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Deviance Punishment is an important issue for social-psychological research. Group
members tend to punish deviance through rejection, ostracism and – more commonly -
negative judgments. Subjective Group Dynamics proposes to account for social judge-
ment patterns of deviant and conformist individuals. Relying on a group identity man-
agement perspective, one of the model’s core predictions is that the judgment of a
deviant target depends on group membership. More specifically, the model predicts
that deviant ingroup members should be judged more negatively than outgroup ones.
Although this effect has been repeatedly observed over the past decades, there is a
current lack of sufficiently powered studies in the literature. For the first time, we
conducted tests of Subjective Group Dynamics in France and the US to investigate
whether ingroup deviants were judged more harshly than outgroup ones. Across six
experiments and an internal mini meta-analysis, we observed no substantial difference
in judgment between ingroup and outgroup deviant targets, d = -0.01, 95% CI[-0.07,
0.06]. The findings’ implications for deviance management research are discussed.
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An important focus of social-psychological research
about deviance pertains to the way social groups re-
act toward members who deviate from group norms
(Abrams, 2010). Group members tend to punish de-
viance through rejection, ostracism and more com-
monly through negative judgments (Bendor & Swis-
tak, 2001; Douglas, 2010; Hogg & Reid, 2006; Lapin-
ski & Rimal, 2005; Rimal & Real, 2003). The Subjec-
tive Group Dynamics Model (Marques, Abrams, Paez,
& Hogg, 2001; Marques, Paez, & Abrams, 1998) tackles
the issue of deviance punishment and predicts, amongst
other things, that deviant ingroup and deviant outgroup
members are not punished to the same extent.

Subjective Group Dynamics states that ingroup mem-
bers will be evaluated more extremely than outgroup
members because the attitudes and behaviors of in-
group members are more relevant to the ingroup’s iden-
tity (Marques et al., 1998). From this perspective,
pro-normative ingroup members should be evaluated
more positively than pro-normative outgroup mem-
bers. Conversely, deviant ingroup members should be
judged more negatively than deviant outgroup mem-
bers. Hence, when an ingroup member displays at-

titudes or behaviors that threaten the positive image
of the ingroup, then other ingroup members should
react negatively toward the deviant member (see the
Black Sheep Effect; Marques, 2010; Marques, Yzerbyt,
& Leyens, 1988; Marques & Paez, 1994). Consequently,
the deviant ingroup member should be evaluated nega-
tively or – in some cases – ostracized in an effort to re-
store the group’s positive social identity through main-
taining the perceived ingroup superiority compared to
the outgroup (Marques, 2010; Abrams, Rutland, &
Cameron, 2003). On the contrary, because attitudes and
behaviors of outgroup members are less relevant to the
ingroup’s identity, reactions to a deviant outgroup mem-
ber should be less extreme (Marques, 2010). There-
fore, this 4 effect draws upon ingroup favoritism (i.e.,
the tendency to attribute more symbolic or material re-
wards to one’s own group over an outgroup (Tajfel, Bil-
lig, Bundy, & Flament, 1971; Turner, Brown, & Tajfel,
1979), whereby individuals must reconcile their knowl-
edge of the existence of undesirable ingroup members
with their motivation to uphold a favorable view of the
ingroup (Marques et al., 1988; Pinto, Marques, Levine,
& Abrams, 2010).
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Previous studies highlighting an effect of group mem-
bership on deviance punishment tend to present par-
ticipants with a description of a target individual or a
target group engaging in a deviant behavior (even if the
deviance of this behavior is not systematically pretested;
e.g., Wang, Zheng, Meng, Lu, & Ma, 2016). Participants
are then asked to judge the target on various dimen-
sions through self-report measures (e.g., warmth, com-
petence).

Deviance management has attracted considerable re-
search focus over the past decades. The effect of
group membership on deviance punishment has been
observed in a wide range of intergroup contexts and
under a variety of collective identity threat conditions
(Pinto et al., 2010; Branscombe NR, Wann DL, Noel
JG, Coleman, 1993; Castano, Paladino, Coull, & Yzer-
byt, 2002; Coull, Yzerbyt, Castano, Paladino, & Lee-
mans, 2001; Hutchison & Abrams, 2003; Khan & Lam-
bert, 1998; Shin, Freda, & Yi, 1999; Stapel, Koomen, &
Spears, 1999).

