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ABSTRACT 

Increasing attention has been given to the field of moral psychology, especially in regards 

to differences in moral judgment and behavior.  While some scholars believe that moral 

judgment is driven by reactions to harmful behavior (e.g., Gray, Young, & Waytz, 2012; 

Turiel, 1983), others still posit that moral judgment is in fact based on five moral 

domains, of which harm is one (Haidt & Joseph, 2004).  Additionally, within moral 

foundation theory, these five domains can further be broken into two distinct categories – 

those that are binding (related to groups - in-group/loyalty, authority/respect, and 

purity/sanctity), and those that are individuating (related to individuals – harm/care and 

fairness/reciprocity).  Given the different nature of the two categories (group vs. 

individual), the primary purpose of the current study was to examine how group 

membership could lead to differing judgments within these different domains.    More 

specifically, I hypothesized that people would judge in-group members more harshly than 

out-group members for committing purity violations, at least when those people strongly 

endorse purity themselves and have a high collective self-esteem.  Although the 

hypothesized four-way interaction was not found, I did find a significant two-way 

interaction such that purity endorsement is a significant predictor of negative purity 

judgment, but not of care. 
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INTRODUCTION 

Humans are intensely critical beings, constantly processing and assessing new 

information, sorting data, and deciding what is useful.  However, is all judgment the same?  

While we judge ourselves, friends and strangers for choices made about everyday things 

such as wearing a seatbelt, or the color of the clothes we wear, we also make judgments 

about the (im)moral actions and behavior of these people as well.  Upon initial 

assessment, it would seem that we tend to be more forgiving of those closer rather than 

more distant to us (Hewstone, Rubin, & Willis, 2002). However, is this true of all types 

of transgressions?  More specifically, are certain moral transgressions (those that are 

impure/disgusting) viewed more harshly than other transgressions (those that are 

careless/harmful) within certain group contexts?  If so, does the group affiliation of the 

transgressor result in harsher judgment and punishment for one type but not the other? 

The purpose of this paper is to provide and briefly review current psychological 

literature exploring the link between moral judgment and intergroup relations. More 

specifically, this paper seeks to explore how different moral domains (e.g., purity vs. care) 

may be differentially affected by one’s group membership.  Lastly, I will review a study 

aimed at closing a gap in the morality and intergroup relations literature.  This study 

examines the effect that group membership has on the severity of both judgment and 

punishment for different (im)moral actions.  More specifically, I seek to examine whether 

actions that are commonly viewed as being harmful (hurting another person in some 

manner) are judged as being more or less severe than similar actions that are commonly 

viewed as disgusting (violating a sense of decency or purity), when these acts are 

committed by either an in-group or out-group member.  
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I hypothesize that participants will judge in-group members more harshly than 

out-group members for purity violations, when participants highly endorse purity as a 

moral domain and have high self-esteem that is related to their in-group.  For example, 

people who are sensitive to purity and disgust and have high group self-esteem will find 

the act of drinking urine much more upsetting if someone with a shared group identity 

does it (e.g., a fan of the same sports team), as opposed to someone without a shared 

group identity (e.g., the fan of a rival sports team).  However, keeping additional 

unearned money should not elicit different feelings regardless of who commits the act. 

MORALITY 

Morality is a nebulous concept that is not easily defined.  According to the 

Merriam Webster dictionary (2014), morality is defined as: a) a doctrine or system of 

moral conduct, or b) as conforming to ideals of right human conduct.  Yet, the concept of 

morality is heavily dependent on the group applying it.  There is no universal definition 

since there are differences between cultures as to what morality actually entails (Haidt & 

Joseph, 2004).  For example, do all cultures equally hold that violence is bad?  Moreover, 

how do different groups rank offensive behavior?  Is casual sex more abhorrent than 

murder?  To further complicate this discussion, the definition of morality also varies 

greatly among researchers.  There is no consensus about how to quantify moral research, 

and the questions asked and the methods used are far from universal.  

In one commonly accepted definition, the ‘moral domain’ is described as 

“prescriptive judgment of justice, rights, and welfare pertaining to how people ought to 

relate to each other” (Turiel, 1983, p. 3).  However, this definition is incomplete in that it 

ignores types of morality relating to community (those around us) and divinity (moral 
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rules drawn from religion; Haidt & Joseph, 2004).  Mapping onto Turiel’s original 

definition of morality, other researchers define morality as “inter-individual treatment of 

others with respect to fairness, others’ welfare, equal treatment, and justice” (Killen & 

Rizzo, 2014, p. 340).  Conversely, other researches have defined morality in terms of 

systems, such that they are interlocking sets of values, virtues, norms, practices, identities, 

institutions, technologies, and evolved psychological mechanisms that work together to 

suppress or regulate self-interest and make cooperative societies possible (Haidt, 2008).  

One such moral system is the social intuitionist model (Haidt, 2001).   

The social intuitionist model focuses on novel facets of moral judgment; 

specifically the role that intuitions and emotions play in both changing and making moral 

judgments (Haidt, 2001, 2007).  This model proposed that a moral situation would result 

in an automatic response dictating rightness or wrongness of a moral act.  This immediate 

and automatic response is considered an intuition, and Haidt believes that intuitions will 

affect the judgments that are made about the situation.  The most unique aspect of the 

social intuitionist model is that it highlights the impact of emotions on moral judgment, 

which the rationalist models completely ignore.  This model lays the groundwork for one 

of the most utilized yet criticized theory of morality – moral foundations theory (Haidt, 

2001; Haidt & Joseph, 2004), which I will utilize in the current study. 

Moral Foundations Theory 

The moral foundations hypothesis proposed that morality is based on five 

different foundations (harm/care, fairness/reciprocity, in-group/loyalty, authority/respect, 

and purity/sanctity) that contain the areas in which most, if not all, moral judgments are 

made (Haidt & Joseph, 2004).  Additionally, within these foundations, research has found 
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that different groups endorse different foundations at varying rates (Graham, Haidt, & 

Nosek, 2009).  For example, Graham and colleagues (2009) found that liberals and 

conservatives show different levels of endorsement for different moral domains.  

Additionally, they attribute this finding to the fact that liberal and conservative ideologies 

inherently endorse different moral ideals (e.g., purity vs. care). 

This difference in domain endorsement can further be broken down into two 

distinct moral foundation categories – those that are binding, and those that are 

individuating.  Liberals tend to endorse what are considered to be the “individuating” 

domains of harm/care and fairness/reciprocity.  These foundations are individuating in 

that they are focused on protecting the rights of the individual, as opposed to the rights of 

groups.  Conservatives on the other hand, while still supporting the individuating 

foundations, also support what are known as the binding foundations.  These binding 

foundations consist of in-group/loyalty, authority/respect, and purity/sanctity.  What sets 

these foundations apart from the individuating foundations is that they are used to 

promote group cohesiveness as opposed to individual rights. 

