociais/ISCTE

O Centro de Investigacdo e Intervencao Social (CIS) é um Centro de Estudos independente do
Governo. O CIS analisa, entre outras coisas, as opinides das pessoas e grupos acerca
acontecimentos que se ddo no mundo. Interessa-nos o que as pessoas pensam acerca de
determinados acontecimentos e situagoes.

Uma das situacdes recentes que nos interessa é o impacto da NOVA LEI DE PREVENGCAO DO
TABAGISMO, a Lei n.°2 37/2007 de 14 de Agosto, que entrou em vigor a 1 de Janeiro de 2008.

E a sua opinido sobre esta nova Lei que gostariamos de conhecer.

Assim, para conhecermos a sua opinido, pedimos que responda as perguntas que se seguem
da forma que mais corresponde a sua opinido. Ndo ha respostas certas ou erradas para o que
perguntamos. Ha apenas opinides. E a sua opinido que nos interessa.

E importante que responda ao questionario seguindo a ordem das perguntas, ou seja,
responda as perguntas pela ordem que |he sdo apresentadas e nunca de outro modo (por
exemplo: responder primeiro as Ultimas perguntas e sé depois responder as primeiras

perguntas).

As respostas ao questionario sdo voluntdrias, ou seja, pode parar a qualquer momento de
responder (se ndo se sentir bem a responder, por exemplo); e andnimas, ou seja, quem

responde ndo deve escrever em nenhuma folha do questionario o seu nome ou morada.

Agradecemos
a sua colaboragdo!

Carla Esteves
(Investigadora do CIS/ISCTE- Lisboa)

49 The original questionnaire included other measthiaswere not related to the purpose of this thesis
we will only present those measures that were aglefor the purpose of this thesis and, thus, wesesl in
the analyses.
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1) Socio-demographic data

Antes de passarmos as questdes, gostariamos de lhe pedir alguns dados socio-demograficos.

Como ja dissemos, trata-se de um questionario anénimo e apenas pretendemos recolher
informagbes que nos permitam caracterizar os participantes deste estudo.

Idade

Sexo

Escolaridade

Naturalidade

E fumador(a)? Sim Ndo
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2) Fagerstrom Test for Nicotine Dependence
Se é fumador(a), por favor responda ainda as questdes sécio-demograficas que se seguem:

- Quanto tempo depois de acordar fuma o seu primeiro cigarro?

|:| Nos primeiros 5 minutos
|:| 6 a 30 minutos
|:| 31 a 60 minutos

|:| Apds 60 minutos

- Acha dificil evitar fumar nos lugares onde é proibido?

|:| Sim

|:| N&o

- Qual o cigarro que mais lhe custaria deixar de fumar?
|:| O primeiro da manha

|:| Qualquer outro

- Quantos cigarros fuma por dia?
|:| 10 ou menos

|:|11a20
[ ]21a30

|:| 31 ou mais

- Fuma mais frequentemente durante as primeiras horas apos acordar do

que durante o resto do dia?

- Costuma fumar mesmo se estiver muito doente, e passar a maior parte do dia

acamado?
|:| Sim
|:| Nao
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3) Measure of identification with the ingroup

Existem muitas formas de dizer quem somos e quando pensamos em nos e na nossa vida,

podem ser muitas as dimensdes em que pensamos e com que nos identificamos.

Claro que nem tudo na nossa vida tem o mesmo grau de importancia e ndo nos identificamos
do mesmo modo com todas as dimensdes da nossa vida. Mas ha dimensdes que sdo para nds
muito importantes - independentemente da opinido de outras pessoas.

Vai encontrar algumas frases que as pessoas habitualmente utilizam quando falam sobre si.

Estamos interessados na sua opinidao para cada uma delas. Para responder assinale o nimero
junto da resposta que corresponde a sua opinido

- Quando penso em mim ... :

" ... sinto-me solidario(a) com os fumadores "

1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Discordo Discordo Discordo Nao Concordo Concordo Concordo
totalmente muito concordo, muito totalmente
nem
discordo

" ... sinto-me comprometido(a) com os fumadores "

1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Discordo Discordo Discordo Nao Concordo Concordo Concordo
totalmente muito concordo, muito totalmente
nem
discordo

" ... sinto-me feliz de fazer parte do grupo de fumadores”

1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Discordo Discordo Discordo Nao Concordo Concordo Concordo
totalmente muito concordo, muito totalmente
nem
discordo

“ ... sinto que é agradavel ser do grupo de fumadores”

1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Discordo Discordo Discordo Nao Concordo Concordo Concordo
totalmente muito concordo, muito totalmente
nem
discordo
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- Quando penso em mim ... :

Y ... sinto que ser do grupo de fumadores é uma parte importante da minha

identidade”
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Discordo Discordo Discordo Nao Concordo Concordo Concordo
totalmente muito concordo, muito totalmente
nem
discordo

“ ... sinto que ser do grupo de fumadores é uma parte importante da imagem que
tenho de mim proéprio(a)”

1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Discordo Discordo Discordo Nao Concordo Concordo Concordo
totalmente muito concordo, muito totalmente
nem
discordo

Y ... sinto que tenho muito em comum com os fumadores tipicos”

1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Discordo Discordo Discordo Nao Concordo Concordo Concordo
totalmente muito concordo, muito totalmente
nem
discordo

" ... sinto-me semelhante ao fumadores tipicos”

1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Discordo Discordo Discordo Nao Concordo Concordo Concordo
totalmente muito concordo, muito totalmente
nem
discordo

Y ... sinto que os fumadores tém muito em comum entre eles”

1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Discordo Discordo Discordo Nao Concordo Concordo Concordo
totalmente muito concordo, muito totalmente
nem
discordo

“ ... sinto que os fumadores sao muito semelhantes uns aos outros”

1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Discordo Discordo Discordo Nao Concordo Concordo Concordo
totalmente muito concordo, muito totalmente
nem
discordo
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1) Manipulation, minimal standard violation:

Leia o texto que se segue com atengao.
O texto que vai ler diz respeito a Nova Lei de Prevencdo do Tabagismo e as informacGes que nele

sdo apresentadas tém sido divulgadas pela Direcgdo Geral de Saude (DGS).

Por favor: tenha o cuidado de so responder as perguntas se tiver percebido bem o texto.

