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Abstract

Past research hints both at more extreme judgements of ingroup deviants and at attri-

butional biases in the case of Muslims, immigrants and refugees. We examined two

recently observed patterns in the context of intergroup violence: harsher judgements

on the individual level (black sheep effect) and milder judgements on the cultural level

when a perpetrator stems from the ingroup. We further investigated whether these

patterns were affected by (a) the outgroup being salient (Experiment 1), (b) the com-

parison context (Experiments 2–3) and (c) participants perceiving the ingroup as high

versus low in entitativity (Experiment 3). Experiments 1 (N = 437), 2 (N = 283) and 3

(N = 703) revealed the presence of robust effects on cultural level with participants

treating the ingroup culture more leniently than the outgroup culture. Moreover, on

the individual level, Experiments 2 and 3 found an overall black sheep effect that was

especially prevalent in an intergroup context. Outgroup salience and ingroup entita-

tivity did not affect participants’ judgements on individual and cultural levels. This

protection of the ingroup both on an individual and on a cultural level may hint at a

derogation of the outgroup.We discuss implications and insights for future research.
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1 INTRODUCTION

(. . . ) when I, who am visibly Muslim, cross the street at a

red light, 1.9 billionMuslims are crossing the streetwith

me. (Gümüsay, 2022, p. 57)

I never hear: You are totally intelligent because you

were born in Iran or in Palestine or in Israel. But: You are

misogynistic because you were not born in Germany.

(Fereidooni interviewed by Seelig, 2023)
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In Berlin (Germany), the police arrested suspects from 18 nation-

alities during the night of New Year’s Eve 2022/2023 (Tagesschau,

2023a, 2023b; Windisch et al., 2023). Among those, 45 were of Ger-

mannationality, followedby27Afghans and21 fromSyria (Tagesschau,

2023b; Windisch et al., 2023). The incidents of that evening triggered

waves of debates regarding a failed integration. The Christian Demo-

cratic Union (CDU), a major German political party, asked for the

forenames of those Germans referring to those with a dual national-

ity (Moll, 2023). The leader of the CDU, Friedrich Merz, attributed the

crimes to the Arabic background of the perpetrators (Becker, 2023),

pointing to a problematic culture, as seen elsewhere (e.g., Stürmer

et al., 2019). Ingroup perpetrators may seem to be exceptions to the
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rule (Carnaghi & Yzerbyt, 2007; Kunda & Oleson, 1995; Parks-Stamm,

2013), while outgroup perpetrators seem to belong to a homogenous

and indeed threatening culture. The present endeavour explores two

strategies that groupmembersmay use to protect the ingroup, namely,

perceiving an ingroup deviant as one bad applewhile seeing the culture

of an outgroup deviant as an underlying cause.We examined these two

strategies in the context of intra- and intergroup situations that involve

Germans as ingroups andMuslims1 as outgroup.

1.1 Black Sheep Effect and Culture Blame

Previous research has shown that we tend to blame deviant ingroup

members more extremely than comparable outgroup members

to maintain the positivity of the whole ingroup (Abrams et al.,

2000, 2002; Marques, 1990; Marques et al., 1988; Marques &

Yzerbyt, 1988; Yzerbyt et al., 2000). For instance, students judged

poor speeches by ingroup members more negatively than poor

speeches by outgroup members (Marques & Yzerbyt, 1988). This so-

called black sheep effect has been conceptualized as a sophisticated

form of ingroup favouritism because the deviant member would seem

to no longer come across as a ‘standard’ ingroup member (Marques

et al., 1988;Marques & Yzerbyt, 1988).

Extending this tradition of work, recent work hints at the possibility

that ingroup protection could be served both on individual and cultural

levels (Khosrowtaj et al., 2024c). In this study, participants worked

through an alleged newspaper article and judged either an ingroup or

an outgroup perpetrator. Results confirmed the presence of a black

sheep effect. Moreover, participants evaluated the ingroup culture

more leniently than the outgroup culture (Khosrowtaj et al., 2024c).

This initial evidence hints at a potentially important extension of the

original work on the black sheep effect. Indeed, the protection of the

ingroup has heretofore been conceived only in terms of the evaluation

of the individual deviant targets. However, it may be that evaluations

also go beyond the individual deviant target and address the groups in

presence. In the presentwork,wewanted to examine the robustness of

this initial finding and examine themanifestation of ingroup protection

both at the individual level (i.e., the black sheep effect) and the level of

the group or, more generally, the culture.

As it turns out, this pattern of group judgements is reminiscent of

the intergroup attribution bias and the ultimate attribution error. A

negative behaviour of a fellow ingroup member comes across as an

exception to the rule or as due to causes beyond individual control.

In contrast, the same negative behaviour performed by an outgroup

member is attributed to the deep characteristics of this person or of

his group as a whole (Duncan, 1976; for a review, see Hewstone, 1990;

Islam & Hewstone, 1993; Pettigrew, 1979; Taylor & Jaggi, 1974). In a

classic illustration relying on an interracial context, a physically violent

1 Even though we operationalized the group membership of the perpetrators by their nation-

ality, there is a racialization of Muslims and a synonymous use of religious affiliation of the

outgroup and ethnicity or nationality attributions, although a religious affiliation does not

translate to a nationality nor a nationality does translate to a religious affiliation (Kteily et al.,

2015; Shooman, 2012).

behaviour perpetrated by a black (vs. white) person was attributed

to personal (vs. situational) factors (Duncan, 1976). Building on this

line of work, the present series of experiments replicates and extends

Khosrowtaj et al.’s (2024c) findings. Our aim is thus to shed further

light on people’s comparative judgement when they witness a deviant

act, and we do so by looking at the evaluation of the individual ingroup

or outgroup perpetrator and his culture. As mentioned earlier, only

one experiment so far assessed the evaluations of participants on

the cultural level. The ambition of the present replication was to test

whether the pattern obtained in this initial study constitutes a robust

finding. A replication of the obtained pattern would lend further

credence to the need to extend the original black sheep effect and

show that ingroup protection also takes place at a cultural level. In the

present experiments, we predicted ingroup favouritism in the form of

the black sheep effect at the individual level and leniency towards the

ingroup on the cultural level. Specifically, we did so by building on the

ongoing debates regarding the societal threats posed by Muslims and

theMuslim culture inWestern countries.

1.2 Muslims as a Societal Threat

Several lines of work provide evidence of the existing hostility towards

Muslims in the Western world. Indeed, there are numerous reports

of resistance to Muslim immigration (Gusciute et al., 2021; Liebe

et al., 2018), the decreased acceptance of Arab or African immi-

grants (Czymara & Schmidt-Catran, 2017), the impact of terrorist

attacks in the name of Islam on attitudes towards immigrants (Fer-

rin et al., 2020), the aggressive behaviour towards Muslim-appearing

targets as part of a shooter paradigm (Unkelbach et al., 2008) or

even the discrimination in hiring contexts (Di Stasio et al., 2019;

Unkelbach et al., 2010). Perceiving Muslims as threatening has been

shown to predict anti-Muslim policies as well as the willingness to

participate in extremist behaviour targeting Muslims (Dunwoody &

McFarland, 2018).

Media analyses also reveal the presence of a representational bias

against Muslim and foreign perpetrators (Hestermann, 2019; Kearns

et al., 2019) and attributional biases (Stürmer et al., 2019; Wigger,

2019;Wigger et al., 2022), which include direct attributions of deviant

acts to the outgroup background. Inspired by these media analyses,

previous work investigated whether this bias already had an impact on

information search (Khosrowtaj et al., 2024a). Specifically, participants

imagined reading a newspaper article depicting a crime before indicat-

ing their interest in a list of (non)-stereotypic information categories

that theywished to knowmore about. In linewith the representational

bias, participants indicated higher interest in stereotypic informa-

tion categories such as religious affiliation when confronted with a

perpetrator coming from a predominantly Muslim country than when

facing a German perpetrator (Khosrowtaj et al., 2024a). Among other

findings (e.g., Fitzgerald et al., 2012; Hirtenlehner, 2019), a number

of empirical studies confirm that Muslims or Muslim-appearing

targets are associated with violence and crimes in Western countries

(Unkelbach et al., 2008, 2010).
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Given our present aim to investigate ingroup protection on individ-

ual and group levels, wedecided to rely on this specific societal context.