Although there is a distinction between binding and individuating foundations, 

one thing that is true of both is that morality tends to bind and blind (Haidt, 2008).  This 

statement is meant to reflect the fact that morality enmeshes and supports group norms, 

insulating them against outside pressures regardless of the individuating or binding nature 

of the domain.  However, it is this cohesion that can lead to individuals being overly 

invested in group identity and beliefs and thus less open and understanding of differing 

viewpoints. 
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Aside from differences in domain endorsement as a result of political ideology, 

religiosity also plays a role in the endorsement of binding moral domains.  Although 

researchers have suggested that religion plays an important role in all foundations as it 

works to integrate values and virtues to make social life possible (Haidt, 2008), the fact 

that religion itself can universally be seen as a binding agent leads researchers to find that 

religious people tend to endorse the binding foundations more so than the individuating 

ones (Graham & Haidt, 2010).  As with political ideology, religious people tend to think 

in terms of the group as opposed to the individual (Graham & Haidt, 2010).  This group 

mindset is evident in the fact that religion is often used to inform social viewpoints and 

behavior, therefore acting as a primary moral motivator and binding factor to those who 

are religious.  However, it is not just religious groups who have a clear sense of what is 

right and wrong, Haidt (2008) argues that moral judgments of what is “right” and “wrong” 

help people define who they are and where they belong in a social sense. 

MORAL JUDGMENT AND PUNISHMENT 

Research has found that the way in which people determine what is right and 

wrong is related to the social closeness and group membership of the individuals 

involved.  Specifically, results showed that people reacted more negatively to in-group 

suspects than out-group suspects when the person’s guilt was certain in regards to harm 

acts.  However, when guilt was uncertain, out-group members were rated more 

negatively (van Prooijen, 2006).  These findings highlight that when in-group and out-

group members are equally likely to be guilty for committing an immoral act, we are still 

more concerned about the guilt probability of in-group members as opposed to out-group 

members because in-group offenders reflect negatively on the group (Abrams, Marques, 
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Brown, & Henson, 2010) and more importantly can negatively impact ones social 

identity.  

Moreover, moral judgments are often viewed as informed by both a desire to 

conform to group norms and to consider ones responsibility to the needs of others 

(Aquino & Freeman, 2009).  Put another way, people must tow the group line in order to 

protect those involved.  As a result, people often make decisions based on what their 

group thinks is correct, and not what may be the best in regards to the needs of others.   

Along with the idea of moral judgment is the idea of punishment.  According to 

some scholars, in order to punish others, one must first disapprove of their actions (Joyce, 

2014).  Additionally, motivations to punish others should be sensitive to both the social 

identity of the persons involved in the interaction, and whether or not the behavior takes 

place within a group context or not (Lieberman & Linke, 2007).  More specifically, these 

researchers found that participants had a stronger desire to punish transgressions against 

themselves or their group, as opposed to transgressions toward an out-group. 

To summarize, previous research in regards to moral judgment and punishment 

found that social identity and group context influenced the severity of and desire to judge 

negative actions.  The present research aims to determine the effect that group 

membership and social identity have on the severity of judgment and punishment in 

regards to purity and care violations.  

INTERGROUP RELATIONS 

Being a part of groups has been a building block of society, as it has been 

advantageous to not only make friends, but to maintain group memberships.  Of 

particular interest today is the way groups behave both amongst themselves and with 
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other groups.  When looking specifically at how groups interact, based on Allport’s (1954) 

pioneering work, we define intergroup relationships as pertaining to the attitudes, biases, 

judgments and dispositions that a member of one group (in-group) holds about a member 

of another group (out-group). 

Social Identity Theory 

Building from Allport’s pioneering work on intergroup relations, Tajfel and 

Turner developed a new theory to examine how people navigate their social world called 

Social Identity Theory (SIT).  Tajfel and Turner (1982, 1986) state that as part of SIT (for 

a review on intergroup relations and SIT see Brown, 2000), people separate their social 

world into different groups and categories, some of which they will belong to and others 

in which they will not.  An important facet to groups is that of “group identification.”  In 

order to achieve identification within a group, one must not only be aware of their 

membership, this awareness needs to be related to some benefit a person gets from being 

a member of the group (Tajfel, 1982).  This corresponds to social identity, which is 

defined as “that part of the individuals’ self-concept which derives from their knowledge 

of their membership of a social group (or groups) together with the value and emotional 

significant of that membership” (Tajfel, 1981, p. 255).  It is important to note however, 

that the social group only acts to provide positive social identity for its members through 

the use of intergroup comparison on salient dimensions (Commins & Lockwood, 1979).  

Put differently, intergroup evaluation is necessary in order to gain positive social identity 

from ones in-group membership.  Therefore, the separation of people into groups with 

varying degrees of membership creates in-groups and out-groups, and further, a person’s 

social identity is dictated by the relationship between these groups. 
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In summation, we gain positive psychological benefits from being members of an 

in-group (positive self-esteem, a sense of belonging, etc.), and it is the in-group/out-group 

distinction that provides us with these benefits.  Additionally, people with high in-group 

identity should be more sensitive to threats to their in-group benefits, while people with 

low identity would care less about how member’s actions looked to other (Luhtanen & 

Crocker, 1992).  Therefore, in the current study, I am interested in whether these positive 

benefits and more specifically if group based self-esteem, influences the severity of 

judgment within a group context.   

In-group Love and Out-group Hate 

As it is evident in morality research that the in-group/out-group dynamic is 

important, it is necessary to discuss the theory behind how these groups relate to each 

other.  Research has shown that people tend to value the members of their in-group more 

highly, and thus treat members of their own group better than members of other groups.  

By protecting and supporting in-group membership, individuals receive mutual benefits 

and support (see Hewstone et al., 2002 for a complete review on intergroup bias).  

Additionally, both Social Identity Theory (Tajfel & Turner, 1986) and other theories 

(Social Dominance Orientation; Pratto, Sidanius, Stallworth & Malle, 1994) predict that 

individuals will favor in-group members over out-group members. 

While there has been clear evidence supporting an in-group bias, there has been 

more variety in the findings of out-group derogation and intergroup contention.  There is 

a consensus that individuals within the in-group rely on and support each other, but what 

happens when different groups encounter each other?  Research has found that intergroup 

bias is more rooted in a desire to promote the welfare of the in-group, than it is to put 
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down the out-group (Brewer, 1999).  Once a person views themselves as a member of a 

particular group, the individual is then biased in a positive way toward that group.  This 

finding supports the assertion that the in-group bias we see is the result of self-serving 

motives (Tajfel & Turner, 1986).  Additional research has also found that in-group bias 

serves not only to reinforce positive self-regard, but also to insure personal survival 

(Stevens & Fiske, 1995).   

As an individual’s behavior reflects on the in-group, and in-group norms dictate 

an individual’s behavior, it is necessary to examine the role that in-group bias has on 

judgment.  Researchers found that in-group love is a stronger motivator for behavior than 

out-group hate (Halvey, Weisel, & Bornsetein, 2012).  This finding is evident in many 

everyday situations (e.g., we are more likely to help someone that is a member of our in-

group over someone who is a relative stranger). In addition, if we help people in our in-

group, it is more likely that when we need help, other members of our in-group will come 

to our aid more so than relative strangers.  This helping behavior relates back to the idea 

that we “get” something from in-group members that we do not get from strangers, and 

therefore it is necessary to keep these relationships in harmony.   