As such, one might conclude that this effect is a
highly replicable and robust phenomenon. In fact, it
is often included in introductory psychology textbooks
as an example of a robust and counterintuitive finding
(Abrams, Hogg, & Marques, 2005; Albarracin, Johnson,
& Zanna, 2005; Fiske, Gilbert, , & Lindzey, 2010; Levine
& Hogg, 5 2010; Postmes & Jetten, 2006). Despite this
amount of literature, a methodological issue suggests
a call for further investigation of this effect. Many of
these studies rely on small samples (e.g., N = 66 for
four groups in Marques et al., 1998, experiment 1; N
= 37 for four groups in experiment 2; N = 46 for two
groups in Castano et al., 2002, experiment 1; N = 28
for two groups in experiment 2; see also Bettencourt
et al., 2015). Because small samples are unlikely to
capture extreme values that are present in the popu-
lation, they tend to inflate observed effect sizes (But-
ton et al., 2013). Consequently, it seems possible that
the published effects of group membership on deviance
punishment are much larger than the true effect. This
problem is exacerbated as researchers conduct power
analyses prior to data collection and use these inflated
effect sizes because they will underestimate the number
of participants they will actually need (Anderson, Kelley,
& Maxwell, 2017). Therefore, these practices feed into
each other and make it difficult to interpret the robust-
ness of the effect.

The presence of this methodological issue led us to
conduct a series of six sufficiently powered tests (i.e.,
by current, post-replication crisis standards) of Sub-
jective Group Dynamics. More specifically, we sought
to test the hypothesis according to which deviant in-
group members are punished more harshly than out-

group ones, in a time of concerns regarding the replica-
bility of social psychological research (Earp & Trafimow,
2015; Nosek et al., 2015]. The studies reported below
were conducted by independent teams in France and in
the US.

Method

General Method

Over the past four years, independent teams from
France and the US conducted replication attempts of
the effect according to which deviant ingroup members
would be evaluated more negatively than deviant out-
group members, as predicted by the Subjective Group
Dynamics Model. Because the research teams were
working independently of each other, our studies span
several intergroup contexts and social norm violations,
using different dependent variables. Consequently, our
studies constitute conceptual replication attempts with
samples drawn from international populations.

In each study, a deviant target was described in
a vignette and participants were asked to judge this
target on various dimensions (e.g., warmth, compe-
tence, social distance) through self-report measures
(Branscombe et al., 1993; Khan & Lambert, 1998; Rullo,
Presaghi, & Livi, 2015). All multi-item measures were
mean. The present studies were conducted with the
aim of achieving a sample size of at least N = 50 per
condition, as recommended by Simmons, Nelson and
Simonsohn (2013). After we reported the individual
effects for each study, we proceeded to a mini meta-
analysis of aggregated results (Goh, Hall, & Rosenthal,
2016) to try to give an estimate of the size of the
effect of group membership on deviance punishment.
Although some measures that were collected for ex-
ploratory purposes are not reported in this article, all
data, syntaxes, supplementary information about pro-
cedures, and all measures for all studies can be found
here: https://osf.io/392ha/.

All studies were conducted in accordance with the
1964 Helsinki declaration (WMO, 1964) and its later
amendments, the ethical principles of the French Code
of Ethics for Psychologists (CNCDP, 2012), and the 2016
APA Ethical Principles of 7 Psychologists and Code of
Conduct (APA, 2017). This research was approved by
the Institutional Review Board [anonymized for peer re-
view] (Research Protocol 2017- 1027). All studies are
reported, and no subject was removed from the origi-
nal databases. Sample sizes for each study was deter-
mined a priori and without any extension on the basis
of initial looks at the results. However, because not all
participants answered every question, we used pairwise
deletion on the variables for which we did not have re-
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sponses. Consequently, the number of participants in
each analysis fluctuates a little around the total sample
size.