1.3 The Present Experiments

Although the black sheep effect has so far been investigated at the

level of the individual member (Marques et al., 1988; Marques & Yzer-

byt, 1988), the present experiments build upon the observation that

physical violence is often being attributed to an alleged Islamic culture

(Stürmer et al., 2019;Wigger, 2019;Wigger et al., 2022).

Specifically, we conducted three experiments to replicate and

extend the research showing the protection of the ingroup both on the

individual level (i.e., more ingroup perpetrator blaming than outgroup

perpetrator blaming) and on the cultural level, that is, less ingroup cul-

ture blaming than outgroup culture blaming (Khosrowtaj et al., 2024c).

In all experiments, we used alleged newspaper articles (Experiment

1) or newsflashes (Experiments 2–3) where a perpetrator is accused

of rape. We manipulated group membership using different names (cf.

Kauff, 2022, for a similar approach using names for categorization)

and nationalities (Khosrowtaj et al., 2024c). We then assessed partic-

ipants’ judgements on an individual and cultural level. We predicted

a black sheep effect on individual blame measures (detailed below)

while on a cultural level, we expected to observe a protection of the

ingroup culture. To secure an ingroup white sample, we relied on

participants with German as their first language across all experi-

ments and excluded those with parents with a mother tongue from a

predominantly Muslim country. Across all experiments, we collected

data using Prolific Academic, ensuring that participants who took part

in the previous experiments of this line of work would be excluded

beforehand.

We also wanted to examine some boundary conditions of our pre-

dicted effects. Experiment 1 checked whether making the outgroup

salient before participants learned about the crime resulted in a more

pronounced black sheep effect and ingroup culture protection. In

Experiments 2–3, we considered the role of the comparison context

using a within-participant design with either the ingroup or the out-

group newsflash being presented first. Experiment 3 further tested

the impact of ingroup entitativity (Campbell, 1958; Lewis & Sherman,

2010) on the judgements at both individual and cultural levels. We

pre-registered all the projects and the data as well as the analysis

syntax for all three experiments are available at OSF https://osf.io/

3mgj5/. This manuscript and its supplementary materials include all

studies, measures, manipulations and participant exclusions. We col-

lected some sociodemographic variables for exploratory purposes for

a follow-up project. As suggested by the editor, the confidence inter-

vals for the effect sizes across all experiments are reported as part of

the supplementarymaterials.

2 EXPERIMENT 1

The goal of Experiment 1 was to test ingroup protection at the individ-

ual and the cultural level. In linewith a host of previous demonstrations

of the black sheep effect, we informed participants about an event that

involved a perpetrator and a victim who belonged to the same group,

either the ingroup or the outgroup. This strategy allowed examining

judgements in a context that is devoid as much as possible of potential

demand effects regarding intergroup comparison, especially in the

case of the ingroup situation.

To theextent that theblack sheepeffect emerges as a response to an

endangered ingroup’s image (Yzerbyt et al., 2000), the (symbolic) pres-

ence of a threatening outgroup may reinforce the urge for intergroup

differentiation (cf. Brewer, 1991; Haslam & Oakes, 1995). Indeed, pre-

vious work indicates that thinking of Arabs and Muslims (rather than

no category) influenced participants’ responses in a shooter paradigm

task (Mange et al., 2012). That is, the mere thought of threatening cat-

egories may suffice to exert an influence on participants’ judgements

and behaviour. In line with these findings, we wanted to examine the

impact of mere outgroup salience (cf. Yuki & Yokota, 2009) bymeans of

a primingmanipulation on the judgements about ingroup and outgroup

perpetrators as well as their cultures.

In sum, Experiment 1 adopted a 2 (couple: ingroup vs. outgroup)

× 2 (priming manipulation: outgroup salient vs. outgroup not salient)

factorial design. We predicted a black sheep effect at the individual

level (perpetrator blaming and verdict). We further expected a similar

pattern for the classification of the incident as rape with participants

perceiving the behaviour more as rape in the case of an ingroup than

an outgroup perpetrator. As for the cultural level, we predicted the

exoneration of the ingroup compared to the outgroup culture.

Regarding theprimingmanipulation,weexpectedoutgroup salience

to influence the ingroup couple condition more than the outgroup

couple condition. Because making the outgroup salient would place

participants in the ingroup couple condition in an intergroup rather

than an intragroup context (cf. Haslam et al., 1995; Haslam & Oakes,

1995), we expected a harsher black sheep effect compared to the one

observed in the nopriming conditionwhere no such intergroup context

was created. In otherwords, themere salienceof theoutgroup (priming

condition) should lead participants to manifest a stronger black sheep

effect than in thenopriming condition. This is becauseparticipantsmay

compare the depicted ingroup perpetrator with the threatening out-

group (intergroup context) and, accordingly, may express more severe

judgements towards the ingroup perpetrator as a distancing strategy

with respect to one negative exemplar. We also expected outgroup

salience to influence the classification of the perpetrator’s behaviour

as rape in the ingroup couple condition by increasing the difference

between the classification as rape for the ingroup compared to the out-

group perpetrator. In a similar vein, we expected outgroup salience to

be conducive tomore ingroup culture exoneration.

2.1 Method

2.1.1 Sample size estimation

We estimated sample size using G*Power 3.1.9.2 for linear multiple

regression: Fixed model, R2 deviation from zero with 7 predictors,

α = .05, power = .95 and an estimated small effect size f2 = .05. This
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analysis resulted in a total sample size of N = 444. Taking possible

dropouts into account, we aimed for a sample size ofN= 500.

We used G*Power 3.1 to conduct a sensitivity power analysis (lin-

earmultiple regression: fixedmodels, R2 deviation from zero) using the

final sample size (N=437). For a power of .95,α= .05with 3 predictors,

theminimum effect that could be obtained was f2 = .039.

2.1.2 Participants

A total of N = 443 participants from the Prolific Academic platform

(www.prolific.co) took part in two-time points of a larger project

including Experiment 1, which was assessed at T2. For other work, we

collected different self-report measures at T1 (time interval 14–23

days) and invited the same participants to T2 (present Experiment).

Demographics (e.g., sex, age and mother tongue) were assessed

at T1.

As was pre-registered, in Experiment 1, we excluded participants

if they (a) did not have German as mother tongue, (b) had parents

with a mother tongue from a predominantly Muslim/Arab country,

(c) had extreme values in the time they spent at the manipulation

page (priming) indicating that they did not follow instructions and (d)

had extreme values in the time they spent between the manipulation

(priming) and the vignette (indicating that possible effects of the exper-

imental manipulation on the DVs could have faded). Moreover, and

prior to data analyses, we decided to exclude participants if (e) the

studentized deleted residuals for the dependent measures were > ±4
as recommended by Judd et al. (2011). Note that participants with a

mother tongue from a predominantly Arab/Muslim country were not

invited to the main Experiment (T2). In light of these exclusion crite-

ria, we excluded six participants, all of which had a dwell time of 3 SD

above the mean time spent between the priming manipulation and the

vignette (M=14.43ms; SD=24.90). Thus, the following analyses relied

on a total sample of N = 4372 (n = 160 female, n = 224 male, n = 2

diverse, n = 51 did not indicate their gender) with an average age of

M= 31.16 years (SD= 10.41; range: 18–68 years; n= 6 participants did

not indicate their age).

2.1.3 Procedure and measures

Overall procedure. Participants worked through two alleged separate

studies. The first part involved the priming manipulation (outgroup

salient vs. outgroup not salient) and the second part included a ficti-

tious newspaper article (see below) and the assessment of blame and

verdict judgements (see below). We randomly assigned participants

to one of the priming conditions. A second randomization followed

regarding the vignette with either an ingroup or an outgroup cou-

ple. To avoid possible confounds, we further asked participants to

indicate if they had been victims of sexual violence (sexual abuse

2 Note that the results were generally consistent with the results of analyses without any

exclusions (for details, please see the SupplementaryMaterials).

n = 38, forced intercourse, n = 24, almost forced to engage in

sexual acts, n = 40).3 Finally, participants had the possibility to con-

tribute open remarks regarding the studies before receiving a full

debriefing.