While numerous studies have shown that the phenomenon of in-group love is not 

driven by out-group derogation, other research has found that out-group hate is a 

necessary component for defining group belonging (Hewstone et al., 2002; Tajfel, 1981), 

and also plays a role in punishment (Halvey, Bornstein, & Sagiv, 2008).  The dynamic of 

strong in-group love and out-group disdain is particularly noticeable in research by 

Schiller and colleagues (2014), who found that individuals punish out-group perpetrators 

more harshly than in-group perpetrators (when the person making the judgment shares a 
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group with the victim).  Additionally, they found that this phenomenon was driven by 

both the presence of in-group favoritism and strong out-group discrimination. This 

finding supports other research on the traditional in-group bias in that people show a 

preference for our in-group (e.g., Bernhard, Fischbacher, & Fehr, 2006).  Furthermore, 

other research has shown that when group identity is important for social identification; 

one needs both an in-group and an out-group to drive this identification (Parker & Janoff-

Bulman, 2013).  This research is all in line with traditional social identity theory research 

that states that group comparison is necessary in order to obtain positive social 

identification from groups (Commins & Lockwood, 1979).   

Although the research reviewed above lends support to the traditional in-group 

love and out-group hate dynamic, this is not the whole picture.  Having a strong positive 

social identification is a benefit of belonging to a group, however when someone does 

something that can make the whole group look bad, this person tends to be ostracized.  

More specifically, these traditional in-group and out-group roles are more likely to 

change when someone in our in-group does something that violates in-group norms; this 

leads to the black sheep effect.  

THE BLACK SHEEP EFFECT 

Although there is a substantial amount of research aimed at discussing the 

commonality of in-group bias and favoritism, in-group bias is most commonly the result 

of either a desire to increase the standing of the in-group, or decrease the standing of the 

out-group (Abrams et al., 2013).  Additionally, research has also found that judgments 

within the in-group also allow individuals to maintain the positive identity they would 

receive from intergroup differentiation (Marques, Abrams, & Serodio, 2001).  Therefore, 



11 

 

people would make stronger judgments towards in-group members as opposed to out-

group members for the simple fact that in-group deviants pose a larger risk to the in-

group dynamic and value, than do out-group deviants (Marques, Paez, & Abrams, 1998; 

see also Aquino & Freeman, 2009).  Taken together, this phenomenon is commonly 

referred to as the black sheep effect. 

The black sheep effect is a special and sophisticated form of in-group favoritism 

that states that there are more differences in how we evaluate in-group members than in 

how we evaluate out-group members (BSE; Marques, Yzerbyt, & Leyens, 1988).  In 

other words, there is more variability in thought that goes into judging members of our 

in-group for questionable acts than for out-group members.  This variability in thought 

occurs because people rate individual members of both the in-group and out-group to 

determine the best way to bolster their own group’s positive self-image (Abrams et al., 

2013).  This intragroup and intergroup comparison is similar to the comparisons in social 

identity theory where they are used to maintain positive social identity.  Therefore, it is 

not always the case that people support in-group members over out-group members.   

In certain situations, if supporting an in-group member would make the in-group 

look worse than the out-group (and by extension, the in-group individual making the 

judgment), then the out-group would be more likely to be supported favorably over the 

in-group.  A recent study in support of this found that people are more critical of deviant 

in-group members than of any other type of group member when judging behavior 

(Abrams et al., 2013).  This finding supports the idea that the preservation of in-group 

status is an important aspect relating to intergroup relations, as this status is where we 

draw a positive social identity (Tajfel & Tuner, 1982).  More specifically, being critical 
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of deviant in-group members re-establishes the importance of the in-groups shared 

proscriptive norms, and strengthens the cohesion and power of the remaining loyal 

members (Marques, Abrams, & Serodio, 2001). 

Within the desire for harsher treatment for deviant in-group members, we find 

that there is a constant desire and need to advance and reaffirm one’s individual identity 

in such a way that it meshes with the social identity displayed by their chosen in-group 

(i.e., being a moral upstanding citizen, being politically active, environmentally 

conscious, etc.).  This desire to reaffirm a strong positive social identity within the in-

group leads to situations in which in-group members are excluded who deviate from 

prescribed group norms.  Therefore, in certain instances the desire to maintain a positive 

and self-serving social identity leads to a necessity to distance oneself and by extension 

the in-group from deviant members (Wohl & Reeder, 2004).  Thus, one potential 

conclusion from this research is that the worst place to be in terms of intragroup relations 

is the in-group member who has violated the group’s norms – in a desire to protect in-

group identity and status, other in-group members will harshly judge and potentially 

replace the violator for threatening the group (Abrams et al., 2013). 

While subjective group dynamics aids in our understanding of why we punish 

deviant in-group members, other research has examined the conditions in which our 

traditional view of in-group bias (in-group love) overrides our desire to punish these 

deviant in-group members.  Research has shown that when third party judges were 

allowed to maintain the possibility that the wrongdoer was not completely responsible for 

their action, in-group perpetrators were given the “benefit of the doubt” which allowed 

them to be judged less harshly than out-group members.  However if this question of guilt 
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was not raised, harsh in-group judgment followed, at least in regards to harm violations 

(van Prooijen, 2009).  Essentially a question of culpability allowed for the natural in-

group preference to override the potential harm caused by the perpetrators’ actions.  In 

the present study, all participants were judging acts where there is no doubt about the 

people’s wrongdoing, therefore it should follow that harsh in-group judgment should 

occur, even when looking at purity violations. 

Given that groups are an integral part of social identity, it is important to examine 

norms that directly influence our identification with groups. Research conducted by 

Leach and colleagues (2007) found that people care more about belonging to groups that 

are seen as moral than to groups that are valued for their competence or sociability.  

Therefore, when looking at intergroup relations, specifically in-group love and the black 

sheep effect, it is necessary to consider the role that morality, and more specifically the 

role that moral transgressions play in the judgment of deviant behavior of in-group and 

out-group members.  

Morality and Intergroup Relations 

 When looking at moral research, one would be remiss to ignore the study of 

intergroup relations.  For example, the interactions between different moralizing groups 

such as religious and political parties sheds light on how differences in moral values can 

lead to in-group cohesion.  In fact, Kitcher (2014) holds that the purpose of morality is in 

a broad sense to support social cohesion (for an in-depth review of morality in the context 

of intergroup relationships (see Killen, Margie, &  Sinno, 2006).  Additionally, other 

researchers believe that morality in particular is a special case in which in-group love and 

the desire to strengthen those within group moral ties will lead to situations in which out-
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group hate will occur (Parker & Janoff-Bulman, 2013).  For example, these researchers 

(in line with social identity theory) found that groups that were formed as a result of a 

morally based consensus (e.g., ‘pro-choice’ vs. ‘pro-life’) needed a strong opposing out-

group, in order to establish a strong in-group identity.  Therefore, social identification 

within the in-group loses all meaning without the presence of the out-group for morally 

based groups.  This out-group comparison is particularly important for the relationship 

between in-groups and out-groups in relation to moral judgments.  As Parker and Janoff-

Bulman (2013) point out, the “us” versus “them” mentality is particularly important when 

examining moral judgments because the degradation of the out-group is necessary to 

make the in-group stronger. 

Aside from just intergroup bias, moral emotions (e.g., anger and disgust) also play 

an important role in moral judgment.  Research has shown that there are stronger 

negative emotions associated with out-groups when looking at morality-based situations 

when compared to non-morality based situations (Parker & Janoff-Bulman, 2013); 

however, within morality based groups, positive evaluations for both in-group and out-

group members were necessary. 