Recorde a Lei n.° 37/2007 de 14 de Agosto (que entrou em vigor a 1 de Janeiro de 2008):

“A Lei n.° 37/2007 de 14 de Agosto estabelece, como regra geral, a proibicao de fumar em espagos
publicos fechados e locais de trabalho; tem em vista garantir a proteccdo da saude dos
frequentadores e trabalhadores nesses espacos e orienta-se pelos seguintes principios: direito a
proteccao contra os riscos provocados pelo fumo do tabaco e o dever de ndo poluir o ar em
ambientes fechados.

Passa a ser proibido fumar nos servicos da Administragdo Publica; nos estabelecimentos de salde e
de ensino, bem como em espacgos destinados a menores de 18 anos; locais de trabalho; meios de
transporte; centros comerciais; estabelecimentos de restauragdo, incluindo bares e discotecas;
museus; bibliotecas; salas de espectaculos; recintos de desporto fechados; aeroportos; estagGes
ferroviarias, rodoviarias, maritimas e fluviais; recintos de feiras e exposicbes; parques de
estacionamento cobertos e outros locais de atendimento directo ao publico.

Em caso de incumprimento da Lei, existem coimas. Entre elas: de 50 a 750 euros para o fumador
que fume em locais proibidos; de 50 a 1 000 euros para os responsaveis que ndo determinem aos
fumadores que se abstenham de fumar e que ndo chamem as autoridades, se necessario.”

Fonte: DGS

Como todos os Paises da Europa, também Portugal segue as directivas Comunitarias que dizem
respeito a Prevencdo do Tabagismo. Estas directivas sdo indicadas pelo Comité Europeu para a ‘Luta
contra o Tabagismo’.

De acordo com as indicacGes deste Comité, a Nova Lei de Prevencdo do Tabagismo que vigora em
Portugal trata-se apenas de uma preparagdo para uma Lei mais rigida e restritiva.

De acordo com este Comité a préxima Lei de Prevengdo do Tabagismo procurara:

- banir os fumadores de locais publicos e locais de trabalho fechados e ventilados

- banir os fumadores das areas ao ar livre contiguas aos locais publicos e locais de trabalho

fechados, podendo os fumadores apenas fumar a 10m das portas e janelas desses locais

- banir os fumadores de locais publicos ao ar livre, como esplanadas, areas de servigo e postos de

abastecimento de combustivel, parques de merendas, ruas nas imediagGes de espacos destinados a

menores de 18 anos (como escolas)

Com estes planos, o Comité Europeu de ‘Luta contra o Tabagismo’ pretende aproximar as medidas
de prevencdo do tabagismo em vigor em Portugal - e na restante Europa - das medidas que
vigoram em paises cuja tradigdo de prevengdo do tabagismo é mais longa (como os Estados Unidos

ou o Canada).
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2) Manipulation, maximal standard violation:

Leia o texto que se segue com atengao.
O texto que vai ler diz respeito a Nova Lei de Prevencdo do Tabagismo e as informacGes que nele

sdo apresentadas tém sido divulgadas pela Direcgdo Geral de Saude (DGS).

Por favor: tenha o cuidado de so6 responder as perguntas se tiver percebido bem o texto.

Recorde a Lei n.° 37/2007 de 14 de Agosto (que entrou em vigor a 1 de Janeiro de 2008):

“A Lei n.° 37/2007 de 14 de Agosto estabelece, como regra geral, a proibicao de fumar em espagos
publicos fechados e locais de trabalho; tem em vista garantir a proteccdo da saude dos
frequentadores e trabalhadores nesses espacos e orienta-se pelos seguintes principios: direito a
proteccao contra os riscos provocados pelo fumo do tabaco e o dever de ndo poluir o ar em
ambientes fechados.

Passa a ser proibido fumar nos servigos da Administragdo Publica; nos estabelecimentos de salde e
de ensino, bem como em espacgos destinados a menores de 18 anos; locais de trabalho; meios de
transporte; centros comerciais; estabelecimentos de restauragdo, incluindo bares e discotecas;
museus; bibliotecas; salas de espectaculos; recintos de desporto fechados; aeroportos; estagGes
ferrovidrias, rodovidrias, maritimas e fluviais; recintos de feiras e exposigdes; parques de
estacionamento cobertos e outros locais de atendimento directo ao publico.

Em caso de incumprimento da Lei, existem coimas. Entre elas: de 50 a 750 euros para o fumador
que fume em locais proibidos; de 50 a 1 000 euros para os responsaveis que ndo determinem aos
fumadores que se abstenham de fumar e que ndo chamem as autoridades, se necessario.”

Fonte: DGS

Como todos os Paises da Europa, também Portugal segue as directivas Comunitarias que dizem
respeito a Prevencdo do Tabagismo. Estas directivas sdo indicadas pelo Comité Europeu para a ‘Luta
contra o Tabagismo’.

De acordo com as indicacGes deste Comité, a Nova Lei de Prevencdo do Tabagismo que vigora em
Portugal trata-se apenas de uma preparagdo para uma Lei mais rigida e restritiva.

De acordo com este Comité a préxima Lei de Prevengdo do Tabagismo procurara:

- afastar os fumadores de locais publicos e locais de trabalho fechados e ventilados

- afastar os fumadores das areas ao ar livre contiguas aos locais publicos e locais de trabalho

fechados, podendo os fumadores apenas fumar a 10m das portas e janelas desses locais
- afastar os fumadores de locais publicos ao ar livre, como esplanadas, areas de servigo e postos de
abastecimento de combustivel, parques de merendas, ruas nas imediagGes de espacos destinados a

menores de 18 anos (como escolas)

Com estes planos, o Comité Europeu de ‘Luta contra o Tabagismo’ pretende aproximar as medidas
de prevencdo do tabagismo em vigor em Portugal - e na restante Europa - das medidas que
vigoram em paises cuja tradigdo de prevengdo do tabagismo é mais longa (como os Estados Unidos

ou o Canada).
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4) Measure of emotions

Continuando a recordar a informagdo que leu, e pensando nos novos planos para a

Prevencao do Tabagismo, diga-nos o que sente como fumador(a).

Assinale o nimero junto da resposta que corresponde a sua opinido.