Priming manipulation. The experimental manipulation included a

bogus quiz including questions with open response fields. Participants

learned that the aim of Study 1 (priming manipulation) was the selec-

tion of appropriate quiz questions for a new general knowledge test.

In the outgroup not salient condition, participants read 10 general quiz

questions, which did not refer to an in- or outgroup (e.g., ‘How many

bones does the human body have?’, ‘How many keys does the piano

have?’). In the outgroup salient condition, 5 of the 10 questions made

the outgroup salient (i.e., ‘How many Muslims live in Germany?’ and

‘Howmany refugees live in Germany?’).

Newspaper article.We adopted the fictitious newspaper article from

previous work (Khosrowtaj et al., 2024c), but only included couples

with the same ethnic background. The newspaper article read as

follows:

Frankfurt amMain

Suspected rape:

Police interrogate Ahmed S. (Andreas S.)

21.Mai 2018, 11:32 am.

According to the police report, 28-year-old Latifa K.

(LenaK.).was raped last Friday. The studentmet the sus-

pect Ahmed S. (Andreas S.) through a dating app in early

April. Ameeting tookplace at theman’s home lastweek.

Small amounts of alcohol were consumed.

When the young woman missed the last S-Bahn, the

accused is said tohaveofferedher to sleepon the couch.

The 35-year-old is said to have raped the Afghan (Ger-

man)woman that night. Latifa K. (LenaK.) contacted the

police the following day.

When the accusedAfghan (German) Ahmed S. (Andreas

S.) was picked up by the police for questioning, he was

visibly surprised and denied the allegations of rape.

Although there were sexual acts with Latifa K. (Lena

K.) in his apartment, they are said to have taken place

consensually.

Judgements. Based on previous work, we assessed perpetrator (Cron-

bach’s α = .84) and victim blaming (Cronbach’s α = .89) with the

following six items: ‘How much is (name of the ingroup/outgroup

member) to be held responsible for what has occurred?’, ‘How much

influence did (name of the ingroup/outgroup member) have on the

3 Leaving out all participantswith a history of sexual violence yielded a totalN=388 remaining

for the analysis. Running the analyses without these participants did not change the reported

result patterns. Thus, participants who experienced being a victim themselves remained in the

analysis sample.
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outcome of the situation?’ on a 7-point scale varying from 1 (not at

all responsible) to 7 (fully responsible) (Süssenbach et al., 2012, 2017),

‘How likely do you think it is that (name of the ingroup/outgroup

member) could have avoided the incident?’, ‘How much do you think

(name of the ingroup/outgroup member) had control over the situa-

tion?’ on a 7-point scale varying from 1 (not at all) to 7 (very much)

(Bieneck & Krahé, 2011), ‘How angry do you feel toward (name of

the ingroup/outgroup member)?’ and ‘How hostile do you feel toward

(name of the ingroup/outgroup member)?’ on a 7-point scale varying

from 1 (no anger/hostility at all) to 7 (very much anger/hostility) (van

Prooijen, 2006). For the sake of the scope of this work, we will focus

on the perpetrator in the following.

Next, we measured the verdict given to the perpetrator with

three items (Cronbach’s α = .85): ‘How likely is (name of the

ingroup/outgroupmember) guilty of a crime?’ (Süssenbach et al., 2012,

2017) and ‘How strongly should (name of the ingroup/outgroup mem-

ber) ought to be held criminally liable for the crime?’, both rated on a

7-point scale from1 (not at all) to 7 (verymuch) (Bieneck&Krahé, 2011),

and ‘What sentence length do you consider appropriate?’ rated on a

scale from 1 (acquittal) to 7 (6 years or more) (Süssenbach et al., 2012,

2017). Participants then indicated the extent to which they classified

the behaviour of the perpetrator as rape (Bridges, 1991) on a 7-point

scale ranging from 1 (definitely not rape) to 7 (definitely rape).

Then, building on previous efforts (Khosrowtaj et al., 2024c), we

asked participants to indicate the blame that they attributed to the

culture of the perpetrator (4 items, Cronbach’s alpha = .94) and the

victim (4 items, Cronbach’s alpha = .96). The items read as follows:

‘(Name)’s behaviour can in part be explained by cultural norms and

values’, ‘How much influence did the (name of the ingroup/outgroup

member) culture have on the outcome of the situation?’, ‘How much

is (name of the ingroup/outgroup member) culture to be held respon-

sible for what has occurred?’, ‘(Name)’s culture is partly to blame

for the events’.’ on 7-point scales ranging from 1(no influence at all)

to 7 (very strong influence). Finally, as part of a different project and

beyond the scope of the present work, we also asked participants to

answer four items targeting the typicality of the perpetrator and the

victim as well as their own similarity to the perpetrator and victim

(cf. Bettencourt et al., 1997).

2.2 Results

We tested our predictions with a series of multiple regression models

using contrast codes for the factors couple (ingroup = −0.5 and out-

group = 0.5) and priming (control = −0.5, priming = 0.5). We included

the interaction term between couple and priming in all analyses.

2.2.1 Individual blame

Perpetrator blaming. The analysis with perpetrator blaming as a cri-

terion revealed no significant main or interaction effects, all p values

≥ .553 (see Figure 1a).

Verdict. The analysis with verdict as criterion showed no significant

main or interaction effect, all p values≥ .491 (see Figure 1b).

Classification as rape. The analysis with the classification of the

incident as rape revealed no significant effect of couple nor priming

manipulation, all p values≥ .548 (see Figure 1c).

Culture Blaming. The analysis with the perpetrator’s culture blam-

ing as a criterion indicated the predicted main effect of the couple,

b = 0.37, t(433) = 2.29, p = .023, 𝜂2p = .012, 95% CI [0.00–0.04]

such that participants blamed the ingroup culture less (M = 2.89,

SD = 1.56) than the outgroup culture (M = 3.27, SD = 1.77). There was

no other main or interaction effect, all p values ≥ .520 (see Figure 1,

panel d)4.

2.3 Discussion

In contrast to previous work (Khosrowtaj et al., 2024c), we did not

find a black sheep effect, whether on perpetrator blame, verdict or

classification of the perpetrator’s behaviour as rape. One explanation

for this pattern may reside in the ambiguity of the newspaper arti-

cle with respect to the guilt of the perpetrator. Indeed, it has been

shown that when an ingroup’s guilt is certain, the ingroup deviant is

judged more harshly compared to an outgroup counterpart. In con-

trast, when there is a so-called benefit of the doubt (that is, the ingroup

guilt is not certain) discrimination against an outgroup member is

more likely to emerge (Otten & Gordijn, 2014; van Prooijen, 2006;

but see, Khosrowtaj et al., 2024b). Recall that the newspaper arti-

cles of Experiment 1 described the perpetrator to be surprised about

the deviant claim. This kind of information may have raised doubts

about guilt and prevented the emergence of harsher judgments of

the ingroup perpetrator. As expected, however, we observed a gen-

eral leniency towards the ingroup culture compared to the outgroup

culture.

Our priming manipulation did not have the predicted effect on per-

petrator and cultural judgements. The five outgroup questions that

were embedded in an alleged quiz did likely not prove sufficient to

make the outgroup salient. Put differently, the priming manipulation

included in the alleged first study failed to activate stereotypes about

the outgroup in a way that would carry over to the main dependent

variables measured in the alleged second study. Furthermore, the out-

group questions we used (e.g., ‘How many Muslims live in Germany?’)

may have been too broad to create an intergroup context (Haslam

et al., 1995; Haslam & Oakes, 1995) as a necessary boundary condi-

tion for the black sheep effect to occur. Indeed, it has been shown

that primes induceassimilationor contrast dependingon their breadth:

broad ingroup primes and narrow outgroup primes provided the great-

est assimilation and contrast (agreement and disagreement with one’s

political in- andoutgroup), respectively (Ledgerwood&Chaiken, 2007).

Accordingly, too broad outgroup questions may prevent contrasting

effects on the perpetrator and culture judgements.

4 All conclusions remain unchanged when we reran the analyses by including the participants

with a dwell time+3SD.
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6 KHOSROWTAJ ET AL.