Ellemers and van den Bos’ (2012) work on morality and intergroup relations 

found that the desire to bolster the standing of the in-group is what drives how people 

tend to communicate with and behave towards members of groups that have different 

moral standards through judgment and punishment. Put another way, the desire to 

maintain the positive benefits of intergroup comparisons leads to situations in which the 

in-group uses severe judgment and punishment of the moral out-group in order to 

maintain their positive social identity.   
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In a similar vein, researchers found that people report less desire to interact with 

targets depicted as lacking moral qualities as opposed to those who were depicted as 

being highly moral.  If these individuals were put into the same group, those who hold 

highly moral beliefs are more likely to want to interact with those who hold the same 

beliefs, as this shared prescriptive norm bolsters the shared positive social identification 

(Commins & Lockwood, 1979).  Further, individuals would be more critical of those who 

do not share the same moral value, regardless of whether the individuals are a member of 

the in-group or out-group, as this bolsters the highly moral in-group identification by 

degrading the non-moral out-group. 

Overall, the research on intergroup relations and morality has found that an 

intergroup comparison is necessary when dealing with moral values. However overall, 

moral individuals only want to interact with other moral individuals and they separate 

themselves from those who do not share the same values.  This finding is important for 

the present study, as I predict that people who care about purity will be more bothered by 

in-group members that violate this moral value, as opposed to out-group members. 
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THE PRESENT RESEARCH 

The main purpose of this research is to examine the role that intergroup relations 

has on the severity of judgment of moral violations.  While each of these bodies of 

research has been linked in various ways, the proposed link hypothesized by the current 

study is novel.  Specifically, this study seeks to examine the effect of group membership 

on judgments of moral purity and care violations, as well as the role that individual 

differences in moral values and group self-esteem has in moderating this relationship.  

Although previous research has identified links between group membership and severity 

of judgment, no work has directly examined the differences in these judgments (e.g., act 

vs. perpetrator) nor have they examined the effect that moral value endorsement or group 

self-esteem will have in changing these judgments.  In order to examine this effect, this 

study focused on moral purity and care acts that were perpetrated by either a salient in-

group or out-group member.   

A group distinction was chosen because past research on intergroup relations has 

found that people tend to be more forgiving of in-group members for transgression (SIT; 

Tajfel & Turner, 1986).  However, additional research on the black sheep effect 

specifically, has shown that in certain situations we tend to punish in-group members 

more harshly for violating important group norms (Aquino & Freeman, 2009).  Given 

these findings around group norms, the moral domains of care and harm were chosen for 

our target judgments.   

Prior research within moral foundations theory (see Haidt, 2013 for a review) has 

found group differences in moral judgments for the care and purity domains, as the care 

domain promotes individuation, while the purity domain promotes group cohesion 
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(Graham & Haidt, 2010).  More specifically, the care domain is about protecting the 

individual from harmful acts, while the purity domain is about protecting the group from 

harm.  Given that the black sheep effect is found when in-group members are trying to 

reaffirm the power and cohesion of their group, and subsequently the positive group 

identity derived from it (Marques, Paez, & Abrams, 1998), it should follow that 

judgments about purity violations should be we worse when perpetrated by an in-group 

member as opposed to an out-group member, as they pose the biggest risk to positive 

group identity for those who highly endorse purity.  As the care domain is about 

protecting the individual, violations of this domain should be equally bothersome across 

in-groups and out-groups. 

Additionally, I will examine the impact that moral value endorsement will have 

on the relationship between group membership and moral judgments.  Previous research 

by McKee and Masicampo (2014) found that close others were rated more harshly than 

strangers for purity violations, however, this effect was found only for participants who 

strongly endorsed moral purity.  Although the black sheep effect inherently examines the 

role that domain endorsement has on moral judgment as it examines whether norms apply 

to both the in-group and out-group (universal endorsement) versus just in-group 

endorsement, the present research looks to extend the findings of the black sheep effect 

into the moral domain.  Specifically, there might be something special about moral purity 

such that even if there is universal domain endorsement (i.e., everyone believes you 

should behave in a certain moral way), it is still more bothersome to have an in-group 

member violate this norm as compared to an out-group member, or when compared to 

another shared norm (e.g., regarding harmful acts).  
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While no other research has specifically examined the role that domain 

endorsement has on moral judgment, let alone the black sheep effect, the present research 

aims to extend the findings of the black sheep effect into the moral domain, while also 

showing that even when both in-groups and out-groups think a violation is wrong, if you 

highly endorse the domain, an in-group deviant will be worse than an out-group deviant.  

Given the important role that in-group member behavior plays in our acquisition of 

positive in-group benefits, it is easy to see why someone whose identity is closely tied to 

an in-group identity would take particular offense to another in-group member who 

threatens these highly valued norms. 

Lastly, we will examine the additional impact of group based self-esteem on the 

relationship between group membership and moral judgment.  Collective self-esteem 

(CSE) measures how important membership in a group in general is to self-concept and is 

often marked by feelings of emotion such as pride and shame toward an in-group (Kaiser 

& Major, 2004).   Additionally, people high in CSE tend to show in-group favoritism 

(Crocker & Luhtanen, 1990), as research has shown that people with high CSE tend to 

evaluate in-group members as more competent and fairer than participants with low CSE  

(De Cremer, van Vugt, & Sharp, 1999).  With these findings in mind, I used the 

Collective Self Esteem scale (Luhtanen & Crocker, 1992), to see if high CSE would lead 

to harsh in-group judgment within a moral context, instead of traditional out-group 

derogation. While traditional social identity theory work cites various ways individuals 

try to restore a threatened social identity including leaving the group and reevaluating 

group attributes, people who are high in collective self-esteem may be more likely to 
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engage in strategies to restore the threatened identity (Crocker & Luhtanen, 1990), which 

may include ostracizing a deviant in-group member to restore group identity. 

In addition to the CSE measure which measures a general valuation of groups, I 

will also utilize the single item social identification measure (SISI; Postmes, Haslam, & 

Jans, 2013) and a subscale from the Overlap of Self, Ingroup and Ougroup measure 

(OSIO; Schubert & Otten, 2002) to measure people’s identification with a specific group 

(i.e. the group being measured in the study).  The SISI has been found to be a reliable 

measure of in-group identity and the positive relationship between self and the in-group.  

Additionally, the Inclusion of Self in the In-group scale from the Overlap of Self, Ingroup 

and Ougroup measure provides a pictoral representation of how close one feels to a 

chosen in-group.  More importantly however, this scale has also been found to be reliable, 

and to provide conceptually different results from pure verbal measures as it allows the 

mapping of social and self-categorizations on a spatial dimension (Aron, Aron, & 

Smollan, 1992). 

Given these previous findings, we will look at violations that pertain to both care 

and purity to determine when in-group members will be judged and punished more 

severely than out-group members.  In order to measure moral value endorsement to 

determine the effect endorsement has on the severity of ratings, we will use the Moral 

Foundations Questionnaire-20 (Graham, Haidt, & Nosek, 2009). Additionally, previous 

research by Linke (2007) found no difference in ratings of moral wrongness across group 

domains pertaining to the act, (although there were differences in deservedness of 

punishment).  Therefore, we will also measure ratings of moral wrongness and 

deservedness of punishment in order to tease apart the intricacies of moral judgment. 
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The purpose of this research is to examine the role that intergroup relations has on 

the severity of judgment of moral violations, when taking into account ones moral 

endorsement and self-esteem related to their in-group.  Given this, I hypothesize that 

participants will judge in-group members more harshly than out-group members for 

purity violations, when participants highly endorse purity as a moral domain and have 

high group based self-esteem.  
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METHOD 

Participants 

 

 Our initial sample consisted of 332 adults.  However, 83 participants failed to 

correctly answer one of three manipulation checks, or had incomplete data, thus resulting 

in a final sample of 249.  This sample ranged in age from 19-74 years (M = 33.75, SD = 

10.97).  Among participants, we had 118 males, 103 females and 28 people decline to 

answer.  The majority of participants were White (72.3%) followed by Asian (8.8%), 

Black or African American (3.2%), more than one race (3.2%).  Additionally, we were 

missing race for 12.4% of participants. 