- Como fumador(a), os novos planos para a Prevengao do Tabagismo deixam-me:

Calmo(a)
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Nada calmo(a) Muito pouco Pouco calmo(a) Nem muito, nem Calmo(a) Bastante Muito calmo(a)
calmo(a) pouco calmo(a) calmo(a)
Desesperado(a)
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Nada Muito pouco Pouco Nem muito, Desesperado(a) Bastante Muito
desesperado(a) desesperado(a) desesperado(a) nem pouco desesperado(a) desesperado(a)
desesperado(a)
Contente
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Nada Muito pouco Pouco Nem muito, Contente Bastante Muito
contente contente contente nem pouco contente contente
contente

Ressentido(a)

1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Nada Muito pouco Pouco Nem muito, Ressentido(a) Bastante Muito
ressentido(a) ressentido(a) ressentido(a) nem pouco ressentido(a) ressentido(a)

ressentido(a)

Entusiasmado(a)
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Nada Muito pouco Pouco Nem muito, nem Entusiasmado (a) Bastante Muito
entusiasmado(a) entusiasmado(a) entusiasmado(a) pouco entusiasmado(a) entusiasmado(a)

entusiasmado(a)

Furioso(a)

1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Nada Muito pouco Pouco Nem muito, Furioso(a) Bastante Muito
furioso(a) furioso(a) furioso(a) nem pouco furioso(a) furioso(a)
furioso(a)
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Animado(a)

1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Nada Muito pouco Pouco Nem muito, Animado(a) Bastante Muito
animado(a) animado(a) animado(a) nem pouco animado(a) animado(a)
animado(a)

- Como fumador(a), os novos planos para a Prevengao do Tabagismo deixam-me:

Frustrado(a)

1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Nada Muito pouco Pouco Nem muito, Frustrado(a) Bastante Muito
frustrado(a) frustrado(a) frustrado(a) nem pouco frustrado(a) frustrado(a)
frustrado(a)

Satisfeito(a)

1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Nada Muito pouco Pouco Nem muito, Satisfeito(a) Bastante Muito
satisfeito(a) satisfeito(a) satisfeito(a) nem pouco satisfeito(a) satisfeito(a)

satisfeito(a)

Indignado(a)
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Nada Muito pouco Pouco Nem muito, Indignado(a) Bastante Muito

indignado(a)

indignado(a) indignado(a) nem pouco indignado(a) indignado(a)

indignado(a)
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5) Measure of behaviour

Muitas vezes ouvimos as pessoas ou grupos falarem de coisas que fizeram ou gostavam de
fazer em determinadas situacdes. Nem sempre concordamos com o que ouvimos, mas ha
também opiniGes mais parecidas com as nossas.

Em situagGes problematicas até parece que percebemos melhor que as pessoas ou grupos

tenham, as vezes, comportamentos e atitudes que, normalmente, ndo tém.

Volte a pensar nos novos planos de Prevencao do Tabagismo. Como Fumador(a), o que

teria vontade de fazer numa situagao destas?

Escreva nas linhas que se segquem os comportamentos de que se lembrar (por favor escreva
apenas um comportamento em cada linha). Use apenas as linhas. Os quadrados que se

encontram junto das linhas serdo usados nas préximas questdes.

1)

2)

3)

4)

5)

6)

7)

8)

9)

10)
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Em vez de terem comportamentos positivos e construtivos, muitas vezes as pessoas ou
grupos estdao em situacGes tdo complicadas que tém mesmo comportamentos mais extremos.
Ou seja, nessas situagbes as pessoas e grupos tém comportamentos que sdo destrutivos para
todos a sua volta. Também nestas situacdes ha vezes até parece que percebemos melhor que
as pessoas ou grupos tenham comportamentos e atitudes que, normalmente, sao

consideradas inaceitaveis porque vao contra a lei ou contra sentidos de moral.

Volte a pensar nos novos planos de Prevencao do Tabagismo. Numa situacdao destas o

que imagina que possa acontecer?

Escreva nas linhas que se seguem o0s comportamentos de que se lembrar (por favor, escreva
apenas um comportamento em cada linha). Use apenas as linhas. Os quadrados que se

encontram junto das linhas serdo usados nas préximas questdes.

1)

2)

3)

4)

5)

6)

7)

8)

9)

10)
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6) Measure of perceived exclusion

Continuando a pensar nos novos planos de Prevengdao do Tabagismo, relembre como se sente
quando pensa nesses plano.

Pensando no que sente, responda as seguintes perguntas:

- “Eu, como fumador(a), sinto-me excluido(a) dos locais publicos”

1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Nada Muito pouco Pouco Nem muito, Excluidos Bastante Muito
excluidos excluidos excluidos nem pouco excluidos excluidos
excluidos

- “Eu sinto que nés fumadores estamos excluidos dos locais publicos”

1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Nada Muito pouco Pouco Nem muito, Excluidos Bastante Muito
excluidos excluidos excluidos nem pouco excluidos excluidos
excluidos
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7) Measure of minimal and maximal standard violatims

Continuando a pensar nos novos planos de Prevengdao do Tabagismo, relembre como se sente

quando pensa nesses plano.
Pensando no que sente, responda as seguintes perguntas:

- “"Para nés fumadores é indispensavel poder fumar nos locais publicos”

1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Discordo Discordo Discordo Nao Concordo Concordo Concordo
totalmente muito concordo, muito totalmente
nem
discordo

- “Para nés fumadores era bom poder fumar nos locais publicos, mas sabemos que
nem sempre é possivel”

1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Discordo Discordo Discordo Nao Concordo Concordo Concordo
totalmente muito concordo, muito totalmente
nem
discordo

- “Para nés fumadores é absolutamente necessario poder fumar nos locais publicos”

1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Discordo Discordo Discordo Nao Concordo Concordo Concordo
totalmente muito concordo, muito totalmente
nem
discordo

- “Para nés fumadores poder fumar nos locais publicos era desejavel, mas sabemos
que nem sempre é assim”

1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Discordo Discordo Discordo Nao Concordo Concordo Concordo
totalmente muito concordo, muito totalmente
nem
discordo

- “"Para nés fumadores nao poder fumar nos locais publicos é inaceitavel”

1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Discordo Discordo Discordo Nao Concordo Concordo Concordo
totalmente muito concordo, muito totalmente
nem
discordo
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- “Para nés fumadores nao poder fumar nos locais publicos deveria ser uma

excepcao”
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Discordo Discordo Discordo Nao Concordo Concordo Concordo
totalmente muito concordo, muito totalmente
nem
discordo

- “Para nés fumadores ndao poder fumar nos locais publicos ndo deveria ser
acontecer nunca”

1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Discordo Discordo Discordo Nao Concordo Concordo Concordo
totalmente muito concordo, muito totalmente
nem
discordo

- “Para nés fumadores nao poder fumar nos locais publicos deveria ser regra o
menos frequentemente possivel”

1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Discordo Discordo Discordo Nao Concordo Concordo Concordo
totalmente muito concordo, muito totalmente
nem
discordo
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Being in or being out

Ball toss presentation, Portuguese version:

O jogo 'Bola Virtual’ é um jogo simples:

- ha duas Equipas em jogo, a Equipa AMARELA e a Equipa AZUL

- cada jogador recebe 5€ pela sua participacdo no jogo

- 0 objectivo do jogo é receber a '‘Bola Virtual’ o maior nimero de vezes possivel

- cada vez que um jogador recebe a 'Bola Virtual’, a sua Equipa recebe 0,10¢€.