F IGURE 1 Judgements as a function of couple and priming manipulation. Notes. a: Perpetrator blaming as a function of couple and priming
manipulation. b: Verdict as a function of couple and primingmanipulation. c: Classification as rape as a function of couple and priming
manipulation. d: Culture blaming as a function of couple and primingmanipulation. Higher scores indicate harsher judgments. Error bars indicate
the standard error of themean.

Considering these limitations, we decided to conduct another

experiment to test ingroup protection at the individual and the group

level in a design that we hoped would maximize the chances for a

black sheep effect to emerge. First, we created newsflashes that did

not leave room for any ambiguity about the guilt of the perpetrator.

Second, we secured a clear intergroup context by using a within-

participantsmanipulation of the groupmembership of the perpetrator.

That is, we provided participants with two newsflashes targeting

perpetrators, one being from the ingroup and the other from the out-

group. Such a design should increase the likelihood that participants

appraise the perpetrators in the context of an intergroup compari-

son, especially in the case where the ingroup perpetrator is presented

second.

3 EXPERIMENT 2

Experiment 2 used a 2 (perpetrator: ingroup vs. outgroup) × 2 (order:

ingroup first vs. outgroup first) mixed design with the first factor vary-

ing within participants and the second between them. Participants

worked through two newsflashes (in counterbalanced order) while

having two settings (dating vs. cinema) for increased credibility of the

two newsflashes.

As the newsflashes were less ambiguous about the perpetrator’s

guilt and due to the salient intergroup context (within-participant

design), we predicted a black sheep effect with harsher judgements

of the ingroup than of the outgroup perpetrator on all measures tar-

geting the individual: perpetrator blaming, verdict and classification of
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INGROUP FAVOURITISMON INDIVIDUAL ANDGROUP LEVEL 7

perpetrator’s behaviour as rape. We further expected to replicate the

exoneration of the ingroup culture rather than the outgroup culture.

Finally, we also aimed to examine whether the order of presenta-

tion affects the judgements. If any, order effects may arise due to the

outgroup first condition where the intergroup context is salient (e.g.,

Haslam&Oakes, 1995).

3.1 Method

3.1.1 Sample size estimation

We ran a power analysis using the PANGEA (v0.2) web app

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

size required for observing a small effect for the main effect of culture

blaming. For our 2 (order) × 2 (perpetrator) factorial design partici-

pants were nested in order and crossed with the perpetrator. Power

analysis was based on the main effect of the factor perpetrator in

Experiment 1 for culture blaming. Here, we estimated a d = 0.24. This

resulted inN= 300 for achieving a power of 94.9%.

3.1.2 Participants

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

prolific.co) completed the online experiment. As was pre-registered, in

Experiment 2, we excluded participants if they (a) did not have Ger-

man as theirmother tongue, (b) had parentswith amother tongue from

a predominantly Muslim/Arab country and (c) participated at T2 of

Experiment 1. Also, prior to data analyses, we decided to exclude par-

ticipants if they (d) indicated having participated in a previous similar

experiment at theUniversity ofMarburg, (e) spent too little time on the

vignette pages (≤5 seconds) and (f) the studentized deleted residuals

for the dependent measures were>±4 as recommended by Judd et al.

(2011). The two latter exclusion criteria were not pre-registered but

added prior to data analyses formaking sure that participants followed

instructions and paid attention to the tasks while working through the

experiment. Following these exclusion criteria, we excluded 20 partic-

ipants, n = 7 with parents with a mother tongue from a predominantly

Muslim country; n = 1 who participated in a previous similar exper-

iment; n = 3 with too short dwell times (≤5 seconds) on the pages

showing the vignettes and n = 9 based on the studentized deleted

residuals with absolute values > 4 (Judd et al., 2011).5 Our final anal-

yses relied on a total sample ofN= 2836 (n= 121 female, n= 154male,

n = 4 diverse and n = 4 did not indicate their gender) with an average

age ofM= 28.41 years (SD= 7.61; range: 18 – 66 years).7

5 Regarding this criterion, no dependent measures collected for Experiment 1 revealed values

outside the range−4 to+4.
6 Note that the results were generally consistent with the results of analyses without any

exclusions (for details, please see the SupplementaryMaterials).
7 One person indicated an age of 7 and was excluded only for assessing these descriptive

statistics. However, this participant remained in the final sample as participants from Prolific

Academic must be at minimum 18 years old and as this subject did not apply as conspicuous

due to the dwell times.

We conducted a sensitivity power analysis (statistical test: analyses

of variance (ANOVA), fixed effects, main effects and interactions) using

the final sample size (N = 283). For a power of .95 α = .05, numerator

df=1 and number of groups=2 (factor perpetrator), number of covari-

ates= 0, theminimum effect size that could be obtained was f2 = .215.

3.1.3 Procedure and measures

Overall procedure. Participants worked through a study called ‘per-

ception of sexual assaults’, which we framed as an international study

examining the perception and judgement of sexual assaults in different

cultures. We assigned participants randomly to the experimental con-

dition. All participantsworked through two newsflashes starting either

with the ingroup or the outgroup.

Newsflashes. We created two different contexts for the news-

flashes which read as follows:

Hannover

Rapist caught

21.05.2018, 11:32 am

The 35-year-old Afghan (German) Ahmed S. (Andreas

S.) is accused of having committed rape last Friday.

The contact was initiated via a dating app. Ahmed

S. (Andreas S.) invited to dinner in his apartment.

Later that night—despite resistance—the afore-said

rape occurred. According to the police report, he ini-

tially denied the crime, but after being confronted with

the clear means of evidence, he confessed to the rape.

Kiel

Rapist caught during the crime

11.12.2010, 10:30 pm

The German (Afghan) 28-year-old Andreas S. (Ahmed

S.) is reported for having committed rape after visiting

a cinema. At first, he initiated his approach in a friendly

way—similar to aharmless flirt.However, after his inter-

estwas not returned, he became aggressive and violent.

Passers-by surprised the perpetrator not far from the

cinema still in the act andpreventedhis escape.Andreas

S. (Ahmed S.) finally confessed to the crime after trying

to convince by claiming consensual acts.

Note that we avoided mentioning the victim explicitly so as to rule

out possible identification processeswith the victim (e.g., seeGeorge&

Martínez, 2002, on the judgment of inter- and intragroup perpetrators

and victims; but see Khosrowtaj et al., 2024c) and for ruling out any

other inter- or intragroup context beyond the one created by the

within-subjects design.
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8 KHOSROWTAJ ET AL.

Judgements. After reading each newsflash, participants worked

through the perpetrator blaming measure (6 items; Cronbach’s

alphaingroup = .60, Cronbach’s alphaoutgroup = .64), verdict measure (3

items; Cronbach’s alphaingroup = .64, Cronbach’s alphaoutgroup = .72),

the single item targeting the classification of the perpetrators’

behaviour as rape and the perpetrator’s culture-blaming measure (4

items; Cronbach’s alphaingroup = .94, Cronbach’s alphaoutgroup = .96),

see Experiment 1 for exemplary items. Finally, participants provided

demographics andwere thanked for their participation.

3.2 Results

To test our predictions, we ran several 2 (perpetrator: ingroup vs.

outgroup) × 2 (order: ingroup first vs. outgroup first) mixed-model

ANOVAs.