Procedure  

Participants were recruited through Amazon’s Mechanical Turk (MTurk), a 

website that allows “workers” to be compensated for completing Human Intelligence 

Tasks (HITs) that have been posted by researchers.  As noted by Buhrmester and 

colleagues (2011), MTurk samples have been shown to provide reliable data and are 

typically more representative of the larger population as compared to samples that draw 

from undergraduate participant pools.  After selecting the HIT, participants were 

redirected to complete the survey.  Upon reading the informed consent and agreeing to 

participate, participants were randomly assigned to one of two experimental conditions 

where they responded to a series of questionnaires, and rated 35 different scenarios.  

Upon completing the experiment, participants were debriefed via an online debriefing 

summary and given a code to enter into Mturk to receive payment. 
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Measures  

Moral Foundations Questionnaire - MRQ.  The MFQ-20 is a shortened version 

of the MFQ-30 (Graham, Haidt, & Nosek, 2009), with two subscales designed to measure 

the moral relevance/endorsement (MRQ) and judgment (MJQ) of the five moral domains 

(harm, fairness, ingroup, authority, and purity).  As we were only interested in 

endorsement scores, participants only completed the MRQ.  The MRQ specifically 

measures how relevant certain moral considerations are when deciding something is 

either right or wrong.  This scale consists of 10 items (two from each moral foundation) 

and one attention check item.  All items start with the stem: “When you decide whether 

something is right or wrong, to what extent are the following considerations relevant to 

your thinking?” with items such as “Whether or not someone suffered emotionally” and 

“Whether or not someone acted unfairly.”  The attention check for the MRQ is “Whether 

or not someone was good at math.”  All items are scored on a 6-point Likert-type scale 

anchored by “0 – not at all relevant” and “5 – extremely relevant.”  Endorsement scores 

are created for each domain by averaging the two items in that domain together. However, 

in accordance with Graham, Haidt, and Nosek (2009), participants who respond to the 

attention check with a 2 (slightly relevant) or higher, were removed from analyses. 

Collective Self-Esteem Scale.  In order to measure how important belonging to 

groups in general was to our participants, we used the importance to identity subscale 

from the Collective Self-Esteem Scale (CSES; Luhtanen & Crocker, 1992).  This 

subscale measures how important membership in a group is to self-concept of the 

individual and is comprised of four items (two positive and two negative).  The positive 

items are comprised of: “The social groups I belong to are an important reflection of who 
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I am,” and “In general, belonging to social groups is an important part of my self-image,” 

while the negative items that are reverse scored are “Overall, my group memberships 

have very little to do with how I feel about myself,” and “The social groups I belong to 

are unimportant to my sense of what kind of person I am.”  These items are rated on a “1 

– strongly disagree” to “7 – strongly agree” scale.  A construct score is created by 

summing all items, and dividing the answer by 4, with higher scores indicating higher 

levels of self-esteem related to group identity. 

Group selection.  Participants were presented with instructions to name both an 

in-group and out-group.  In regards to the in-group, participants are first given examples 

of types of social groups (e.g., sports teams, religious groups, political groups, members 

of a profession, etc.).  They are then asked to think of a group they belong to that meets 

the following criteria: “The fact that you belong to this group should be an important part 

of your identity,” “This group should not be your family,” and “This group should be 

large enough that there are members of the group that you do not personally know.”  

After providing the name, they were then asked the approximate size of the group. 

As in the in-group selection, participants were asked to think of a group that they 

do not belong to, that also meets these criteria: “The fact that you do NOT belong to this 

group should be an important part of your identity” and “This group should be large 

enough that there are members of the group that you do not personally know.”  Finally, 

they were again asked to provide the approximate size of the group.   

Social identity.  In order to measure how close participants felt to their chosen in-

group, participants were presented with a single item social identification (SISI) measure 

(Postmes, Haslam, & Jans, 2013).  This item simply states, “I identify the group (or 
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category),” and is rated on a 7-point likert scale from “1 – fully disagree” to “7 – fully 

agree.”  Higher scores on this item relate to higher group identification. 

Overlap of in-group and self.  In order to measure the relationship between 

participants and their chosen in-group, participants were presented with the Inclusion of 

Self in the Ingroup Scale, from the Overlap of Self, Ingroup, and Outgroup Scale (OSIO; 

Schubert & Otten, 2002).  This scale uses a series of seven pictures and asks respondents 

to choose the picture that best describes their relationship to their chosen in-group, with 

choices ranging from the circles being completely separate (coded as 1), to the circles 

being completely overlapped (coded as 7).  Higher values correspond to more feelings of 

inclusion in their chosen in-group. 

Scenarios.  In order to determine differences in reactions to moral scenarios, 

participants were randomly presented with 35 different scenarios, and asked to think of a 

member of their ingroup [outgroup] they do not know committing each of the acts.  Out 

of the 35 acts, there are seven each of negative purity and negative care violations that 

were modeled after previous examples (e.g., Haidt, 2001, 2003) and were used in 

previous research by McKee and Masicampo (2014).  Examples of negative purity items 

included imagining members, “collected and ate roadkill” and “had sex with a blowup 

animal,” while negative care items included: “threw an acorn at a dog for no reason,” and 

“made fun of a person’s clothes behind their back.” 

Additionally, there are seven each of positive purity and positive care scenarios.  

These scenarios have the same stem as the above items and include, “abstained from sex 

until married” and “washed their hands after going to a petting zoo” for the purity items, 

and “donated a bike to a family in need” and “gave change to a panhandler” for the care 
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items.  Lastly, there are seven neutral items that do not pertain to any sort of moral 

domain.  These items were used a control and include, “goes to see a movie every Friday,” 

and “gets 7 hours of sleep every night.”  A complete list of all scenarios can be found in 

Appendix A. 

Judgment and punishment.  In order to determine differences in judgments 

between the person and the act, each participant responded to four questions following 

each of the scenarios.  Previous research has found that differences in the desire to punish 

do not always correspond to differences in judging the severity of acts themselves (Linke, 

2007), so these judgments provided a way to tease the two apart.  To gauge the morality 

of the act, participants responded to “How immoral/moral do you find this act” on a 

“-100 – most immoral act possible” to “0 – neither immoral nor moral” to “100 – most 

moral act possible” scale.”  In order to determine the morality rating of the person, 

participants responded to, “how immoral/moral do you find this person for committing 

this act” on a “-100 – extremely  immoral” to “ 0 – neither immoral nor moral” to “100 – 

extremely moral” scale.  

In regards to punishment, participants first rated how punishable they found the 

act to be by responding to: “How punishable/praiseworthy do you find this act to be” on a 

“-100 – most punishable act possible” to “0 – neither punishable nor praiseworthy” to 

“100 – most praiseworthy act possible” scale.  Participants then rated how much they 

wanted to punish the individual by answering, “How punishable/praiseworthy is the 

person for committing this act,” rated as “-100 – extremely punishable” to “0 – neither 

punishable nor praiseworthy” to “100 – extremely praiseworthy.”   
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In order to create mean scores for these items, all of the responses to the scenarios 

in a domain (e.g., all positive purity scenarios) were averaged across each judgment type.  