Details for the Six Studies

Study 1 (US, 2017)

We recruited 300 participants (60.00% male; Mage
= 34.65, SD = 10.26) from Amazon’s Mechanical Turk
(Mturk) ($0.10/minute). A sensitivity analysis showed
that this sample enabled us to detect an effect size of
ρ = 0.16 at 80% power. Participants were sent a com-
puterized questionnaire upon registering for the experi-
ment.

Upon signing the informed consent, participants
were told that they would read a short newspaper arti-
cle that was printed shortly after an altercation that os-
tensibly happened during the 2016 Summer Olympics
between the United States and Australian basketball
fans. We manipulated between subjects whether the
Australian fans or the United States’ fans initiated the
altercation. After reading the fake article, participants
first completed a 2-item feelings thermometer (r = .87)
about the deviant fans (‘To what extent do you feel fa-
vorable and warm toward the [American fans vs. Aus-
tralian fans] or unfavorable and cold toward them?’
from -3 ‘very cold’ to +3 ‘very warm’). Then, they
filled a 2-item (r = .91) measure of blame (e.g., ‘To
what extent do you blame the 8 [American fans/Aus-
tralian fans] for the fight between the American and
Australian basketball fans?’ and ‘To what extent do you
think the [American fans/Australian fans] are responsi-
ble for the fight between the American and Australian
basketball fans?’, from 1 ‘not at all’ to 5 ‘very much’).
Finally, participants completed a punishment measure
(‘To what extent do you think the [American fans/Aus-
tralian fans] should be punished for their behavior?’
from 1 ‘not at all’ to 5 ‘very much’) and provided a fine
they would leverage against the deviant fans between
$0 and $1000.

Study 2 (US, 2018)

Study 2 was a direct replication of Study 1 with two
exceptions. First, participants were recruited via the
psychology subject pool at a US University instead of
through Mturk. Second, because we did not have a di-
rect manipulation check in Study 1 on the perceived de-
viance of the target, we measured all variables within
subjects. We also asked participants to what extent they
judged the behaviors of each group of fans (Australian
and United States) to be peaceable versus hostile (-3
= very hostile to +3 very peaceable), appropriate ver-
sus inappropriate (-3 = very inappropriate to +3 very

appropriate), and acceptable versus unacceptable (-3 =
very unacceptable to +3 very acceptable). These three
items were averaged together to create the manipula-
tion check (rUS = .89, rAustralia = .86).

We recruited 199 undergraduate students (32.00%
male; Mage = 19.15, SD = 1.42). A sensitivity analysis
showed that this sample enabled us to detect an effect
size of ρ = 0.20 at 80% power. As in Study 1, par-
ticipants completed a computerized questionnaire that
was sent to them via email but instead participated in
exchange for course credit. All other measures were
the same: Feelings thermometer about the deviant fans
rUS = .67, and rAustralia = .74; blame rUS = .80, and
rAustralia = .84; punishment; and a 9 fine. The primary
analyses were conducted on evaluations of the deviant
fans in an independent-samples t-test, but the results do
not change when analyzed as a mixeddesign (see the
supplementary information on the OSF for these anal-
ysis). Therefore, these data were computed as if they
came from a between-subjects design to fit with the rest
of the studies.

The interaction between the instigating country and
the within-subjects’ evaluations of the fans on the ma-
nipulation check composite was significant, F(1, 195)
= 181.48, p < .001, η2 p = .48. As expected, when
Australians instigated the fight, participants rated the
Australians’ behavior as more hostile/inappropriate/u-
nacceptable (M = -1.72, SD = 1.29) than the American
fans’ behavior (M = -0.07, SD = 1.34), t(195) = 8.93,
p < .001, 95% CIMD[1.29, 2.02]. When the American
fans instigated the fight, participants rated the Ameri-
can fans’ behavior as more hostile/inappropriate/unac-
ceptable (M = -1.75, SD = 1.20) than the Australian
fans’ behavior (M = 0.06, SD = 1.29), t(195) = 10.11,
p < .001, 95% CIMD[1.46, 2.16].

