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Short Communication
Affective responses to own violations of ingroup norms:

The moderating role of norm salience

SANDRO COSTARELLI*
University of Trento, Italy

Abstract

The findings from two experiments support the argument that the salience of a relevant ingroup norm

may moderate the affective consequences of one’s normative violations. Participants’ counter-

normative behaviour only influenced their self-reported affect under conditions of high norm salience.

This relationship was mediated by participants’ perceptions that their expression of ingroup

favouritism was discrepant from a group norm of intergroup fairness. The presented evidence extends

previous research in two ways. First, it qualifies prior work concerning the affective impact of

normative ‘discrepancy’ on self-directed negative affect. Second, it shows that increased self-directed

negative affect can be produced by deviations from the norms of a situationally salient and identity-

relevant reference group. Copyright # 2005 John Wiley & Sons, Ltd.

According to self-categorization theory (Turner, Hogg, Oakes, Reicher, & Wetherell, 1987), when

individuals categorize themselves as group members, they internalize, and conform to, the group’s

social norms. Indeed, any group-level response can be conceptualized as mediated by conformity to

the content of relevant ingroup norms (Spears, Doosje, & Ellemers, 1997). Support for this argument

would be revealed, for example, by finding one’s violation of relevant group norms linked to the

subsequent experience of negative affect.

Indeed, Devine, Monteith, and their colleagues have demonstrated that violating standards of

appropriate conduct is likely to result in self-directed negative affect (e.g. Devine & Zuwerink, 1994;

Devine, Monteith, Zuwerink, & Eliot, 1991; Monteith, 1993; Monteith, Devine, & Zuwerink, 1993;

Zuwerink, Devine, Monteith, & Cook, 1996). According to these researchers, this phenomenon is

driven by a ‘discrepancy’ between how one thinks one should have behaved according to relevant

normative standards, and how one actually behaved (cf. Higgins, 1987). However, according to the

focus theory of normative conduct (Cialdini, Kallgren, & Reno, 1991; Cialdini, Reno, & Kallgren,

1990), a norm does not direct behaviour unless it is made salient in the situation. Self-categorization

theory (e.g. Terry & Hogg, 1996; Turner et al., 1987) also suggests that relevant group norms must be

salient before ingroup standards will affect individual behaviour.
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Based on this prior work, we argue that the relative salience of an ingroup norm (e.g. to treat

ingroup and outgroup members equally) will moderate the effects of counternormative behaviour (e.g.

favouring the ingroup) on subsequent affect. We further propose that the effect of norm salience on

emotional reactions to counternormative behaviour will be mediated by the perceived discrepancy

between the group norm and one’s behaviour. In these studies, we measure positive affect (e.g. friendly

and glad) and self-directed negative affect (e.g. guilty and disappointed with myself). Monteith (1996)

finds both types of prejudice-related affect to be uniquely associated with normative discrepancies. In

the first study, we tested whether salience of a relevant norm moderates the potential positive and

negative affective impact of counternormative behaviour (Higgins, 1987). In the second study, we

tested a moderated-mediation hypothesis. We predicted that under conditions of high(er) but not

low(er) salience of a relevant norm (i.e. intergroup non-differentiation or fairness), participants’

perceived discrepancy from this norm would mediate the effects of counternormative behaviour (i.e.

intergroup differentiation or bias) on subsequent positive and negative affect.

STUDY 1

Method

Participants and Design

Sixty female and 61 male high-school students (N¼ 121) volunteered to participate in this experiment

and were randomly allocated to conditions. Participant gender was similarly distributed across

conditions. There were no significant effects for gender. Therefore, we will not discuss this variable

further.

The study had a one-factor design with norm salience (low vs. high) as the independent variable.

For this study, we capitalized upon a linguistically-defined naturally occurring ingroup in selecting our

participants: the participants, or ingroup members, belonged to the Italian-speaking linguistic

population group living in Italian South Tyrol; the target outgroup was defined as members of the

German-speaking linguistic population group living in the same territory. Prior research shows that the

members of these groups perceive themselves as having roughly equal group status (cf. Capozza &

Manganelli-Rattazzi, 1999). However, it is important to note that German-speaking South Tyrolers did

not have access to jobs in public administration during the Fascist dictatorship. Since then, in Italian

South Tyrol, allocation of public resources between the local linguistic groups must be equal by law.