ATENCA'O: as equipas ndo recebem 0,10€ automaticamente.

Para terem direito a receber este valor, as equipas tém de receber pelo menos 3 vezes a bola.

Ou seja, s6 depois de receberem a bola 3 vezes é que as equipas comecam a acumular 0.10€.

As equipas que ndo receberem pelo menos 3 vezes a bola ndo acumulam 0,10€ cada vez que

0s seus jogadores receberem a bola.

- no final do jogo - e nunca ultrapassando um total maximo de 10€ -, cada jogador(a)
recebe: os 5€ iniciais + o montante que a sua Equipa tiver acumulado no decorrer do jogo,
divido pelo numero de jogadores que constituem a Equipa (por exemplo: se a Equipa tiver
acumulado 6€ durante o jogo e se a equipa for constituida por 3 jogadores, cada jogador

recebera 2€)
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- Comandos:
- pode escolher para que jogador quer passar a '‘Bola Virtual’: clique — com o botdo esquerdo
do rato - sobre o icone com a identificacdo do jogador para quem pretende passar a bola.

- pode usar o icone O para, a qualquer momento do jogo, retirar dinheiro a TODOS os

€

participantes do jogo. Cada vez que carregar no icone O, TODOS os participantes do jogo
perdem 0,05€ do dinheiro que tiverem acumulado até ao momento. Pode usar esta tecla até
todos os participantes ficarem com 0€. Quando todos os participantes ficarem com 0€, ACABA

0 jogo para TODOS.
- pode usar o icone @. para, a qualquer momento do jogo, retirar TODO o dinheiro a

TODOS os participantes do jogo. Ao usar o icone @', todos participantes ficam com 0€ e
ACABA o jogo para TODOS.

- pode desistir do jogo a qualquer momento. Basta usar o icone % O jogo terminara para

si, mas continuard para os restantes jogadores. Se usar o icone % receberd apenas 5€ pela

sua participacdo no jogo (ndo recebera o dinheiro acumulado durante o jogo).
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- Extras do jogo:
- pode usar frases e icones expressivos para comunicar durante o jogo: pode escolher entre os
varios icones expressivos e frases que lhe sdo apresentados:

- pode usar os icones expressivos e as frases para comunicar s6 com os membros da sua

Equipa, usando a zona da comunicagéo privada (Chat Privado da Equipa)

- pode usar os icones expressivos e as frases para comunicar com todos os participantes,

usando a zona da comunicacdo publica (Eventos - Chat Publico)

- Outras informacgoes:

- a participacdo no jogo é andnima: apenas serdo pedidos dados socio-demogréaficos que
permitam caracterizar os jogadores do 'Bola Virtual’

- a participacdo no jogo é voluntaria: pode abandonar o jogo a qualquer momento (se se
sentir desconfortavel com o jogo, por exemplo)

- em situagbes excepcionais pode também comunicar com o investigador: basta enviar-lhe um

&
email, usando o icone .

- no final do jogo faremos algumas perguntas acerca da sua participacdo no jogo

- Antes do jogo propriamente dito, vai ter a oportunidade de experimentar o jogo, numa
sessdo de treino simulada. Nesta sessdo de treino, o computador vai ligar-se ao servidor e
vocé vai participar num jogo virtual em que vai jogar com o servidor. Vocé vai ser o uUnico
Jjogador real; os restantes jogadores serdo simulados.

- Quando se sentir preparado(a) para comecar a sessdo de treino cligue — com o botdo

esquerdo do rato — no botdo abaixo.
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Print screen of a ball toss trial session:

Eventos - Chat Piblico

B [i] vez de NS

Ep  Sesiodelreino g

.
_‘_

N5
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Esta é a SESSAO X do 'Bola Virtual’

- Estamos a desenvolver este jogo em parceria com equipas de investigacdo de laboratérios de
outras Universidades Portuguesas. Por isso € importante que participantes de locais diferentes

possam ter acesso ao jogo. E por esta razdo que usamos um jogo online.

- Para podermos ter participantes de locais diferentes a participar num mesmo jogo, o servidor

vai ligar-se aos participantes que estdo nos laboratérios dessas Universidades Portuguesas.

- Pedimos-lhe que se concentre ao maximo no jogo e que evite qualquer forma de distracgdo.

- Quando se sentir preparado/a para comegar o jogo avise o investigador e aguarde

as suas instrucgoes.

Por favor, NAO clique no bot&o abaixo antes de |Ihe ser dada essa instrugdo! O botdo abaixo

inicia o jogo.
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Print screen of a ball toss game session:

| Sessdo 1127 0.075€ :AM4.

0.675¢ :AM3 ;
Equipa Amarela  0.075€ :AM2. Equipa [1] Jogada d
: e gada de Al
036 0.075€ :AM1 0.2€ [i] A1 jogou
= = [i] Vez de A2
L } Y ” [i] A2 jogou
. [i] Vez de AM3
i E R ; [il AM3 jogou
!\. . b_.,‘ - [i] Vez de AM1
AM1 S - AM2 [1] AM1 jegou

[1] Vez de aM3
[1] AM3 jogou
[i] vez de AM1
[i] AM1 jogou

9 2 |
' . ‘ A ’ \
AM3 Z‘ :! 5‘ 3 AM4
| Amarelo1 | o Amarelo 2

= | [E— — —
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List of measures, Portuguese versioft

1) Measure of emotions

Being in or being out

Gostariamos, agora, de saber a sua opinido sobre varios aspectos desta experiéncia:

- sobre o jogo propriamente dito,

- sobre a participagdo das equipas,

- e sobre os jogadores com que teve oportunidade de participar no jogo.

Comegamos por lhe pedir que:

Pensando no jogo em que acaba de participar, pense em como se sentiu durante o jogo.

O que se lembra de ter sentido durante o jogo?

Assinale o numero junto da resposta que corresponde ao que sentiu.