Study 3 (US, 2018)

Studies 2 and 3 were originally part of the same
study. However, there was no interaction between out-
group country (i.e., Russia versus Australia) and any
other independent variable. Consequently, the two con-
ditions were separated into their own samples for ease
of reporting. Please see the supplementary information
on the OSF for these analyses. Study 3 was a direct
replication of Study 2 with one change: Instead of the
altercation between U.S. and Australian fans, the alter-
cation was described as happening between U.S. and
Russian fans. We recruited 209 undergraduate students
(31.43% male; Mage = 19.04, SD = 1.18). A sensi-
tivity analysis showed that this sample enabled us to
detect an effect size of ρ = 0.19 at 80% power. As 10 in
Study 2, participants completed a computerized ques-
tionnaire that was sent to them via email in exchange
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for course credit. All measures were identical to those
used in Study 2: Feelings thermometer rUS = .67, and
rRussia = .72; blame rUS = .80, and rRussia = .83;
punishment; and a fine.

As in Study 2, the same three items were used as a
manipulation check (rUS = .89, rRussia = .93), and
again the interaction between the instigating country
and the withinsubjects’ evaluation of the fans was signif-
icant, F(1, 207) = 117.04, p < .001, η2 p = .36. When
Russians instigated the fight, participants rated the Rus-
sians fans’ behavior as more hostile/inappropriate/u-
nacceptable (M = -1.58, SD = 1.43) than the American
fans’ behavior (M = 0.06, SD = 1.42), t(195) = 7.90,
p < .001, 95% CIMD[1.23, 2.04]. When the American
fans instigated the fight, participants rated the Ameri-
can fans’ behavior as more hostile/inappropriate/unac-
ceptable (M = -1.41, SD = 1.33) than the Russians fans’
behavior (M = 0.10, SD = 1.30), t(195) = 7.36, p <
.001, 95% CIMD[1.11, 1.92].

Study 4 (France, 2016)

A paper-pencil questionnaire was distributed among
143 undergraduate students (21.70% male; Mage =
19.20, SD = 1.23) in exchange for course credit. A sen-
sitivity analysis showed that this sample enabled us to
detect an effect size of ρ = 0.23 at 80% power. Partic-
ipants were asked to read the answers of a young vs.
old person target to a previous research questionnaire
about homosexuality. In the 2016 European Social Sur-
vey (ESS), 88.3% of French respondents indicated that
they at least ‘agreed’ with the statement that ‘Gays and
lesbians should be free to live life as they wish’, indi-
cating that homophobia is at least a somewhat deviant
attitude. Analyses were conducted using the ESS online
analysis tool. Weights were applied according to recom-
mendations by the Weighting European Social Survey
Data guide.

Participants were randomly assigned to one of the
two vignette conditions (young ingroup member, 21
years old vs. old-outgroup member, 50 years old), and
the vignette consisted of the target’s answers to a few
questions about their opinion about homosexuality. Par-
ticipants first read the three words that came to the
target’s mind when we talk about homosexuality (i.e.,
‘problem for the society’, ‘pests’, ‘deviants’). Then, par-
ticipants read the target’s answers on items like ‘On a
scale ranging from 1 to 10, what is your opinion about
homosexuals’ (the responses presented the target as ho-
mophobic). Then, participants answered a 10-items (α
= .94) judgment index constructed for the study in line
with the literature on social judgment (e.g., ‘I have a
positive image of this student’, ‘I think I could get along
with this student’, from 1 ‘not at all’ to 8 ‘completely’)

Study 5 (France, 2017)

An online questionnaire was distributed among social
network groups (Facebook, no incentive). These social
media groups were selected to be as neutral as possible,
so we used trade and sales advertisements groups. We
recruited 120 participants from the general French pop-
ulation (9.20% male; Mage = 30.61, SD = 10.86). A
sensitivity analysis showed that this sample enabled us
to detect an effect size of ρ = 0.25 at 80% power.