Furthermore, elimination of intergroup prejudice and discrimination has become one of the key aims

of local educational and social policies.

Procedure

Before the start of a regular academic lecture, an experimenter invited students to participate in the

study. The experimenter introduced himself as a university student coming from outside of South

Tyrol. He explained that his student job was to recruit people to complete the many questionnaires that

were mailed to him by various national survey institutes. He also stated that he was only responsible

for data collection, and was supposed to mail back the questionnaires for data input the next day. We

designed this introduction to minimize any perceptions of pressure to respond in line with the

expectations of the experimenter.
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Participants then received a booklet containing an introduction sheet and a questionnaire. In the

introduction sheet, the study was presented as ‘part of a larger research project investigating European

students’ attitudes towards various social objects’. Then, a summary of the procedure followed.

Afterwards, participants individually completed the questionnaire. After all participants had com-

pleted the questionnaire, they were debriefed and thanked.

To make participant’s ethnic group membership salient, identification with the Italian-speaking

linguistic population group of South Tyrol was measured first. Participants randomly assigned to the

high salience norm experimental condition read a direct request to complete the subsequent intergroup

evaluation task in line with the ingroup norm prescribing that, in Italian South Tyrol, one should not

favour members of one’s own ethnic group over people of different ethnic backgrounds. Participants

assigned to the low salience norm condition only were asked to complete the task.

Then, participants were presented with a task (i.e. intergroup evaluation) that was relevant to the

manipulated norm (‘Now we will ask you to engage in two tasks involving the members of two groups:

Italian-speaking South Tyrolers and German-speaking South Tyrolers. As you complete these tasks,

please do not think about one specific person belonging to these groups, but rather to these groups in

general’). Immediately afterwards, participants completed a measure of affect. Subsequently,

participants’ perceived salience of the manipulated ingroup norm as they were completing the tasks

was assessed. We also assessed participants’ perceived ingroup endorsement of the manipulated

ingroup norm.

Measures

All ratings were made on 5-point scales (1¼ not at all, 5¼ very much).

Ingroup Identification Participants completed Doosje, Ellemers, and Spears’ (1995) four-item

ingroup identification scale (e.g. ‘I see myself as a [member of Group X]’, ‘I am pleased to be a

[member of Group X]’). Scale scores were computed by averaging responses across items (Cronbach’s

�¼ 0.83).

Intergroup Differentiation Intergroup differentiation was measured by an intergroup evaluation task.

Participants rated members of the ingroup and the outgroup on four trait adjective items that appeared

in random order on a list (likeable, funny, attractive, admirable). Rating order of ingroup and outgroup

was counterbalanced within conditions. There were no significant effects for rating order. Therefore,

we will not discuss this variable further.

Affect Participants’ affective state was assessed using some of those affect items that loaded uniquely

on the factors that in previous work on prejudice-related affect (e.g. Devine et al., 1991; Monteith et al.,

1993; Zuwerink et al., 1996) was interpreted as reflecting distinct positive and negative affective states

(each measured with three items). Specifically, these were negative feelings directed at the self (e.g.

guilty and disappointed with myself; �¼ 0.91) and positive affect (e.g. friendly and glad; �¼ 0.85).

Participants were asked to report the extent to which each of the emotional adjectives presented as part

of a list of randomly ordered items, applied to how they were feeling after completing ‘the prior tasks’

(intergroup evaluation). Participants were instructed not to think too much about their ratings and

instead to give quick, gut-level responses.

Manipulation Check Participants answered ‘As you were completing the above tasks, to what extent

did you feel as relevant the group standard prescribing that one should be equally concerned for people
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of ethnic background other than one’s own living in Italian South Tyrol as for fellow members of one’s

linguistic group?’.

Ingroup Norm Endorsement Participants answered ‘To what extent do you get the impression that

Italian-speaking people, students included, living in Italian South Tyrol are equally concerned for

people of different ethnic backgrounds living on the local territory as they are for fellow members of

their linguistic group?’.