- DURANTE O JOGO, senti-me:

Calmo/a
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Nada Muito pouco Pouco Nem muito, Calmo/a Bastante Muito
calmo/a calmo/a calmo/a nem pouco calmo/a calmo/a
calmo/a
Desesperado/a
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Nada Muito pouco Pouco Nem muito, Desesperado/a Bastante Muito
desesperado/a desesperado/a desesperado/a nem pouco desesperado/a desesperado/a
desesperado/a
Contente
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Nada Muito pouco Pouco Nem muito, Contente Bastante Muito
contente contente contente nem pouco contente contente
contente
Ressentido/a
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Nada Muito pouco Pouco Nem muito, Ressentido/a Bastante Muito
ressentido/a  ressentido/a  ressentido/a nem pouco ressentido/a  ressentido/a

ressentido/a

0 The original questionnaire included other measthiaswere not related to the purpose of this thesis
we will only present those measures that were aglefor the purpose of this thesis and, thus, wesesl in

the analyses.
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Entusiasmado/a

1 2 3 4 5 6 7

Nada Muito pouco Pouco Nem muito, nem Entusiasmado /a Bastante Muito
entusiasmado/a entusiasmado/a entusiasmado/a pouco entusiasmado/a entusiasmado/a
entusiasmado/a

Furioso/a
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Nada Muito pouco Pouco Nem muito, Furioso/a Bastante Muito
furioso/a furioso/a furioso/a nem pouco furioso/a furioso/a
furioso/a
Animado/a
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Nada Muito pouco Pouco Nem muito, Animado/a Bastante Muito
animado/a animado/a animado/a nem pouco animado/a animado/a
animado/a
Frustrado/a
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Nada Muito pouco Pouco Nem muito, Frustrado/a Bastante Muito
frustrado/a frustrado/a frustrado/a nem pouco frustrado/a frustrado/a
frustrado/a
Culpado/a
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Nada Muito pouco Pouco Nem muito, Culpado/a Bastante Muito
culpado/a culpado/a culpado/a nem pouco culpado/a culpado/a
culpado/a
Com medo
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Discordo Discordo Discordo Ndo Concordo Concordo Concordo
totalmente muito concordo, muito totalmente
nem
discordo
Satisfeito/a
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Nada Muito pouco Pouco Nem muito, Satisfeito/a Bastante Muito
satisfeito/a satisfeito/a satisfeito/a nem pouco satisfeito/a satisfeito/a

satisfeito/a
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2) Measure of minimal and maximal standards violatins

Continuando a pensar no jogo em que acaba de participar, relembre toda a situagao do jogo.

Como foi a situagdo do jogo?

Assinale o numero junto da resposta que corresponde a sua opinido.

- Para mim, a situagao do jogo foi:

- “... absolutamente inaceitavel”

6] 0
Sim Nao

- “... uma situacao que, sempre que possivel, devia ser evitada”

(6] 0
Sim Ndo

- “... uma situagao que nao deveria acontecer nunca”

1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Discordo Discordo Discordo Nao Concordo Concordo Concordo
totalmente muito concordo, muito totalmente
nem
discordo

- ... uma situacao que deveria ser evitada tanto quanto possivel”

1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Discordo Discordo Discordo Nao Concordo Concordo Concordo
totalmente muito concordo, muito totalmente
nem
discordo
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3) Measure of perceived exclusion

Continuando a pensar no jogo em que acaba de participar, relembre a situacao do jogo e a

sua participacao.

Como Vvé a sua participagdo no jogo?

Assinale o numero junto da resposta que corresponde a sua opinido.

DURANTE O JOGO, eu senti que .... :

- “... a minha Equipa participou no jogo”

1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Discordo Discordo Discordo N&o Concordo Concordo Concordo
totalmente muito concordo, muito totalmente
nem
discordo
- “... a minha Equipa estava excluida do jogo”
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Discordo Discordo Discordo Nao Concordo Concordo Concordo
totalmente muito concordo, muito totalmente
nem
discordo
- “... a minha Equipa teve uma participagao marginal no jogo”
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Discordo Discordo Discordo Nao Concordo Concordo Concordo
totalmente muito concordo, muito totalmente
nem
discordo
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Continuando a pensar no jogo em que acaba de participar, relembre a situacdo do jogo e a

participacdo da sua Equipa.

Como véem os outros jogadores da Equipa AZUL a participagdo da vossa Equipa?

Assinale o numero junto da resposta que corresponde a sua opinido.

Independentemente do que eu penso, DURANTE O JOGO ...:

- “... os outros jogadores da Equipa AZUL sentiram que a nossa Equipa participou no

jogoll
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Discordo Discordo Discordo Nao Concordo Concordo Concordo
totalmente muito concordo, muito totalmente
nem
discordo

- ... os outros jogadores da Equipa AZUL sentiram que a nossa Equipa estava
excluida do jogo”

1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Discordo Discordo Discordo Nao Concordo Concordo Concordo
totalmente muito concordo, muito totalmente
nem
discordo

- “... os outros jogadores da Equipa AZUL sentiram que a nossa Equipa teve uma
participagcao marginal no jogo”

1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Discordo Discordo Discordo Nao Concordo Concordo Concordo
totalmente muito concordo, muito totalmente
nem
discordo
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Continuando a pensar no jogo em que acaba de participar, relembre a situacdo do jogo e a

participacdo da sua Equipa.

Como acha que a participacao da sua Equipa no jogo foi vista pela Equipa AMARELA?

Assinale o numero junto da resposta que corresponde a sua opinido.

Acho que, DURANTE O JOGO ...:

- “... a Equipa AMARELA pensou que a minha Equipa participou no jogo”

1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Discordo Discordo Discordo Nao Concordo Concordo Concordo
totalmente muito concordo, muito totalmente
nem
discordo

- “... a Equipa AMARELA pensou que a minha Equipa estava excluida do jogo”

1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Discordo Discordo Discordo Nao Concordo Concordo Concordo
totalmente muito concordo, muito totalmente
nem
discordo

- “... a Equipa AMARELA pensou que a minha Equipa teve uma participagao marginal

no jogo”
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Discordo Discordo Discordo N&o Concordo Concordo Concordo
totalmente muito concordo, muito totalmente
nem
discordo
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4) Measure of identification with ingroup

Como dissemos, na nossa vida ha todo o tipo de situagGes, pessoas e grupos: ha situacoes
rotineiras, outras novas; ha pessoas e grupos que conhecemos melhor, outros pior e ha

situagBes que nos aproximam ou afastam de outras pessoas ou grupos.

E mesmo em encontros muitos curtos, com condigdes de contacto muito limitadas, as pessoas
sdo 6ptimas formadoras de impressdes, tendo boas intuicdes acerca de outras pessoas ou

grupos.

Pensando jogadores que participaram no ‘Bola Virtual’, diga-nos o que sentiu em relacdo a

esses jogadores durante o jogo.