Participants were told that they would attend an on-
line study about their capacity to guess the personal-
ity of others. They were asked to read interview ex-
cerpts from a target (an anonymized French vs. Belgium
person) describing his/her personality (gender was not
specified). The deviant targets’ description was: ‘After
having formed an impression of something, I often find
it difficult to modify. In fact, I usually do not change the
way I think even after a conversation, because I have
always the feeling that I’m 12 right’. In the 2016 ESS,
92.1% of French respondents indicated at least ‘a lit-
tle like me’ to the question ‘It’s important to be hum-
ble and modest, not draw attention’ indicating hubris
and dogmatism are likely perceived to be deviant atti-
tudes. Participants were randomly assigned to one of
two vignette conditions (in-group French target vs. out-
group Belgian target). Finally, participants answered
measures (7-points Likert scale, from -3 ‘not at all’ to
+3 ‘completely’) of warmth (4 items: ‘sweet’, ‘caring’,
‘amusing’, ‘funny’; α = .88) and competence (4 items:
‘perfectionist’, ‘tenacious’, ‘thorough’, ‘unshakeable’; α
= .68) for the target (Bonetto, Varet, & Troïan, 2019;
Bonetto, Pichot, Girandola, & Bonnardel, 2020), and a
social distance scale (Bogardus, 1933).

Study 6 (France, 2017)

Study 6 used the same deviant target description
as Study 5. We recruited 161 undergraduate students
(9.30% male; Mage = 20.33, SD = 3.72; no incentive).
A sensitivity analysis showed that this sample enabled
us to detect an effect size of ρ = 0.22 at 80% power.
The group membership manipulation was changed to
reflect the student population from which we sampled
(21-years-old student target ingroup vs. 50-years-old
employee target out-group), and participants were ran-
domly assigned to one of the two vignette conditions.
After reading about the dogmatic and hubristic deviant
target, participants answered a 4-items (α = .83) judg-
ment index (e.g., ‘In your opinion, X gives a good im-
age of him/herself’, from 1 ‘completely disagree’ to 9
‘completely agree’; Lo Monaco, Piermattéo, Guimelli, &
Ernst-Vintila, 2011).
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Results

All dependent variables were z-scored, and all analy-
ses were independent-samples t-tests. Across all studies
and all dependent measures, we did not find any evi-
dence for an effect of group membership on deviance
punishment. More precisely, we found no 13 evidence
for the prediction that deviant ingroup members would
be evaluated more harshly than deviant outgroup mem-
bers (see Table 1). Therefore, we conducted a mini-
meta analysis of our results (Goh et al., 2016) to limit
the risk of making Type II errors regarding the existence
of this effect in our datasets.

We meta-analyzed the results of the present six stud-
ies using the Major package for Jamovi (Hamilton,
2018). Means and standard deviations from all studies
were weighted by sample size for their respective ex-
perimental group (Restricted Maximum-likelihood with
mean standardized differences). The final sample size
was N = 1132 (Mage = 23.83, SDage = 4.78, 27.27%
male). As can be seen in Figure 1, we found no evidence
for the presence of the effect of group membership on
deviance punishment in our data, b = -0.01, 95% CI[-
0.07, 0.06], SE = 0.03, Z = -0.15, p = .88. Effect size
was d = -0.01, 95% CI[- 0.07, 0.06] and model AIC =
-13.61, log-Likelihood = 8.81.

As an alternative way of conducting the meta-
analysis, a mixed model was computed with dependent
variables as a nested factor within studies within coun-
tries according to the following equation: judg cond +
(1 | dv/study/country). Results from this analysis and
scripts can be seen in the ‘supplementary analysis’ sec-
tion (https://osf.io/5mqgw/) and converge in finding
no support for substantial differences between in and
outgroup deviant targets, t = 0.01, p = .99.