Results

First, we checked levels of ingroup identification and norm agreement to determine whether

participants agreed with our understanding of the group context. Participants’ ingroup identification

was indeed quite strong (M¼ 3.12, SD¼ 1.35). Participants also perceived the intergroup fairness

norm as being endorsed quite strongly by ingroup members (M¼ 3.69, SD¼ 0.70). Finally, in two

separate one-way analyses of variance (ANOVAs), we checked whether ingroup identification and

ingroup norm endorsement varied across norm salience conditions. No effects were found, Fs< 1.70,

ps> 0.11, �2s< 0.04.

Manipulation Check

We checked the extent to which participants had perceived the prescriptions of the manipulated

ingroup norm (i.e. intergroup fairness) as being salient as they were completing the intergroup

evaluation task. Participants in the high salience condition reported the intergroup fairness norm to be

much more salient (M¼ 3.43, SD¼ 1.20; N¼ 60) than participants in the low salience condition

(M¼ 2.14, SD¼ 1.17; N¼ 61), F(1, 120)¼ 6.48, p< 0.05, �2¼ 0.11. This confirmed that the

manipulation of norm salience had the desired effect.

Affect

For each target group, separate indexes of participants’ evaluation of the ingroup and the outgroup were

constructed. We averaged responses on the respective adjective items (�s: ingroup¼ 0.73, out-

group¼ 0.84). An index of ingroup favouritism was computed for each participant. To this end, we

subtracted the evaluations of the outgroup from those of the ingroup (M¼ 0.15, SD¼ 1.08). Preliminary

analyses also indicated that ingroup favouritism was not affected by the manipulation of norm salience,

t(120)¼ 1.00, p> 0.61, �2¼ 0.01. This provided methodological justification for the test of norm

salience as a moderator of the impact exerted by participants’ ingroup favouritism upon following

reported affect. To this end, we used hierarchical multiple regression. Ingroup favouritism (treated as

continuous variable) and norm salience (treated as categorical independent variable; effect coding: ‘�1’

and ‘þ1’) were considered as predictors. Specifically, in the model, we entered mean-centred scores for

these variables into Step 1, and the interaction term into Step 2 (cf. Aiken & West, 1991). Two separate

regression models were tested with self-directed negative affect and positive affect as dependent

variables, respectively, and with norm salience and ingroup favouritism as predictors.

Step 1 of the regression analysis revealed that self-directed negative affect was stronger in the high

salience than in the low salience condition (�¼ 0.34, t¼ 2.76, p< 0.01). Additionally, increases in

ingroup favouritism were found to be associated with increases in reported self-directed negative

affect (�¼ 0.23, t¼ 2.08, p< 0.05). The final equation was statistically significant (F¼ 6.45, p< 0.01),

with the two predictors accounting for 16% of the adjusted variance in self-directed negative affect. In
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the second step, the regression coefficient for the two-way interaction term was statistically significant

(�¼ 0.27, t¼ 2.03, p< 0.05) and its addition to the equation resulted in a statistically significant

improvement in prediction over and above the effects of the other terms (R2 change¼ 0.08, F

change¼ 4.98, p< 0.01). The final equation was statistically significant (F¼ 5.04, p< 0.01), with

the predictors accounting for 23% of the adjusted variance in self-directed negative affect.

Step 1 of the regression analysis revealed that positive affect was weaker in the high salience than

in the low salience condition (�¼ � 0.28, t¼ � 2.22, p< 0.05.). Increases in ingroup favouritism

also were found to be associated with decreases in reported positive affect (�¼ � 0.25, t¼ � 2.02,

p< 0.05). The final equation was statistically significant (F¼ 5.16, p< 0.01), with the two predictors

accounting for 13% of the adjusted variance in positive affect. In the second step, the regression

coefficient for the two-way interaction term was statistically significant (�¼ 0.35, t¼ 2.87, p< 0.01)

and its addition to the equation resulted in a statistically significant improvement in prediction over

and above the effects of the other terms R2 change¼ 0.11, F change¼ 8.21, p< 0.01). The final

equation was statistically significant (F¼ 6.62, p< 0.001), with the predictors accounting for 23% of

the adjusted variance in positive affect.