3.2.1 Individual blame

Perpetrator blaming. The analysis with perpetrator blaming as a

criterion revealed a significant main effect of the perpetrator,

F(1,281) = 5.31, p = .022, 𝜂2p = .02, 95% CI [0.00–0.06], indicat-

ing that participants blamed the ingroup perpetrator more strongly

(M = 6.28, SD = 0.69) than his outgroup counterpart (M = 6.21,

SD=0.73).We further observed amarginally significant effect of order,

F(1,281) = 3.69, p = .056, 𝜂2p = .01, 95% CI [0.00–0.05], such that the

overall mean ratings were harsher when the ingroup was presented

first (M = 6.32, SD = 0.65) than when the outgroup was presented

first (M = 6.17, SD = 0.77). We further observed a significant inter-

action, F(1,281) = 39.35, p < .001, 𝜂2p = .12 and 95% CI [0.06–0.20]

(see Figure 2, panel a). To probe this interaction, we examined sim-

ple effects for the perpetrator, separately for each order. When the

outgroup newsflash was presented first, the ingroup perpetrator was

blamed more (M = 6.30, SD = 0.73) than the outgroup perpetrator

(M = 6.04, SD = 0.79), t(281) = −6.01, p < .001, 𝜂2p = .11 and 95%

CI [0.05–0.19]. When the ingroup newsflash came first, the outgroup

perpetrator was blamed more (M = 6.38, SD = 0.63) compared to his

ingroup counterpart (M = 6.26, SD = 0.65), t(281) = 2.83, p = .005,

𝜂
2
p = .03, 95%CI [0.00–0.08].8

Verdict. The analysis with the verdict as a criterion again revealed

a significant main effect of the perpetrator, F(1,281) = 4.32, p = .038,

𝜂
2
p = .02 and 95% CI [0.00–0.06], indicating that participants blamed

the ingroup perpetrator more strongly (M = 6.28, SD = 0.83) than his

outgroup counterpart (M = 6.21, SD = 0.88). We further observed a

significant main effect of order F(1,281) = 5.00, p = .026, 𝜂2p = .02 and

95% CI [0.00–0.06], such that the overall mean ratings were harsher

when the ingroup was presented first (M = 6.35, SD = 0.80) than when

8 As the assumption of equal variances across all levels of the repeated-measure variable was

violated (perpetrator blaming outgroup p = .009), we conducted a robust ANOVA on trimmed

means usingRStudioVersion1.4.1717 andWRS2package (Mair&Wilcox, 2020). This analysis

revealed similar patterns: a significant main effect for the perpetrator (p = .045), no effect of

order (p= .23), and a significant interaction (p< .001).

the outgroup was presented first (M = 6.14, SD = 0.91). We further

observed a significant interaction, F(1,281) = 63.83, p < .001, 𝜂2p = .19

and 95% CI [0.11–0.26] (see Figure 2, panel b). We again examine

the simple effects of perpetrators, separately for each order. When

the outgroup newsflash was presented first, the ingroup perpetrator

was blamed more (M = 6.31, SD = .81) than the outgroup perpetra-

tor (M = 5.96, SD = 0.96), t(281) = −7.06, p < .001, 𝜂2p = .15 and 95%

CI [0.08–0.23]. When the ingroup newsflash was presented first, the

outgroup perpetrator was blamed more (M = 6.45, SD = 0.73) than

his ingroup counterpart (M = 6.25, SD = 0.85), t(281) = 4.22, p < .001,

𝜂
2
p = .06 and 95%CI [.02; .12].9

Classification as rape. The analysis of the classification of the inci-

dent as rape revealed a significant perpetrator × order interaction,

F(1,281) = 21.59, p < .001, 𝜂2p = .07 and 95% CI [0.02–0.14] (see

Figure 2, panel c). There was no other significant effect, all p’s > .387.

Turning to simple effects of perpetrator for each order separately

revealed that, when the outgroup newsflash was presented first, the

ingroup perpetrator’s behaviour was more likely classified as rape

(M = 6.77, SD = 0.55) than the outgroup perpetrator’s behaviour

(M = 6.50, SD = 0.84), t(281) = −3.86, p < .001, 𝜂2p = .05 and 95%

CI [0.01–0.11]. When the ingroup newsflash was presented first, the

outgroup perpetrator’s behaviour was more likely classified as rape

(M = 6.79, SD = 0.58) than the behaviour of his ingroup counterpart

(M = 6.60, SD = 0.83), t(281) = 2.69, p = .007, 𝜂2p = .03 and 95% CI

[0.00–0.07].10

Culture blaming. Turning to culture blaming, the predicted main

effect of perpetrator proved significant, F(1,281) = 116.22, p < .001,

𝜂
2
p = .29 and 95% CI [0.21–0.37] such that the ingroup culture came

across as less responsible for the deviant act (M= 2.42, SD= 1.28) than

the outgroup culture (M = 3.15, SD = 1.58). There was no other effect,

all p values≥ .087 (see Figure 2, panel d).11

3.3 Discussion

In Experiment 2, we observed the predicted overall black sheep effect

for two out of the three individual blame measures, namely, perpe-

trator blaming and verdict. We further replicated the protection of

the ingroup on cultural terms. Interestingly, the significant interac-

tion indicates that participants manifested a black sheep effect only

when the outgroup newsflash was presented first. This is an impor-

tant finding because it fits entirely with our rationale, underlying the

priming manipulation of Experiment 1. Indeed, when the outgroup is

9 A robustANOVAon trimmedmeans (violation of the assumption of equal variances across all

levels of the repeated-measure variable perpetrator blaming outgroup p < .001) revealed the

same pattern of findings: a significant main effect for the perpetrator (p = .010), a significant

main effect of order (p= .017), and a significant interaction (p< .001).
10 Note that again the assumption of equal variances on the repeated-measure variable was

violated (for both ingroup and outgroup classification, p < .001), and the robust ANOVA indi-

cated as well a significant interaction between perpetrator times order (p = .004) but no main

effects (both p values= .169).
11 The assumption of equal variances for the repeated-measures variablewas violated (culture

blaming ingroup, p = .001), and the robust ANOVA mirrored the observed patterns, such that

there was only amain effect of the perpetrator (p< .001) but nomain effect of order (p= .187)

nor an interaction effect (p= .481).
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INGROUP FAVOURITISMON INDIVIDUAL ANDGROUP LEVEL 9

F IGURE 2 Judgements as a function of perpetrator’s groupmembership and order of presentation. Notes. a: Perpetrator blaming as a function of the
perpetrator’s groupmembership and order of presentation. b: Verdict as a function of perpetrator’s groupmembership and order of presentation.
c: Classification as rape as a function of the perpetrator’s groupmembership and order of presentation. d: Culture blaming as a function of the
perpetrator’s groupmembership and order of presentation. Higher scores indicate harsher judgements. Error bars indicate the standard error of
themean.

salient (here, by means of confronting participants first with a news-

flash about an outgroup perpetrator), we found a clear black sheep

effect. With these data, Experiment 2 provides clear evidence for our

prediction that the activation of a threatening outgroup stereotype

leads to ingroup protection in the form of a black sheep effect. In sharp

contrast, participants who saw the ingroup newsflash first expressed

harsher judgements towards theoutgroupperpetrator.Contrary to the

condition in which participants began with the outgroup perpetrator

and thus found themselves in an intergroup context, these participants

here may have been in an intragroup context, and perhaps even more

clearly so than in Experiment 1 (e.g., Haslam et al., 1995). Indeed, when

participants who began with the ingroup perpetrator continued with

the second newsflash, they encountered an intergroup context. Likely,

they then opted to distance themselves from the outgroup perpetra-

tor (as representing a homogenous threatening group) and expressed

harsher judgement of him and the outgroup. As far as we know, no

work to date has investigated such order effects in the context of the

black sheep effect, we followed up with Experiment 3 to examine the

robustness of the observed pattern regarding the presentation order.

Experiment 3 further aimed tomanipulate participants’ perceptions

of variability between the ingroup. Prior research revealed that when

participants expect less variability between ingroup members (Doosje

et al., 1998), then an ingroup deviant comes across even more as an

exception and may receive harsher judgements given the threat to the

ingroup’s image (Lewis & Sherman, 2010; Yzerbyt et al., 2000). To test

this conjecture, we examined the impact of a manipulation of ingroup

entitativity on ingroup protection at the individual and at the cultural

level.
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10 KHOSROWTAJ ET AL.

4 EXPERIMENT 3

Campbell (1958) first introduced the construct of entitativity to refer

to the extent to which a group comes across as a real entity (Campbell,

1958; Lickel et al., 2000; Yzerbyt et al., 2000). Entitativity encompasses

such aspects as common goals and the degree of interactions and

connections between group members (Agadullina & Lovakov, 2017;

Campbell, 1958; Yzerbyt et al., 2000). Research suggests that, to the

extent that they pose a threat to the entire ingroup, deviant members

belonging to highly entitative ingroup (here: fraternity vs. introduc-

tory psychology class, in the context of evaluating high- vs. low-quality

essays) trigger a black sheep effect (Lewis & Sherman, 2010). Although

some work looked at the impact of the entitativity of the ingroup on

identification (see Castano et al., 2003, for the relationship between

entitativity and identification in the EU context), no research to date

manipulated the entitativity of a national group such as Germans to

investigate its influence on judgements of highly deviant behaviour.