Pense nos jogadores da Equipa AZUL.

O que sentiu relativamente aos jogadores da Equipa AZUL?

- DURANTE O JOGO, e pensando nos jogadores da Equipa AZUL ... :

" ... senti-me solidario/a com a Equipa AZUL"

1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Discordo Discordo Discordo Nao Concordo Concordo Concordo
totalmente muito concordo, muito totalmente
nem
discordo

" ... senti-me comprometido/a com a Equipa AZUL"

1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Discordo Discordo Discordo Nao Concordo Concordo Concordo
totalmente muito concordo, muito totalmente
nem
discordo

" ... senti-me feliz de ser da Equipa AZUL"

1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Discordo Discordo Discordo Nao Concordo Concordo Concordo
totalmente muito concordo, muito totalmente
nem
discordo

“ ... senti que era agradavel ser da Equipa AZUL"”

1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Discordo Discordo Discordo Nao Concordo Concordo Concordo
totalmente muito concordo, muito totalmente
nem
discordo
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" ... senti que ser da Equipa AZUL era uma parte importante da minha identidade”

1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Discordo Discordo Discordo Nao Concordo Concordo Concordo
totalmente muito concordo, muito totalmente
nem
discordo

" ... senti que ser da Equipa AZUL era uma parte importante da imagem que tinha de
mim préprio/a”

1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Discordo Discordo Discordo Nao Concordo Concordo Concordo
totalmente muito concordo, muito totalmente
nem
discordo

" ... senti que tinha muito em comum com os jogadores tipicos da Equipa AZUL"

1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Discordo Discordo Discordo Nao Concordo Concordo Concordo
totalmente muito concordo, muito totalmente
nem
discordo

" ... senti-me semelhante aos jogadores tipicos da Equipa AZUL"”

1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Discordo Discordo Discordo Nao Concordo Concordo Concordo
totalmente muito concordo, muito totalmente
nem
discordo

" ... senti que os jogadores da Equipa AZUL tinham muito em comum entre eles”

1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Discordo Discordo Discordo Nao Concordo Concordo Concordo
totalmente muito concordo, muito totalmente
nem
discordo

" ... senti que os jogadores da Equipa AZUL eram muito semelhantes uns aos outros”

1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Discordo Discordo Discordo Nao Concordo Concordo Concordo
totalmente muito concordo, muito totalmente
nem
discordo
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5) Measure of identification with the superordinatecategory

Pensando agora nos Jogadores da Sessao X do ‘Bola Virtual’, diga-nos o que sentiu em relagdo

a esses jogadores durante o jogo.

O que sentiu relativamente aos Jogadores da Sessao X?

- DURANTE O JOGO, e pensando nos Jogadores da Sessao X ... :

" ... senti-me solidario/a com os Jogadores da Sessao X"

1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Discordo Discordo Discordo Nao Concordo Concordo Concordo
totalmente muito concordo, muito totalmente
nem
discordo

" ... senti-me comprometido/a com os Jogadores da Sessdao X"

1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Discordo Discordo Discordo Nao Concordo Concordo Concordo
totalmente muito concordo, muito totalmente
nem
discordo

Y ... senti-me feliz de ser um d os Jogadores da Sessao X"

1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Discordo Discordo Discordo Nao Concordo Concordo Concordo
totalmente muito concordo, muito totalmente
nem
discordo

“ ... senti que era agradavel ser um d os Jogadores da Sessdao X"

1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Discordo Discordo Discordo Nao Concordo Concordo Concordo
totalmente muito concordo, muito totalmente
nem
discordo
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“ ... senti que ser um d os Jogadores da Sessao X era uma parte importante da minha

identidade”
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Discordo Discordo Discordo Nao Concordo Concordo Concordo
totalmente muito concordo, muito totalmente
nem
discordo

Y ... senti que ser um d os Jogadores da Sessao X era uma parte importante da
imagem que tinha de mim préprio/a”

1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Discordo Discordo Discordo Nao Concordo Concordo Concordo
totalmente muito concordo, muito totalmente
nem
discordo

“ ... senti que tinha muito em comum com os jogadores tipicos da Sessao X"

1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Discordo Discordo Discordo Nao Concordo Concordo Concordo
totalmente muito concordo, muito totalmente
nem
discordo

“ ... senti-me semelhante aos jogadores tipicos da Sessao X"

1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Discordo Discordo Discordo Nao Concordo Concordo Concordo
totalmente muito concordo, muito totalmente
nem
discordo

" ... senti que os jogadores da Sessao X tinham muito em comum entre eles”

1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Discordo Discordo Discordo Nao Concordo Concordo Concordo
totalmente muito concordo, muito totalmente
nem
discordo

“ ... senti que os jogadores da Sessdao X eram muito semelhantes uns aos outros”

1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Discordo Discordo Discordo Nao Concordo Concordo Concordo
totalmente muito concordo, muito totalmente
nem
discordo
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6) Socio-demographic data

- Para finalizar alguns dados socio-demograficos :

Por favor, ndo escreva o seu nome.

Idade

Sexo

Universidade que frequenta

Curso que frequenta

Ano (do curso) que frequenta

Naturalidade
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Print screen of the ball toss presentation, Portugese version:

1) Manipulation, minimal standard mindset priming:

Bem-vindo/a

Vamos pedir a sua colaboracdo para duas tarefas:

1) vamos pedir-lhe que complete uma pequena tarefa destinada a avaliar
a coordenacdo sensorio-motora
2) vamos pedir-lhe que nos ajude a testar um jogo, o 'Bola Virtual’

Passamos a apresentar a primeira tarefa para a qual pedimos a sua
colaboracdo:

Por favor, leiz atentamente as instrucdes gue se seguem e tente
concentrar-se completamente na tarefa.

A tarefa & simples:

Imagine: E Verdo e um rato pegueno passeia com muita fome através do
seu territorio. De repente, ele & como gue magneticamente atraido pelo
aroma sedutor do seu queijo favorito.

Deve ajudar o rato a matar a sua grande fome. Encontre rapidamente um
caminho através do labirinto. S6 se encontrar o caminho até ao queijo, €
gue o rato fica com o gueijo; sendo o rato fica com fome.

Quando se sentir preparado/a para comegar a tarefa, peca ao/a
investigador/a que se encontra na sala para lhe entregar a folha com o
labirinto.