Further analyses were aimed at decomposing the nature of the interaction that emerged in the two

analyses. To this end, we conducted and then compared the results of two separate sets of simple

regression analyses, one for participants under conditions of low salience and one for participants

under conditions of high salience of the relevant norm. This procedure allowed us to examine the

influence of ingroup favouritism on reported self-directed negative affect and positive affect within

each of these two conditions. When norm salience was high, a main effect of ingroup favouritism was

observed for self-directed negative affect and positive affect, ts> |2.21|, ps< 0.05, adjusted

R2s> |0.18|. As predicted, the greater the ingroup favouritism the stronger self-directed negative

affect (�¼ 0.48) and the weaker positive affect (�¼ � 0.45). In contrast, for participants under

conditions of low norm salience, ingroup favouritism did not predict self-directed negative affect and

positive affect, �s¼ |0.13|, ts< |1|, ps> 0.55, adj. R2s< |0.03|.

Discussion

As predicted, increases in participants’ ingroup favouritism (i.e. evaluations that did not comply with

the relevant norm of intergroup fairness) were associated with increases in self-directed negative affect

and decreases in positive affect in the high norm salience experimental condition. These results

provide some clear, albeit preliminary, support for our argument that counternormative behaviour only

leads to decreased psychological well-being when the relevant group norm is salient.

One limitation of Study 1, however, was that we did not assess directly the degree of normative

discrepancy, the factor we hypothesize to underlie the observed affective consequences of norm

salience. Further, the existing intergroup competition over resources might have biased the test of our

hypotheses. As Sherif and others argue, the tendency to favour the ingroup becomes pervasive to the

extent that ingroup-outgroup competition over resources is perceived to be as high (Sherif & Sherif,

1953; Sherif, Harvey, White, Hood, & Sherif, 1961; see also LeVine & Campbell, 1972).

STUDY 2

Study 2 addressed three goals. First, we wanted to replicate the pattern of results found in Study 1.

Second, we tested whether perceived normative discrepancy mediates the observed effects of

counternormative behaviour on subsequent affect. In this study, we asked participants to rate the
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extent to which their evaluative ratings were discrepant from the intergroup fairness norm. Finally, we

used a different target group, namely, African immigrants. We did not think that Italian-speaking

South Tyrol residents would view these immigrants as competing for resources in the same way that

they might view German-speaking South Tyrol residents.

Method

Participants and Design

Seventy-three female and 46 male Italian-speaking high-school students (N¼ 119) volunteered to

participate in this experiment, and were randomly allocated to conditions. Participant gender was

similarly distributed across conditions. There were no significant effects for gender, so we will not

discuss this variable further.

As in Study 1, the participants, or ingroup members, belonged to the Italian-speaking linguistic

population group living in Italian South Tyrol. The design was also identical to Study 1, with one

difference. Specifically, the target outgroup was defined as immigrants from Africa living in the same

territory as the participants. A different sub-sample (N¼ 30) taken from the same population of

undergraduate students perceived immigrants from Africa living in the same territory as not competing

over resources with the ingroup (perceived ingroup-outgroup competition over resources: M¼ 0.27,

SD¼ 0.81; t¼ 0.16, p> 0.20). As in Study 1, rating order of the target groups was counterbalanced

within conditions. There were no significant effects for rating order, so we will not discuss this variable

further. Operationalization and manipulation of norm salience were the same way as in the preceding

study.

Procedure and Measures

The procedure was identical to Study 1, with one difference. Specifically, after self-reporting their

affect, participants’ perceived normative discrepancy was assessed. To this end, they were asked the

extent to which their intergroup evaluation had been ‘in line with the norm prescribing that one should

not prejudicially favour members of one’s ethnic group over people of different ethnic background

living in Italian South Tyrol’. Except for the latter item, all measures were identical to those used in

Study 1. Responses were expressed on 5-point Likert scales (1¼ not at all, 5¼ very much).