This resulted in 4 separate outcome variables for the five different sets of scenarios. 

Demographics and debriefing. Finally, participants responded to basic 

demographic questions.  Participants’ political orientation was measured on a 7-point 

scale from “1 – extremely liberal” to “7 – extremely conservative” with higher scores 

relating to more conservative ideology with one additional “not sure” option.  

Additionally, participants’ religiosity was measured using the single item, “How religious 

do you consider yourself” with responses coded as “1 – extremely religious, 2 – religious, 

3 – somewhat religious, 4 – not at all religious, 5 – agnostic, 6 – atheist, and 7 – 

unsure/decline to answer.”  Education was measured in a similar manner on a 7 point 

response scale (1 - 7) with higher scores indicating more education.  Gender was a 

dichotomous variable with male coded a “1” and female coded as “2.” Additionally we 

measured participants race as, “1 – American Indian/Alaska Native, 2 – Asian, 3 – Native 

Hawaiian or Other Pacific Islander, 4 – Black or African American, 5 – White, 6 – More 

than one race, and 7 – unknown or not reported.”  There was an additional question about 

ethnicity coded as, “1 – Hispanic or Latino” or “2 – Not Hispanic or Latino.”  Lastly, 

participants were presented with open-ended questions asking them to report their age, 

comments about the study, and what they thought the study was about. 
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RESULTS 

Domain, Group Membership, Group Identification, and Purity Endorsement 

 In order to test my hypothesis that people will judge in-group members more 

harshly than out-group members for committing purity violations (but not care), when 

those people strongly endorse purity and have high in-group self-esteem, I entered group 

membership (in-group vs. out-group), moral domain (purity vs. care), purity endorsement, 

and collective self-esteem into a mixed model ANOVA with moral domain as the within 

groups factor predicting the severity of judgment of the person (i.e., how moral vs. 

immoral) committing the act.  See Table 1 for basic descriptive statistics and Table 2 for 

the correlations of the primary study variables. 

Counter to my hypothesis, the predicted four-way interaction between moral 

domain, group membership, purity endorsement, and collective self-esteem was not 

significant, F(1, 227) = 1.414, p = .236.  Additionally, none of the three-way interactions 

were significant, Fs < 2.665, ps > .104.  There was however, a significant two-way 

interaction between moral domain and purity endorsement, F(1, 227) = 8.653, p = .004.  

More specifically, in regards to judgments of people who committed care violations, 

purity endorsement marginally predicted the severity of care judgments, β = -.112, p 

= .085, however significantly predicted the severity of purity judgments, β = -.414, p 

< .001.  Put another way, as purity endorsement increased, so too did the severity of 

judgment for perpetrators of both negative purity and care acts, with negative purity acts 

being more affected.  No other two-way interactions were significant, Fs < 3.285, ps 

> .071.  Lastly, there was a significant main effect of moral domain such that negative 
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purity acts (M = -27.97, SD = 25.76) were rated significantly harsher than care acts (M = 

-22.41, SD = 16.41). 

 

Table 1 

Means and Standard Deviations for Variables of Interest 

 

 

 PurityEnd CSE SISI OSIO Politic Age 

 

Mean 2.433 3.798 6.2250 5.112 3.367 33.24 

Std Deviation 1.424 1.404 0.7544 1.270 1.666 10.74 

 

 

Exploratory Analyses 

Act judgment.  Although there were no hypotheses regarding differences in the 

judgment of the act versus the judgment of the person, I conducted a mixed model 

ANOVA to examine possible differences in these outcome measures.  The results of the 

four-way ANOVA examining the severity of act judgment yielded the same results as the 

hypothesized four-way interaction examining person judgment.  There was a significant 

interaction between moral domain and purity endorsement, F(1, 227) = 5.787, p = .017, 

such that purity endorsement significantly predicts the severity of act judgment for both 

care violations, β = -.151, p = .020, and purity β = -.414, p < .001.  There was also a 

significant main effect of moral domain, F(1, 227) = 7.683, p = .006, such that purity acts 

(M = -27.16, SD = 25.05) are judged more harshly than care acts (M = -22.70, SD = 

16.04).  As before, there were no other significant results, Fs < 2.890, ps > .090. 
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Person punishment.  In order to examine possible differences relating to the 

desire to punish people for committing moral acts, I conducted another mixed model 

ANOVA with severity of person punishment as the outcome variable.  This analysis also 

revealed the same pattern of results.  There was a significant interaction between moral 

domain and purity endorsement, F(1, 227) = 13.241, p < .001, such that purity 

endorsement significantly predicts the severity of person punishment for purity violations, 

β = -.401, p < .001, but not care violations, β = -.078, p = .228.  There was also a 

significant interaction between moral domain and CSE, F(1, 227) = 4.549, 

p = .034, such that such that collective self-esteem significantly predicts the severity of 

person punishment for purity violations, β = -.190, p = .003, but not care violations, β = -

.006, p = .931.  Additionally, there was again a significant main effect of moral domain, 

F(1, 227) = 15.731, p < .001, such that purity acts (M = -24.19, SD = 24.48) are punished 

more harshly than care acts (M = -21.39, SD = 17.71).  There were no other significant 

results, Fs < 2.782, ps > .097. 

Act punishment.  Lastly, in order to examine the desire to punish the immoral act 

as opposed to the person, I conducted a mixed model ANOVA with the severity of act 

punishment as the outcome variable.  This analysis again followed the same pattern of 

results with a significant interaction between moral domain and purity endorsement, 

F(1, 227) = 9.931, p = .002, such that purity endorsement significantly predicts the 

severity of person punishment for purity violations, β = -.413, p < .001, but not care 

violations, β = -.110, p = .090.  There was again a significant main effect of moral 

domain, F(1, 227) = 11.442, p = .001, such that purity violations (M = -24.63, SD = 24.48) 
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are punished more harshly than care violations (M = -21.51, SD = 16.30).  As before, 

there were no other significant results, Fs < 2.723, ps > .100. 

 Single item social identification.  Although I had a specific hypothesis regarding 

the influence of collective self-esteem on my proposed interaction, as I had additional 

measures of in-group identity, I wanted to see if they had a different effect regarding the 

proposed interaction.  To test this, I entered group membership (in-group vs. out-group), 

moral domain (purity vs. care), purity endorsement, and the SISI into a mixed model 

ANOVA with moral domain as the within groups factor predicting the severity of 

judgment of the person committing the act.  This analysis revealed no significant main 

effects or interactions, Fs < 1.392, ps > .239. 

Inclusion of self in the in-group.  As with the SISI, I had no specific hypothesis 

regarding the OSIO measure, however to test the possible effects of this measure I mixed 

model ANOVA measuring severity of person judgment.  As with the previous analysis, 

this analysis also yielded no significant main effects nor any interactions, Fs < 2.328, ps 

> .128. 