We expected that manipulating ingroup entitativity might foster the

effects of ingroup protection that we observed in Experiment 2 both

on the individual and the group level.

In Experiment 3, our aims were thus twofold. First, we wanted to

test the robustness of the findings of Experiment 2. Specifically, we

hoped to replicate a black sheep effect at the individual level and

a protective judgement of the ingroup at the cultural level. We fur-

ther ambitioned to replicate the black sheep effect in the condition

when the outgroup newsflashwas presented first (intergroup context).

Second, we wanted to investigate how people appraise deviance in a

context of high (vs. low) ingroup entitativity. Specifically, we predicted

a stronger black sheep effect in the high entitativity condition (signif-

icant black sheep effect) than in the low entitativity condition (small

or no black sheep effect). In addition, we expected less severe con-

demnation of the ingroup culture in the high entitativity condition than

in the low entitativity condition. As such, we tested a 2 (perpetrator:

ingroup vs. outgroup) × 2 (order: ingroup first vs. outgroup first) × 2

(entitativity: low vs. high) mixed design with the first factor varying

within participants and the two remaining factors between them. As

part of Experiment 3, we also adapted the newsflashes regarding guilt

certainty, this time decreasing guilt certainty slightly as compared to

Experiment 2. We did this because of the overall harsher mean ratings

observed in Experiment 2 (e.g., above 5 on a 7-point scale). We rea-

soned that using the same newsflashes as in Experiment 2 may make

it difficult, if not impossible, to observe the effects of our experimental

entitativity manipulation (i.e., ceiling effects).

4.1 Method

4.1.1 Sample size estimation

We ran a power analysis using the PANGEA (v0.2) web app. For our

2 (perpetrator) × 2 (order) × 2 (entitativity) design, participants were

nested in order aswell as entitativity and crossedwith the perpetrator.

In Experiment 3, we predicted that entitativity should increase the

black sheep effect in the high entitativity condition and lead to a

decrease or absence of the black sheep effect in the low entitativity

condition.We assumed a small effect size, namely dz = .20, for both the

black sheep effect (reflected in the main effect of the perpetrator) and

the interaction between perpetrator and entitativity. Using this effect

size, a total of N = 700 participants (n = 175 per condition, i.e., order ×
entitativity) ensures 90% power.

We conducted a sensitivity power analysis (statistical test: ANOVA,

repeatedmeasures, within-between interaction) using the final sample

size (N = 703). For a power of .95 α = .05, number of groups = 2 and

number of measurements = 2, correlation among repeated measures

for perpetrator blaming (culture blaming) = .642 (.571), nonsphericity

correction= 1 and theminimum effect size that could be obtained was

f2 = .057 (.063).

4.1.2 Participants and design

A total ofN=750participants from theProlific AcademicwithGerman

as their first language participated in the study in two waves. When

applying the exclusion criteria, we need to consider both data collec-

tion waves to reach our pre-registered sample size of 700 subjects.

As pre-registered, in Experiment 3, we excluded participants, if they

(a) did not have German as their mother tongue, (b) had parents with

a mother tongue from a predominantly Muslim/Arab country, (c) had

too short dwell times (≤5 seconds) on the pages with the newsflashes,

(d) indicated a wrong answer on the second manipulation check item

(i.e., ‘what was the conclusion of the results you read at the begin-

ning of the first study?’—targeting the entitativity manipulation) and

(e) had extreme values (i.e., too short) in the dwell time on the page

where the entitativity manipulation was presented for ensuring that

participants read the text about entitativity carefully. Furthermore,

prior to data analyses, we excluded participants if (f) the studentized

deleted residuals for the dependent measures were > ±4 as recom-

mended by Judd et al. (2011). Based on these exclusion criteria, we

excluded 47 participants: n = 21 had parents with mother tongues

from a predominantly Muslim country, n = 14 failed the manipula-

tion check, n = 5 (one of them also failed on the manipulation check)

spent ≤ 5 seconds on the pages with the vignettes, n = 2 who par-

ticipated in similar previous studies and n = 6 based on studentized

deleted residualswith absolute values>4 (Juddet al., 2011). This led to

a final sample ofN=70312. Due to a programming error, participants in

the condition of ingroup perpetrator as the first newsflash in the con-

text of cinema did not see the dependent measures regarding verdict

items. This iswhyweonly report perpetrator blaming as the dependent

measure.

12 Note that the results were generally consistent with the results of analyses without any

exclusions (for details, please see the SupplementaryMaterials).
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INGROUP FAVOURITISMON INDIVIDUAL ANDGROUP LEVEL 11

4.1.3 Procedure and measures

Overall procedure. We invited participants to take part in two stud-

ies. In the first study, participants were randomly assigned to either

of the entitativity conditions (high vs. low). Participants read the

results of an alleged representative study (see supplementary mate-

rials) where, compared to other European citizens, Germans were

described as (dis)similar and (not) connected to each other depending

on the experimental condition (cf. Crawford et al., 2002, for enti-

tativity manipulations for minimal groups and a group of friends).

Following the entitativity manipulation, participants worked through

the saying-is-believing task (Bauer & Hannover, 2020; Higgins &

Rholes, 1978) and had to come up with three possible reasons for

the findings they read about. This aimed to strengthen the entitativity

manipulation.

Participants thenwent on to the alleged second study. Here the pro-

cedure was the same as in Experiment 2. After working through the

first newsflash and its blame judgements, participants worked through

the second newsflash and the blame items and ended the study by indi-

cating some demographics before being fully debriefed. We included

two attention checks throughout the study (e.g., ‘Please select the

4’’) and warned participants about their presence at the beginning

of the study. We further added one manipulation check item exam-

ining whether participants correctly remembered the content of the

first article that was crucial for the entitativity manipulation: ‘What

was the conclusion of the results you read in the beginning of this

study?’ (1 = Germans were described as similar to each other compared

to other European countries, 2 = Germans were described as dissimilar

to each other compared to other European countries). This item came

after the end of the alleged Study 2 to avoid influencing participants

directly after the entitativity study. In addition, we asked one explo-

rative item as follows: ‘How similar and connected do you believe

are Germans?’ (a scale ranging from 1 = not at all similar to 7 = very

similar).

Newsflashes. We used the newsflashes from Experiment 2 and, as

mentioned above, adapted the last sentence of each newsflash for

leaving room for guilt being slightly more ambiguous. For instance, in

the dating context, we adapted the concluding sentence as follows:

‘According to the police report, he initially denied the crime. But after

several days of lengthy interrogations, he confessed to the rape’. In the

cinema context, the concluding sentence read as follows: ‘Andreas S.

(AhmedS.) finally confessed to the crimeafter the interrogationsby the

police even though he was convinced by the actions being consensual

until the end’.

Judgements. The dependent measures were the same as in Experi-

ment 2.

4.2 Results

We analysed our data with 2 (perpetrator: ingroup vs. outgroup) × 2

(order: ingroup first vs. outgroup first) × 2 (entitativity: high vs. low)

mixed-model ANOVAs.

4.2.1 Individual Blame

Perpetrator blaming. The first analysis with perpetrator blaming13 as

a dependent variable revealed a significant main effect of the perpe-

trator, F(1,699) = 57.45, p < .001, 𝜂2p = .08 and 95% CI [0.04–0.12],

indicating that participants blamed the ingroup perpetrator more

strongly (M=6.15, SD=0.78) than his outgroup counterpart (M=5.95,

SD = 0.92). We further observed a significant main effect of order

F(1,699) = 10.62, p = .001, 𝜂2p = .01 and 95% CI [0.00–0.04], such

that the overall judgements of the perpetrators were harsher when

the ingroup came first (M = 6.14, SD = 0.80) compared to when the

outgroup came first (M = 5.96, SD = 0.90). In addition, we observed

a significant interaction of perpetrator × order, F(1,699) = 99.09,

p < .001, 𝜂2p = .12 and 95% CI [0.08–0.17]. To probe the interaction,

we ran simple effects for the perpetrator, separately for each order.