Assim que terminar esta tarefa, e para poder passar ao jogo 'Bola Virtual',
cligue - com o bot3o esquerdo do rato - no bot3o abaixo.
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2) Manipulations, maximal standard mindset priming:

Bem-vindo/a

Vamos pedir a sua colaboracgdo para duas tarefas:

1) vamos pedir-lhe que complete uma pequena tarefa destinada a avaliar
a coordenacdo sensorio-motora
2) vamos pedir-lhe que nos ajude a testar um jogo, o 'Bola Virtual”

Passamos a apresentar a primeira tarefa para a gual pedimos a sua
colaboracdo:

Por favaor, leia atentamente as instrucfes que se seguem e tente
concentrar-se completamente na tarefa.

A tarefa & simples:

Imagine: E Verdo e um rato pequeno passeia com muita fome através do
seu territdrio. De repente, ele € como gue magneticamente atraido pelo
aroma sedutor do seu queijo favorito.

Deve ajudar o rato a matar a sua grande fome. Encontre um caminho tdao
rapido e tdao longe quanto possivel através do labirinto.
Quanto mais longe chegar no labirinto, tanto mais queijo fica para o rato.

Quando se sentir preparado/a para comecar a tarefa, peca an/fa
investigadorfa gue se encontra na sala para lhe entregar a folha com o
labirinto.

Assim que terminar esta tarefa, e para poder passar ao jogo 'Bola Virtual',
clique - com o bot3o esquerdo do rato - no bot3o abaixo.
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Passamos, entdo, agora a segunda tarefa:

Bem-vindo/a ao jogo 'Bola Virtual"

0 jogo ‘Bola Virtual' & um jogo simples:
- duas Equipas em jogo, 2 Equipa AMARELA e 3 Equipa AZUL

-0 objectivo do jogo € receber a ola Virtual'o maior nimero de vezes
possivel '

- ambas s Equipas comegam o jogo com um saldo de 0,20€

- durante o jogo, cadz vez que um jogador recebe a Bola Virtual, & suz
Equipa recebe 0, 10€

Atenco: as equipas ndo recebem 0, 10€ automaticzmente.

Para terem direito a receher este valor, as equipas tém de receber pelo
menos 3 vezes a bola. Ou seja, s0 depois de receberem a bola 3 vezes é
que 3 equipas comegam a acumular 0,10,

As equipas que ndo raceberem pelo menos 3 vezes 2 bola ndo aumulam

0,10 cada vez que 0s seus jogadores receberem 2 bola.
-0Jogo terd 2 duragdo média da 5 minutos
-no final do jogo - & nunca ulrapassando um total maximo de 3€ - cadz
jogadorfa recebe:
+ amontante que 2 sua Equipa Hver aaumulada no decorer do
Jogo, divido pelo rimero de jogadores que consttuema
Equipa (por exemplo: se 2 Equipa tiver acumulado 3¢ durante
0Jogo e 5e 3 equipa for constituida por 3 jogadores, cada
Jogador receberd 1€)

Being in or being out

Feito o teste de coordenacgdo sensorio-motora, pedimos a sua colaboracdo para um outro
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Comandos do jogo:

-'mmeﬂem‘(emmhmtes}mﬂemﬂnér

para que jogador quer passar a ‘Bola Virtual

Clique - com o botzo esquerdo dorrato - sobre o cone com a identficagdo
do Jogador para que pretende passar a bl

- Com este icone pode, a qualquer momento do jogo, retirar
dinheiro a TODOS os partiipantes do jogo.

Cada vez que carregar neste icone, TODOS 0s partidpantes do jogo
perdem 0,10€ do dinheiro que tiverem acumulado até ao momento. Pode
‘Usar est3 opo até todos os partidpantes ficarem com 0€. Quando todos
05 participantes ficarem com 0¢, ACABA o jogo para TODOS,

g - Com este icone pode, a qualquer momento do jogo, retirar TODO
o dinheiro a TODOS os participantes do jogo.
Ao usar este icone, todos particpantes ficam com 0€ & ACABA o jogo para

& - Com este icone pode desitir o jogo a qualquer momento.

0 jogo terminars para si, mas continuzr para os restantes jogadores.
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Extras do jogo:
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Outras informages:

awhwacaemwem mssmopeddasdadesm
demograficos que permitam caracterizar os jogadores do ‘Bala Virtual

- a particpacdo no jogo € yolunkdria: pode ahandenar o Jogo a qualquer
memento (se se sentir desconfortaval com o jogo, por exemplo)

-Bméifuag'ﬁesaxms:podahnﬁnmmw&a"mnhesﬁgadm
iRt s

- o final do jogo faremos alqums perguntas acerca da sua partiopacdo
ne jogo

Mitesdopeopfwmerﬁedic, vaiter a oportunidade de mcpmm=

0 J0go, Mumz sessdo de trino simuladz, Nesta sessdo de treino, 0
mwmmmm SEEGSWﬂﬂi EVMevamﬁmmluwm
mmmm-mamw Vocé vaiser o drico jogador real, o5
reséameswdomsseﬁu sm!ados ‘

- Quando se sertir preparado/z para comegar a sessdo de treino dlique -
mnohetﬁﬂesmemﬁdmm mhotiuahaﬁm

Being in or being out
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Print screen of a ball toss trial:

Being in or being out

[i] vez de NS
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Vamos agora DAR INICIO a0 jogo propriamente dito.

Por iss0 .
Bem-vindo ao jogo ‘Bola Virtual'l

Esta é a SESSAO 1132 do 'Bola Virtual’

- Estamos a desenvolver este jogo em parceria com equipas de investigacdo
de |aboratérios de outras Universidades Portuguesas. Porisso € importante
que participantes de locais diferentas possam ter acesso ao jogo. E por esta
razdo que usamos um jogo online.

- Para podermos ter particpantes de locais diferentes a partidpar num
mesmo jogo, o servidor vai ligar-se aos participantes que estdo nos
laboratdrios dessas Universidades Portuguesas.

- Pedimos-lhe gue se concentre 30 maximo no jogo & que evite qualquer
forma de distraccdo.

- Quando se sentir preparado/a para comecar o jogo avise o investigador
e aquarde as suas instrucdes.

Por favor, NAO dliue no botdo abaixo antes de lhe ser dada essa instruggo!
0 botde abaixo incia 0 jogo.

Being in or being out
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Print screen of a ball toss game session:

Being in or being out

\)7
AHS'—“" :s; g"' = I!