Discussion

This series of six conceptual replications, indepen-
dently conducted by two laboratories in two different
countries, did not provide evidence for the effect of
group membership on deviance punishment (p = .88,
d = -0.01), despite being sufficiently powered. As Earp
and Trafimow (2015, p.9) put it, ‘If a series of repli-
cations is carried out, independently by different labs,
and deliberately tailored to the parameters and condi-
tions so described – yet they reliably fail to produce the
original result –then this should be considered informa-
tive’. These results thus provide null effects that may
be used by investigators to identify boundary conditions
of a deviance punishment asymmetry between ingroup
and outgroup. Addressing stimulus sampling issues, we
16 tested the hypothesis across a wide range of dimen-
sions along the attitudinal space, hence high variability

across dependent variables (Fiagbenu, Proch, & Kessler,
2021; Wells & Windschitl, 1999).

Despite this variety of dependent variables, the
present studies highlight consistent failures to replicate
the effect of group membership on deviance punish-
ment. Despite their consistent results, the studies also
contain a number of limitations. First, an argument
can be made that sufficiently powered direct replication
studies are the only way to establish the presence of
an effect (Doyen, Klein, Simons, & Cleeremans, 2014).
However, such arguments typically fail to consider the
cultural context within which an original study was con-
ducted (Zwaan, Etz, Lucas, & Donnellan, 2018). In-
deed, some experiments can be difficult, or even impos-
sible to directly replicate (Crandall & Sherman, 2016).
Consequently, a conceptual replication was the only av-
enue to impinge on the purported psychology.

Second, although direct replications can provide pre-
cise parameter estimates, we can never be sure that
those are not artifacts due to the use of a specific
paradigm and materials. Replicating an effect indepen-
dent of operationalization is the only way to gain an
estimate of its ‘true’ size, to make sure it exists as such,
and that the effect is generalizable (Crandall & Sher-
man, 2016; Campbell & Fiske, 1959).

Third, the aggregation of such different studies
(methodologically speaking) is likely to provide a bi-
ased estimate of the true effect size because of the com-
bined noise from use of diverse methods (Huf et al.,
2011). Nonetheless, the nature of the present studies
allowed us to limit other typical biases found in meta
analyses. All replications were conducted by indepen-
dent teams (Earp & Trafimow, 2015; Berk & Freed-
man, 2003) 17 with different sample sizes that ranged
from medium to high, which decreases the likelihood of
small-study effects (Greco, Zangrillo, Biondi-Zoccai, &
Landoni, 2013).

Fourth, although our results cast doubt on the claims
made by previous studies regarding deviance punish-
ment, we cannot speak to the veracity of the more gen-
eral claim regarding the extremization of judgments to-
ward ingroup targets versus outgroup targets because
we focused exclusively on judgments of deviant targets.
In other words, these were not replications of the well-
known Black Sheep Effect (Marques et al., 1988; Mar-
ques & Paez, 1994) that were attempted here. Indeed,
such an effect often refers to an interaction effect in that
researchers typically manipulate whether a target is an
ingroup or an outgroup member and whether the tar-
get behaves counter-normatively or pronormatively. We
focused exclusively on the main effect of group mem-
bership on deviance punishment in this paper.

The present contribution paves the way for poten-

https://osf.io/5mqgw/
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Table 1

Study Measure Nin gr Nout gr Mingr(SD) Moutgr(SD) t(ddl) p d

1 Feeling Thermometer 151 149 0.05(1.01) -0.47(1.00) -0.81(298) .42 -0.10
Blame 151 149 -0.00(1.01) 0.00(0.99) 0.52(298) .96 0.01
Punishment 151 149 -0.03(1.02) 0.03(0.98) 0.52(298) .60 0.06
Fine 151 148 -0.05(0.95) 0.05(1.05) 0.86(297) .39 0.09

2 Feeling Thermometer 104 95 -0.08(1.03) -0.01(1.00) 0.53(197) .60 0.08
Blame 103 95 0.09(1.02) -0.11(0.94) -1.41(196) .16 -0.20
Punishment 103 95 0.06(1.03) -0.12(0.94) -1.30(196) .19 -0.19
Fine 103 95 0.08(1.06) -0.15(0.90) -1.62(196) .11 -0.23