When the outgroup newsflash came first, the ingroup perpetrator was

blamed more harshly (M = 6.18, SD = 0.76) than the outgroup perpe-

trator (M = 5.73, SD = 0.97), t(699) = −12.48, p < .001, 𝜂2p = .18 and

95%CI [0.13–0.23].When the ingroup newsflash came first, there was

no significant difference between the blame attributions. However, the

outgroup perpetrator tended to be blamed more harshly (M = 6.17,

SD = 0.81) compared to his ingroup counterpart (M = 6.12, SD = 0.81),

t(699) = 1.67, p = .10, 𝜂2p = .004 and 95% CI [0.00–0.02]. We did not

observe any significant main or interaction effect regarding entitativ-

ity, see Figure 3, panel a. Results concerning the verdict measure can

be found as part of the S1. It is noteworthy, however, that the manipu-

lation check indicated that the entitativitymanipulationwas successful

as it affected the degree of similarity and connectedness perceived by

participants, F(1, 701) = 87.39, p < .001 and 𝜂2p = .11. Participants in

the entitativity high condition (M = 4.57, SD = 1.22) indicated higher

degrees of perceived similarity and connectedness between Germans

than those in the entitativity low condition (M= 3.73, SD= 1.17).

Classification as rape. The analysis of the classification of the perpe-

trator’s behaviour as rape14 revealed a significant effect of the perpe-

trator, F(1,699) = 49.22, p < .001, 𝜂2p = .07 and 95% CI [0.03–0.10], in

that the ingroup perpetrator’s behaviour was classified more likely as

rape (M = 6.54, SD = 0.89) than the outgroup perpetrator’s behaviour

(M= 6.21, SD= 1.15).We further observed a significant effect of order,

F(1,699) = 5.98, p = .015, 𝜂2p = .008 and 95% CI [0.00–0.03]. Again, the

overall judgements for the classification as rape were harsher when

the ingroup newsflash came first (M = 6.45, SD = 0.99) than when

the outgroup newsflash came first (M = 6.31, SD = 1.09). In addition,

we observed a significant interaction between perpetrator and order,

F(1,699) = 26.45, p < .001, 𝜂2p = .04 and 95% CI [0.01–0.07]. Follow-

up tests for each order separately revealed that, when the outgroup

13 Because the assumption of homogeneity of variances was violated for the repeated mea-

sures variable (perpetrator blaming outgroup p = .001) we also ran a robust ANOVA on

trimmed means as in Exp. 2. This analysis revealed the same pattern of results with both

significant main effects (perpetrator: p < .001, order: p = .004) and the interaction effect

(p< .001).
14 Because the assumption of homogeneity of variances was violated for the repeated mea-

sures variable (classification as rape ingroup p = .001, outgroup p < .001) we also conducted

a robust ANOVA on trimmed means which was in line with the observed significant results

(perpetrator: p< .001, order: p= .009) interaction effect (p< .001).
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12 KHOSROWTAJ ET AL.

F IGURE 3 Judgements as a function of perpetrator’s groupmembership and order of presentation. Notes. a: Perpetrator blaming as a function of the
perpetrator’s groupmembership and order of presentation. b: Classification as rape as a function of the perpetrator’s groupmembership and
order of presentation. c: Culture blaming as a function of the perpetrator’s groupmembership and order of presentation. Higher scores indicate
harsher judgements. Error bars indicate the standard error of themean.

newsflash came first, the ingroup perpetrator’s behaviour was classi-

fiedmore as rape (M=6.59, SD=0.79) than the outgroup perpetrator’s

behaviour (M = 6.03, SD = 1.25), t(699) = −8.66, p < .001, 𝜂2p = .10 and

95%CI [0.06–0.14].When the ingroup newsflash came first, there was

no significant difference between the classification as rape (M = 6.49,

SD= 0.98 andM= 6.40, SD= 0.99, for ingroup and outgroup perpetra-

tor, respectively), t(699)=−1.32, p= .19 (see Figure 3, panel b).We did

not find any significantmain or interaction effect regarding entitativity.

Culture blaming.We again replicated the predicted effect of the per-

petrator on culture blaming, F(1,699) = 242.05, p < .001, 𝜂2p = .26

and 95% CI [0.21–0.31], such that participants judged the ingroup

culture more leniently (M = 2.68, SD = 1.47) than the outgroup

culture (M = 3.55, SD = 1.68). We also observed an order effect,

F(1,699) = 8.98, p = .003, 𝜂2p = .01 and 95% CI [0.00–0.03], such that

theoverall judgementswereharsherwhen the ingroupnewsflash came

first (M = 3.28, SD = 1.67 and M = 2.96, SD = 1.59, for ingroup and

outgroup newsflash, respectively). In addition, we found a significant

interaction15 between perpetrator × order, F(1,699) = 6.83, p = .009,

𝜂
2
p = .01 and 95% CI [0.00–0.03] (see Figure 3, panel c). Simple effects

of perpetrator for each order separately indicated that, when the

outgroup newsflash came first, the ingroup culture was judged more

leniently (M = 2.45, SD = 1.33) than the outgroup culture (M = 3.46,

SD= 1.68), t(699)=−12.94, p< .001, 𝜂2p = .19 and 95%CI [0.14–0.24].

Similarly, when the ingroup newsflash came first, the ingroup culture

was again judged more leniently (M = 2.93, SD = 1.57) than the out-

group culture (M= 3.64, SD=1.69) (M= 2.93, SD=1.57), t(699)=9.09,

15 Because the assumption of homogeneity of variances was violated for the repeated mea-

sures variable (culture blaming ingroup p = .006) we also conducted a robust ANOVA on

trimmed means. This indicated both significant main effects (perpetrator: p < .001, order:

p= .003) but amarginal interaction effect (p= .106).
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INGROUP FAVOURITISMON INDIVIDUAL ANDGROUP LEVEL 13

p < .001, 𝜂2p = .11 and 95% CI [0.07–0.15]. We did not observe any

significant main or interaction effect regarding entitativity.

4.3 Discussion

Experiment 3 confirmed the predicted patterns in terms of the black

sheep effect for perpetrator blaming and classification as rape. Partici-

pants indicated harsher blame towards the ingroup than the outgroup

perpetrator. They also considered the perpetrator’s behaviour more

as rape when he belonged to the ingroup than to the outgroup. More

importantly, we replicated the black sheep effect when the outgroup

newsflash was presented first. That is, participants expressed harsher

judgements towards the ingroup perpetrator when they had first read

the outgroup newsflash. This pattern was present also in the classifica-

tion of the perpetrator’s behaviour as rape as participants perceived

the ingroup perpetrator’s behaviour more as rape when they first

worked through the outgroup newsflash. This is in line with our view

that the activation of a threatening outgroup before the judgement of

an ingroup member elicits harsher judgements of the ingroup deviant.

Regarding the blame attributed towards the culture of the perpetra-

tors, we replicated the exoneration of the ingroup culture. We further

observed a higher difference between the culture blame judgements

when the outgroup newsflash was presented first. Again, this confirms

that making an intergroup context salient reinforces group members’

reaction to protect the ingroup (Marques & Yzerbyt, 1988).

As far as entitativity was concerned and despite the apparent suc-

cess of our manipulation, we did not observe any main nor interaction

effects involving this factor. One possible explanation may be that the

seriousness of the deviant behaviour selected in the present context

prevents the emergence of any visible impact of this factor. Further-

more, it has been shown that intimacy groups receive the highest

entitativity ratings followed by task groups, social groups and loose

associations (Denson et al., 2006; Lickel et al., 2000). As such, it may

be challenging to manipulate the entitativity of a social group such as

Germans. Previous work used minimal groups, friends, experimental

confederates with similar field-hockey sweaters (e.g., Crawford et al.,

2002; Pereira & van Prooijen, 2018) or groups where the cohesiveness

of the group was perceived as high without further manipulation, that

is, fraternities (Lewis & Sherman, 2010). It thus remains to be seen how

entitativity or other factors affecting the subjective homogeneity of

the ingroup (or of the outgroup) may play a role in the emergence of

our predicted pattern on individual-level and group-level judgements.