In-group bias and positive behavior.  Although I did not find my hypothesized 

interaction, I was interested in examining whether an in-group bias existed in regards to 

positive moral actions.  In order to test this I entered group membership (in-group vs. out-

group), moral domain (positive purity vs. positive care), purity endorsement, and 

collective self-esteem into a mixed model ANOVA with moral domain as the within 

groups factor predicting the positive judgment of the person (i.e., how moral vs. immoral) 

committing the act.  Overall, there was a main effect of domain, F(1, 227) = 25.700,



 

 

Table 2 

Correlations among Primary Study Variables 

 

 HarmEnd FairnessEnd LoyaltyEnd AuthorityEnd PurityEnd CSE SISI OSIO Politic 

 

HarmEnd — 0.631* 0.250*** 0.117 0.083 0.039 0.255*** 0.142* -0.216** 

FairnessEnd — — 0.150* 0.016 -0.020 0.017 0.197** 0.115 -0.243*** 

LoyaltyEnd — — — 0.731*** 0.612*** 0.282*** 0.134* 0.147* 0.276*** 

AuthorityEnd — — — — 0.683*** 0.284*** 0.080 0.181** 0.309*** 

PurityEnd — — — — — 0.284*** 0.128* 0.138* 0.319*** 

CSE — — — — — — 0.188** 0.232*** 0.114 

SISI — — — — — — — 0.486*** 0.073 

OSIO — — — — — — — — 0.040 

Politic — — — — — — — — — 
 

* p < .05, ** p < .01, *** p < .001 

 

3
1
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p < .001, such that ratings for positive care acts (M = 45.74, SD = 23.33) were 

significantly higher than positive purity ratings (M = 27.59, SD = 27.02).  This means that 

overall; people rated others doing positive care acts as being more moral than for doing 

positive purity acts.  Aside from this main effect, there were no other significant results, 

Fs < 1.054, ps > .306. 

Political ideology and moral domain.  Lastly, I was interested in seeing whether 

the data replicated traditional moral foundations theory work regarding differences in 

political ideology - that the more conservative people are, the more harshly they will 

judge purity violations as opposed to care.  To test this, I entered overall moral judgment 

(negative care vs. negative purity) and political ideology as a continuous variable into a 

mixed model ANOVA with moral domain as the within subjects factor.  This analysis 

yielded a significant domain by political ideology interaction, F(1, 220) = 30.103, p 

< .001.  More specifically, political ideology was a significant predictor of overall 

negative purity ratings, β = -.245, p < .001, but not of overall care ratings, β = -.023, 

p = .728.  So as one becomes more conservative, their rating of negative purity acts 

become stronger, but has no effect for negative care acts.   
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DISCUSSION 

 Past research on the relationship between moral domain, social closeness, and 

moral domain endorsement found that close friends are judged more harshly than 

strangers for purity violations, when participants highly endorse purity as a moral domain 

(McKee & Masicampo, 2014).  The purpose of the current research was to test whether 

the effect extended into intergroup dynamics, and additionally to see if levels of 

collective self-esteem influenced the relationship between moral domain, group 

membership and domain endorsement regarding severity of moral judgment. 

The results of the current study did not support the hypothesis.  There was not a 

significant interaction between moral domain, group membership, purity endorsement, 

and collective self-esteem, which means even if participants highly endorse purity as a 

moral domain and have high collective self-esteem, they do not judge in-group members 

more harshly than out-group members for purity violations.  So put another way, 

participants who have higher or lower endorsement of purity along with any level of 

collective self-esteem do not judge in-group and out-group members differently for purity 

or care violations. 

Although the predicted four-way interaction was not found, the current study does 

validate the research around domain endorsement and domain violation, as there was a 

significant interaction between these two variables.  In other words, when people cared 

about moral purity, they judged purity violations more harshly than care violations.  

This finding replicates previous research around the moral domain (e.g., Graham et al., 

2011) that when you endorse a moral domain, violations of those domains are more 

bothersome than if you did not endorse the domain. 
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Additionally, there was a main effect of domain such that on average, purity 

violations were rated more harshly than care violations.  This finding supports Turiel 

(1983) who believed that moral violations not related to harm would be treated 

differently from those that were related to harm, although does not say how they would 

be treated differently.  In the case of this study, it may be that participants rated purity 

violations more strongly than care violations, because the violations in question invoked 

the feeling of disgust.  More specifically, researchers have found that feelings of 

cleanliness resulted in less harsh judgments of moral transgressions (Schnall, Benton, & 

Harvey, 2008), while feelings of disgust led people to avoid the individuals, situations, 

and actions that elicited this feeling (e.g., Horberg, Oveis, Keltner, & Cohen, 2009; Inbar, 

Pizarro, & Bloom, 2012).  However, this finding could also be an artifact of the scenarios 

chosen in each domain.  Although these scenarios had been used in previous research 

(McKee & Masicampo, 2014), and were matched as closely as possible in regards to 

overall mean score, it is possible that with different scenarios, I would actually find the 

opposite effect, such that harm violations would be rated more severely than purity 

violations.  The effect of harm as being more bothersome is in line with previous research 

regarding the nature of morality, such that all judgments of morality relate to moral harm 

(e.g., Gray et al., 2012; Turiel, 1983).  Future research should account for both 

possibilities and use scenarios that have been validated in order to be able to draw 

appropriate conclusions regarding any main effect findings. 

 As there was a significant two-way interaction in the same direction as the 

hypothesized four-way interaction, it leads to the question of why collective self-esteem 

and group membership did not interact with these variables. In regards to group 
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membership, although I asked participants to self-select an in-group to which they 

belonged and was important to them, and followed up with multiple scales of in-group 

identification and self-esteem, it appears that the in-groups that participants chose did not 

provide a positive social identity.  Although the inclusion of self in the in-group scale and 

the single item social identification measure had positive means, reflecting closer feelings 

to the in-group, the social identity subscale I used from the CSE scale actually had a 

below average mean, indicating that participants actually felt their self-esteem was not 

tied to being a member of a group.  Therefore, it is possible that although participants 

chose groups they felt they belonged to, on average they did not seem to feel a benefit 

from their chosen group.  This could explain why there were no group membership 

differences within the study in either direction; from a social identity theory perspective, 

if you have a strong in-group identity, you tend to make strong negative judgments of the 

out-group.   Additionally, from the perspective of the black sheep literature, if you care 

about your in-group, threats from within are also severely judged (Marques et al., 1998), 

however neither of these events occurred.  Future research should either remind 

participants why they selected the group they did (e.g., it is important to them and they 

want to belong to it), or to allow participants an opportunity to reaffirm the core values of 

the group they chose.  By allowing participants an opportunity to reaffirm their group’s 

ideals, they would be more attuned to threats against this ideal and by extension their 

social identity (Harvey & Oswold, 2000).  

 In regards to collective self-esteem, I hypothesized that high collective self-

esteem would lead to harsh in-group judgment within a moral context, instead of 

traditional out-group derogation, as collective self-esteem is intrinsically tied with 
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maintaining a positive social identity (Crocker & Luhtanen, 1990).   It is for this reason 

that in-group deviants should be perceived as more of a threat to group norms which 

should lead to harsher in-group judgment.  This however, was not the case.  Not only did 

I not find the hypothesized effect of collective self-esteem in the four-way interaction, 

higher scores on collective self-esteem did not result in harsher judgment of out-group 

members, which is what would be expected given that group serving biases are 

particularly strong when looking at individuals who are highly identified with their group 

(Castano, Yzerbert, Bourguignon, & Seron, 2002).  This lack of finding however can be 

explained by the fact that overall, participants in the study rated their in-group based 

collective self-esteem as less than neutral.  Therefore on average, the sample 

predominantly had low collective self-esteem, which in the literature has shown to have 

no effect on out-group judgment (Castano et al., 2002).  Additionally, as only one 

subscale from the entire CSE scale was used, it may be necessary to utilize the complete 

measure to gain a more accurate assessment of people’s group based self-esteem.  Future 

research using a more diverse sampling of CSE scores may be able to address the 

hypothesized impact collective self-esteem may have on moral domain judgment.   