AM4

[1] Jogada de Al
[1] A1 jogou

[i] Vez de A2
[i] A2 jogou
[i] Vez de aM3
[il AM3 jogou
[1] Vez de AM1
[1] AM1 jogou
[1] Vez de AM3
[1] AM3 jogou
[i] Vez de aM1
[i] AM1 jogou

b & CX°

Amarelo 3

Amarelo 2

Amarelo 4 |

| Azul2
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Gostariamos, agora, de saber a sua opinido sobre vrios aspectos desta
experiéndia:

- sobre 0 jogo propriamente dito,
- sobre a parficipacdo das equipas,

- e sobre 0s jogadores com que teve opartunidade de participar no jogo.

Being in or being out
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List of measures, Portuguese versioft

1) Measure of minimal and maximal standard violatims

Pensando no jogo em que acaba de participar, relembre toda a situacdo do jogo. Como foi a
situagao do jogo?

Assinale o nimero junto da resposta que corresponde a sua opinido.

- Para mim, a situagao do jogo foi:

"Uma situacao que nao deveria acontecer nunca"

"Uma situacao que, sempre que possivel, deveria ser evitada para todos os
jogadores da Sessao X"

"Uma situacao em principio toleravel"

1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Discordo Discordo Discordo Nao Concordo Concordo Concordo
totalmente muito concordo, muito totalmente
nem
discordo

1 The original questionnaire included other measthiaswere not related to the purpose of this thesis
we will only present those measures that were aglefor the purpose of this thesis and, thus, wesesl in
the analyses.
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"Uma situacao que deveria ser evitada o maximo de vezes possivel”

1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Discordo Discordo Discordo Nao Concordo Concordo Concordo
totalmente muito concordo, muito totalmente
nem
discordo

"Uma situacdo absolutamente inaceitavel para todos os jogadores da Sessao X"

Sim Nao

"Uma situacdo que deveria acontecer o menos possivel"

Sim N&o
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Continuando a pensar no jogo em que acaba de participar, relembre toda a situacao do jogo.
Como foi a situacao do jogo?

Assinale o numero junto da resposta que corresponde a sua opinido.

- Penso que ...

" ... ndo ser posto em tal situacao é um requerimento minimo para todos os
jogadores da Sessdao X"

1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Discordo Discordo Discordo Nao Concordo Concordo Concordo
totalmente muito concordo, muito totalmente
nem
discordo

" ... quanto menos todos os jogadores da Sessao X forem colocados em tal situagao,

melhor"
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Discordo Discordo Discordo Nao Concordo Concordo Concordo
totalmente muito concordo, muito totalmente
nem
discordo
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2) Measure of emotions

Continuando a pensar no jogo em que acaba de participar, pense em como se sentiu durante o

jogo.
O que se lembra de ter sentido durante o jogo?

Assinale a resposta que corresponde ao que sentiu.

- DURANTE O JOGO, senti-me:

Calmo/a
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Nada Muito pouco Pouco Nem muito, Calmo/a Bastante Muito
calmo/a calmo/a calmo/a nem pouco calmo/a calmo/a
calmo/a
Desesperado/a
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Nada Muito pouco Pouco Nem muito, Desesperado/a Bastante Muito
desesperado/a desesperado/a desesperado/a nem pouco desesperado/a desesperado/a
desesperado/a
Contente
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Nada Muito pouco Pouco Nem muito, Contente Bastante Muito
contente contente contente nem pouco contente contente
contente
Ressentido/a
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Nada Muito pouco Pouco Nem muito, Ressentido/a Bastante Muito
ressentido/a  ressentido/a  ressentido/a nem pouco ressentido/a  ressentido/a

ressentido/a

Entusiasmado/a

1 2 3 4 5 6
Nada Muito pouco Pouco Nem muito, nem Entusiasmado /a Bastante Muito
entusiasmado/a entusiasmado/a entusiasmado/a pouco entusiasmado/a entusiasmado/a

entusiasmado/a

Furioso/a
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Nada Muito pouco Pouco Nem muito, Furioso/a Bastante Muito
furioso/a furioso/a furioso/a nem pouco furioso/a furioso/a
furioso/a
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Animado/a
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Nada Muito pouco Pouco Nem muito, Animado/a Bastante Muito
animado/a animado/a animado/a nem pouco animado/a animado/a
animado/a
Frustrado/a
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Nada Muito pouco Pouco Nem muito, Frustrado/a Bastante Muito
frustrado/a frustrado/a frustrado/a nem pouco frustrado/a frustrado/a
frustrado/a
Culpado/a
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Nada Muito pouco Pouco Nem muito, Culpado/a Bastante Muito
culpado/a culpado/a culpado/a nem pouco culpado/a culpado/a
culpado/a
Com medo
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Discordo Discordo Discordo N&o Concordo Concordo Concordo
totalmente muito concordo, muito totalmente
nem
discordo
Satisfeito/a
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Nada Muito pouco Pouco Nem muito, Satisfeito/a Bastante Muito
satisfeito/a satisfeito/a satisfeito/a nem pouco satisfeito/a satisfeito/a
satisfeito/a
Impotente
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Nada Muito pouco Pouco Nem muito, Impotente Bastante Muito
impotente impotente impotente nem pouco impotente impotente
impotente
Curioso/a
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Nada Muito pouco Pouco Nem muito, Curioso/a Bastante Muito
curioso/a curioso/a curioso/a nem pouco curioso/a curioso/a
curioso/a
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3) Measure of perceived exclusion

Continuando a pensar no jogo em que acaba de participar, relembre a situacdo do jogo e a

sua participacao.

Como Vvé a sua participagdo no jogo?

Assinale o numero junto da resposta que corresponde a sua opinido.

DURANTE O JOGO, eu senti que .... :

- “... a minha Equipa participou no jogo”

1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Discordo Discordo Discordo Nao Concordo Concordo Concordo
totalmente muito concordo, muito totalmente
nem
discordo
- “... a minha Equipa estava excluida do jogo”
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Discordo Discordo Discordo Nao Concordo Concordo Concordo
totalmente muito concordo, muito totalmente
nem
discordo
- “... a minha Equipa teve uma participagao marginal no jogo”
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Discordo Discordo Discordo Nao Concordo Concordo Concordo
totalmente muito concordo, muito totalmente
nem
discordo
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"... a minha Equipa estava incluida no jogo"

o) o)
Sim Nao

"... a minha Equipa teve uma participacao limitadano jogo"

"... a minha Equipa estava fora do jogo"

o o
Sim Nao
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4) Socio-demographic data

- Para finalizar alguns dados socio-demograficos :

Por favor, ndo escreva o seu nome.
Idade
Sexo

Universidade que frequenta

Curso que frequenta

Ano (do curso) que frequenta

Naturalidade
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