3 Feeling Thermometer 105 104 0.06(0.93) 0.04(1.04) -0.15(207) .88 0.02
Blame 105 104 -0.02(0.96) 0.04(1.07) 0.42(207) .68 0.06
Punishment 105 104 0.03(0.91) 0.03(1.11) 0.03(207) .98 0.00
Fine 104 104 -0.02(0.93) 0.08(1.09) 0.70(206) .48 0.10

4 Judgment Index 70 73 -0.14(0.83) -0.13(1.13) 1.61(141) .11 0.27

5 Warmth 61 59 -0.37(0.89) -0.20(0.90) 1.04(118) .30 0.19
Competence 61 59 0.19(1.00) 0.37(0.89) 1.02(118) .31 0.19
Social Distance 61 59 0.33(1.06) 0.17(1.02) 0.85(118) .40 -0.16

6 Judgment Index 79 82 -0.18(0.85) -0.30(0.98) 0.86(159) .39 -0.14

tially important theoretical advances for deviance man-
agement research in the context of intergroup pro-
cesses. As Earp and Trafimow (2015) argue, null find-
ings from conceptual replications have specific theo-
retical interest. Null findings of conceptual replica-
tions can establish the boundary conditions of an ef-
fect and help proponents of the theory specify under
which conditions and with which kinds of materials the
effect should be obtained. For instance, the effect of
group membership on deviance punishment might ap-
pear only when ingroup identification is high among
participants, which would be a prerequisite condition
to obtain it (strength of U.S. identification was collected
for Studies 2 and 3. This point was originally outside of
our plan but suggested by a reviewer. Supplementary
analyses indicate that the interaction between group
identification and instigator on the dependent 18 vari-
ables were either not significant or in the opposite di-
rection as predicted by Subjective Group Dynamics. See
online materials for all supplementary analyses). An-
other methodological limitation is that our studies did
not include measures of social identification with the
in- and outgroup as manipulation checks. One reason

for this choice is an attempt to closely replicate proto-
cols from the literature. For instance, Marques et al.
(1989) did not include any measure of social identifi-
cation in their studies despite claiming a moderation by
this construct. Furthermore, when social identification
is indeed included, it generally taps into the ingroup
only (e.g., Pinto et al., 2011), and those manipulation
test do highlight that subjects display ingroup identi-
fication over and above the scale’s midpoint (Pinto et
al., 2011, Study 1-2) This is to be expected if not just
for the fact that this identity is made salient through
the survey item presence, a phenomenon at the basis
of self-categorization paradigms (see Reynolds, Turner,
Haslam, & Ryan, 2001). Although the absence of proper
manipulation checks for social identity did not prevent
researchers from routinely obtaining group membership
effects, stronger tests of the theory should include those,
and assess their potential moderating effect. Moreover,
although previous studies highlighted a host of mod-
erators (e.g., social identification, within-group mem-
bership status; Pinto et al., 2010; Abrams, Travaglino,
Marques, Pinto, & Levine, 2018), these typically only
specify when we should expect an attenuation or exac-
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Figure 1

erbation of the effect. Therefore, our studies provide
evidence for when a core prediction of the Subjective
Group Dynamics Model might not be corroborated, and
some of these well-known moderators could actually
be necessary conditions for the effect studied here. Fi-
nally, as we said previously, changes in the cultural con-
text within which the effect of group membership on
deviance punishment was previously observed should
also be considered. More precisely, deviance punish-
ment may have change over time. Societal level changes
may explain inconsistencies between previous studies
on deviance punishment and our attempts to replicate
the effect (this kind of interpretation was considered
for stereotype threat; Lewis & Michalak, 2019; see also
Muthukrishna, Henrich, & Slingerland, 2020).

These series of studies demonstrate that the effect of
group membership on deviance punishment might be
more sensitive to contextual factors than previously con-
sidered. The identification of parameter boundaries is
of paramount importance for better theory specification
(Earp & Trafimow, 2015). Thus, far from invalidating
the basic tenets of subjective group dynamics, these re-
sults indicate that it might be a fruitful endeavor to con-
duct further replications of deviance management stud-
ies to clarify what these parameters are.
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