Exploratory Variables 

 Judgment.  Previous research around moral judgment has found that in relation 

to the judgment of moral domain acts, there tends to be no difference in ratings of moral 

wrongness (Linke, 2007).  That being said, while this study found a significant difference 

in the judgment severity of purity and care acts such that purity was worse than care 

(which is counter to previous research), this same pattern of results was found when 

looking at the judgment of the perpetrator as well.  Although this research presents an 
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apparent inconsistency with past work, it is most likely the result of context which has 

been found to strongly influence the relative judgment of people and acts across various 

domains (Bartels, Bauman, Cushman, Pizarro, & McGraw, 2015). 

 Punishment.  In regards to severity of punishment of both the act and the person, 

this study found no overall difference between person punishment and act punishment.  

The differences that were found related to an overall finding that purity violations were 

punished more harshly than care violations, and that purity endorsement predicted the 

severity of punishment for purity violations.  The consistency in these findings could be 

the result of various influences around punishment.  Much of the research relating to the 

desire to punish moral wrong doing has found that the desire to punish is rooted in 

disapproval in the action (Joyce, 2014), certain guilt of the perpetrator (van Prooijen, 

2006), and intentionality of the action (Cushman, 2008).  All of the moral scenarios in 

this study were such that guilt was certain and the act was intentional.  The only criterion 

of the three mentioned that was not met was the disapproval of the action, as I wanted 

purity endorsement, group membership, and self-esteem to influence the disapproval of 

the actions and therefore the severity of punishment.  Given that purity endorsement was 

a predictor of harsh punishment for purity (but not care), and that purity endorsement is 

indicative of agreement with the principles of the domain, it appears that disapproval of 

the act is necessary in order to elicit the desire to punish.  Future research in this area 

should be conducted to determine whether all domain endorsements lead to the desire to 

punish violation in the given domain, or whether this is something related to either just 

purity violations or the binding domain in general. 
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 In-group identity measures.  Although I had a specific hypothesis regarding the 

in-group identity subscale of the CSE, I had no such hypotheses regards either the single 

item social identification measure (SISI) or the overlap of in-group and self measure 

(OSIO).  Previous research found that positive in-group social identity results in a desire 

to maintain the positive standing of the group (Marques et al., 2001) and that this desire 

can either manifest itself in harsh in-group judgment (Wohl & Reeder, 2004) or harsh 

out-group derogation (Hewstone et al., 2002).  My hypothesis regarding the CSE was 

higher levels of collective self-esteem should lead participants to judge in-group 

members more harshly for negative acts, as their negative action reflects poorly on the in-

group.  Since both the SISI and OSIO measure in-group identification and feelings of 

belonging with the in-group respectively, higher scores on these items should also lead to 

differences in judgment severity outcomes.  This however, was not the case as there were 

no significant effects of either variable found.  This finding was surprising as the overall 

means for each item indicated an overall positive association with the in-group.  

Therefore, high in-group identity may not differentially lead to severe judgment for one 

group as opposed to the other, and it may be other factors that drive the severity of 

judgment. 

 Positive in-group bias.  While the purpose of the current study was to examine 

the effect of group membership, moral domain, purity endorsement and collective self-

esteem in regards to negative violations, I wanted to also examine whether there was an 

in-group bias for positive acts.  While social identity theory and the black sheep effect 

often pertain to elevating the in-group status following a threat, the presence of positive 

actions should elicit no such threat, and therefore in-group members should be judged 
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more favorably than out-group members for the sheer fact that they share a group identity.  

This however, was not the case, as I found no difference in positive ratings for in-group 

and out-group members.  Rather, the only significant finding was that positive care acts 

were rated more positively than positive purity acts.  This could be because in-group love 

is a strong motivator for behavior (Halvey et al., 2012) and overall the care scenarios 

involved actions that helped others, while the purity scenarios only involved the 

individual.  Future research should take this difference into account and aim to create 

scenarios that are either all about the individual or all about others. 

Political Ideology.  In regards to political ideology, I was interested in whether 

this study replicated the finding that different political ideologies endorse different moral 

domains (Graham, Haidt, & Nosek, 2009).  In line with previous research, the results 

supported political differences within the moral foundations.  More specifically, I found 

that political ideology predicted judgment of purity violations, but not care violations - 

the more conservative participants were, the more harshly they judged purity violations. 

This replication adds support to the overall political differences in the moral foundations 

theory, as conservatives tend to endorse the binding foundations (e.g., purity) and both 

liberals and conservatives endorse individuating foundations (e.g., care), it is no surprise 

that we see a difference in the two domains, such that purity is worse. 

Conclusion 

 The current study failed to find the proposed four-way interaction between moral 

domain, group membership, purity endorsement, and collective self-esteem.  It did, 

however, provide support for the link between purity endorsement and domain judgment, 

while also replicating the political ideological difference findings in moral foundations 
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theory.  Future work in this area is necessary to determine whether  in-group identity and 

group membership plays a role with purity endorsement and moral domain in eliciting a 

black sheep effect, or whether social identity theory will predominate judgment in the 

moral domain. 
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Appendix A 

 

Morality Scenarios 

 

 

Neutral Acts 

 

1. Person purchased a hammock for the yard 

2. Separated whites and colors when doing laundry 

3. Gets 7 hours of sleep every night 

4. Person listened to the radio in the car 

5. Goes to see a movie every Friday 

6. Person purchased new phone 

7. Goes for a drive every Sunday afternoon 

Positive Purity Acts 

 

1. Person went to a religious service for the holidays 

2. Refused an offer to try cocaine by a friend at a concert 

3. Person never uses profanity 

4. Abstained from sex until married 

5. Person has never looked at pornography 

6. Washed their hands after going to a petting zoo 

7. Fasted for a week for religious reasons 

Positive Care Acts 

 

1. Volunteered at a local homeless shelter for a couple hours 

2. Leaves food outside for a stray cat everyday 

3. Helped build a house with Habitat for Humanity 

4. Volunteered to help when a co-worker needed a ride home 

5. Donated a bike to a family in need 

6. Gave change to a panhandler 

7. Babysat a neighbor’s child during their neighbors’ special event 

Negative Purity Acts 

 

1. Had casual sex with someone they have known less than an hour 

2. Accepted money from someone in exchange for sleeping with them 

3. Thawed a frozen turkey, had sex with it, and then washed it, cooked it, and ate it 

for dinner 

4. Collected and ate roadkill 

5. Was babysitting for a co-worker and drank some leftover breast milk that the 

baby didn’t want 
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6. Drank their own pee to see how it tasted 

7. Had sex with a blowup animal 

 

Negative Care Acts 

 

1. Made fun of a person’s clothes behind their back 

2. Called someone a mean name behind their back 

3. Didn’t help a friend move when that friend sent out a group e-mail soliciting help 

4. Got mad at a child for spilling a drink on them 

5. Threw an acorn at a dog for no reason 

6. When given five extra dollars in change at the store, kept the five dollars instead 

of giving it back 

7. Hit someone’s mailbox accidentally while texting and driving 
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