5 GENERAL DISCUSSION

In the present series of experiments, we investigated ingroup protec-

tion at both the individual and cultural levels. We built on recent work

showing harsher judgements of individual ingroup perpetrators (i.e.,

black sheep effect) on the one hand and more lenient judgement of

the ingroup as a whole on the other (Khosrowtaj et al., 2024c). In

Experiment 1, we tested whether the mere salience of a threatening

outgroup may elicit harsher judgements of an ingroup than an out-

group perpetrator using a purely intragroup design. Experiment 2 built

on Experiment 1 and highlighted the importance of an intergroup con-

text using awithin-participantmanipulation of the perpetrator’s group

membership. In Experiment 3,we tested the robustness of the patterns

observed in Experiment 2 and further tested the effect of high (vs. low)

ingroup entitativity on judging an ingroup perpetrator and his culture.

5.1 Lessons Learned

The present work found support for the black sheep effect at the

individual perpetrator level, that is, participants judged the perpetra-

tor more harshly when he was an ingroup than an outgroup member

(Marques et al., 1988; Marques & Yzerbyt, 1988). Our distinct contri-

bution to the black sheep effect literature concerns the examination of

people’s tendency to protect the ingroup as a whole (Marques, 1990;

Marques & Yzerbyt, 1988). Participants blamed the ingroup culture

(including its norms and values) less severely for the deviant behaviour

than they blamed the outgroup culture. As far as we know, the present

contribution is the first to show the protection of the ingroup both

on individual and cultural levels. That is, in two of three experiments,

we observed the harsher condemnation of one ingroupmember.While

all three experiments found that the ingroup was protected culturally.

To be sure, these results may also correspond to a derogation of the

outgroup. Both judgements on the individual and cultural levels are

comparative, that is, one may take the perspective that one outgroup

perpetrator is not judged more harshly than his ingroup counterpart,

while on the cultural level, participants consider the culture of the out-

group perpetrator to bemore responsible for the deviant behaviour.

The order effects observed in Experiment 2 are fully consistentwith

the idea underlying our outgroup salience manipulation of Experiment

1.When participants face an ingroup perpetrator after being reminded

of the threatening outgroup (which is activated by the deviant

behaviour of the outgroup perpetrator in the first newsflash), they

distanced themselves more extremely from the ingroup deviant. This

finding proved to be robust aswe replicated this pattern in Experiment

3. This suggests that the presence of an intergroup context may well

constitute a necessary condition for the black sheep effect to occur.

This difference between the ascription of blame at the individual

and the cultural level hints to a possible proximity to the concept of

shifting standards (e.g., Biernat & Manis, 1994). Different judgement

standards may have been used for in- and outgroup deviants based

on group stereotypes (Biernat et al., 1991). Even though the present

work did not focus on the use of different dependent variables (i.e.,

subjective vs. objective items), the black sheep effect may be seen

as resulting from the more demanding standard for the ingroup

perpetrator and more favourable judgement (leniency) towards the

outgroup perpetrator based on the stereotype that ‘Muslims/Afghans

are violent’ (Biernat et al., 1991; Linville & Jones, 1980). Indeed,

shifting standards have been observed to be motivated by ingroup

protection. In one illustrative study (Miron et al., 2010), participants

were less motivated to protect the ingroup and experienced higher
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14 KHOSROWTAJ ET AL.

collective guilt with respect to America’s history of slavery after they

had affirmed their group’s value. Importantly, all dependent measures

used by Miron and colleagues (2010) targeted only the ingroup. As

such, the present contribution extends the examination of different

standards as we compared judgements attributed to both in- and

outgroup perpetrators on individual and cultural levels.

5.2 Limitations and Future Directions

Regarding the failure of our priming manipulation, we suggest that

the operationalizationwas possibly too broad (Ledgerwood&Chaiken,

2007) and thus too weak to activate the idea of a threatening out-

group. Narrower primes may elicit the intergroup context and lead to

harsher black sheep effects, which have been discussed alongside the

order effects of Experiments 2–3. Along similar lines, our entitativity

manipulation of Experiment 3 did not affect participants’ judgements

of the perpetrators and their cultures. At the same time, participants

in the high entitativity condition did perceive Germans as more similar

and connected to each other than participants in the low entitativity

condition. This suggests that the absence of the predicted pattern may

also be due to a ceiling effect. Asmuch as this, the idea behind underly-

ing both the outgroup salience and entitativity manipulations remains

worth pursuing, and future research may address these aspects more

explicitly. Future work may also benefit from considering the per-

ceptions of outgroup entitativity. If participants indeed perceive the

outgroup as entitative and threatening (Agadullina & Lovakov, 2017;

Sacchi et al., 2009; Vasquez et al., 2015; Yzerbyt et al., 2000), this may

motivate them more to distance themselves from an ingroup deviant

and to judge their own culturemore leniently.

One may further ask whether the differences in culture blaming

arise as the outcome of ingroup protection or outgroup derogation.

One strategy to approach this issuemay rest on a comparison between

the influence of ingroup identification on the one hand and of outgroup

prejudice on the other. To the extent that these two aspects can be

separated, future work would benefit from distinguishing between

the two processes. Interestingly, recent work hints at the existence

of a link between national narcissism and hostile intentions against

refugees and immigrants. Specifically, national narcissism but not

national identification predicted hostile attitudes as well as collective

action against refugees and immigrants (Górska et al., 2022). This is

an intriguing finding and further investigation of this pattern would

indeed be a promising avenue for future research. The issue concerns

the underlying mechanisms of the ingroup protection at the individual

and group levels.

The present work may also inspire future efforts to investigate

whether ingroup protection would emerge on both individual and cul-

tural levels in other cultural and national contexts. We assume similar

effects in the context of relevant stigmatized groupswhen the violated

norm is of relevance for the ingroup (Brewer, 2001; Marques, 1990),

but this remains an open question for future empirical work.

Finally, and leaving the question of the way people appraise nega-

tive acts, it would be fruitful to examine whether positive acts (such

as success) from ingroup and outgroup members are attributed to

their culture. Future research may follow this promising research idea

for raising awareness for differential treatments and portrayals of

foreigners, residents with immigration backgrounds and refugees.

5.3 Conclusions

The present work offers several interesting insights into the exist-

ing literature. First, we show that in spite of the impression that may

stem from existing media debates where negative attitudes and hostil-

ity towards Muslims are prevalent (Bauer & Hannover, 2020; Stürmer

et al., 2019; Zick et al., 2011), German participants judge more harshly

a German perpetrator than his Afghan counterpart. This black sheep

effect may seem paradoxical, but it essentially preserves the positivity

of the ingroup as a whole (Marques & Yzerbyt, 1988). Second, our data

show that it matters whether participants find themselves in an intra-

group or an intergroup context. Making a threatening outgroup salient

facilitates the emergence of the black sheep effect as a way to express

that such a deviant behaviour is not typical for the ingroup (Marques &

Yzerbyt, 1988; Yzerbyt et al., 2000). Third, andmost importantly, going

beyond the classic black sheep effect, the ingroup is also protected on

the cultural level. The comparative leniency towards the ingroup cul-

ture may be a form of outgroup discrimination on the cultural level,

which allows incriminating all outgroup members. When the perpetra-

tor is an ingroup member, it is only the individual harm-doer who is

judged more harshly (i.e., black sheep effect), thereby deflecting the

responsibility of the rest of the ingroup.When facing an outgroup per-

petrator, it is not him but his culture that ingroup members derogate.

These data suggest that the outgroup deviant is not somuch treated as

an individual but rather as an interchangeable instance of an otherwise

homogenous and indeed negative outgroup. Raising the level of aware-

ness regarding this judgemental strategymaybe crucial if onewishes to

decrease hostility against Muslims and reduce anti-Muslim prejudice

(Bruneau et al., 2020; Gallardo et al., 2021). Considering the poten-

tial consequences on intergroup relations, investigating this aspect is

undoubtedly a promising avenue for future research.
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