Results

First, we checked levels of ingroup identification and norm agreement to determine whether

participants agreed with our understanding of the intergroup context. Participants’ ingroup identifica-

tion was indeed quite strong (M¼ 3.95, SD¼ 1.01). Participants also perceived the norm as being

endorsed quite strongly by ingroup members (M¼ 3.82, SD¼ 0.83). Finally, in two separate one-way

ANOVAs, we checked whether ingroup identification and ingroup norm endorsement of the relevant

norm varied across norm salience conditions. No effects were found, Fs< 2.38, ps> 0.10, �2s< 0.06.

Manipulation Check

We checked the extent to which participants had perceived the prescriptions of the manipulated

ingroup norm (i.e. intergroup fairness) as being salient when they were completing the intergroup
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evaluation task. Participants in the high salience condition reported the intergroup fairness norm to be

much more salient (M¼ 4.43, SD¼ 1.20; N¼ 60) than participants in the low salience condition

(M¼ 2.00, SD¼ 1.38; N¼ 59), F(1, 118)¼ 9.61, p< 0.01, �2¼ 0.14. This confirmed that the norm

salience manipulation had the desired effect.

Affect

For each target group, separate indexes of participants’ evaluations were constructed by averaging

responses on the respective items (�s: ingroup¼ 0.72, outgroup¼ 0.85). We computed an index of

ingroup favouritism by subtracting the evaluations of the outgroup from those of the ingroup

(M¼ 0.51, SD¼ 0.10). Preliminary analyses indicated that participants’ ingroup favouritism was

not influenced by the manipulation of norm salience, t(118)¼ 1.19, p> 0.24, �2¼ 0.03. This provided

methodological justification for the test of norm salience as a moderator of the impact exerted by

ingroup favouritism upon following reported affect. To this end, we used hierarchical multiple

regression. Ingroup favouritism (treated as continuous variable) and norm salience (treated as

categorical independent variable; effect coding: ‘�1’ and ‘þ1’) were considered as predictors.

Specifically, in the model, we entered mean-centred scores for these variables into Step 1, and the

interaction term into Step 2 (cf. Aiken & West, 1991). This model was tested first with positive, and

then with self-directed negative, affect as dependent variables.

Regarding positive affect, this analysis revealed no reliable effects, �s< � 0.05, ts< � 0.50,

ps> 0.62, adj. R2s< � 0.03, Fs< 0.11, ps> 0.95. With respect to self-directed negative affect, an

interaction of ingroup favouritism and norm salience on reported self-directed negative affect was

found, �¼ 0.24, t¼ 2.11, p< 0.05, adj. R2 change¼ 0.04, F change¼ 4.71, p< 0.05. There were no

other effects, �s< 0.06, ts< 0.55, ps> 0.58, adj. R2¼ 0.02, F¼ 0.16, p> 0.85.

Further analyses were aimed at decomposing the nature of this interaction. Specifically, we

conducted and then compared the results of two separate sets of simple regression analyses, one for

participants under conditions of low salience and one for participants under conditions of high salience

of the relevant norm. As expected, in the high salience condition, increases in reported self-directed

negative affect were associated with increases in ingroup favouritism, �¼ 0.33, t¼ 2.06, p< 0.05, adj.

R2¼ 0.11. In contrast, and also in line with predictions, in the low salience condition ingroup

favouritism did not significantly predict self-directed negative affect, �¼ 0.13, t¼ 0.86, p> 0.40, adj.

R2¼ 0.01.

Normative Discrepancy

Building on previous research by Devine et al. (1991) and their colleagues (as discussed above), we

conducted further analyses to test our moderated-mediation hypothesis that under conditions of high

but not low salience of the relevant norm the impact of ingroup favouritism on self-directed negative

affective is mediated by perceived normative discrepancy (M¼ 3.37, SD¼ 1.60, across conditions).

We used the same approach that we followed in the previous analysis to explore whether ingroup

favouritism and norm salience predicted normative discrepancy. Although there was no statistically

significant influence of norm salience (�¼ 0.13, t¼ 1.47, p> 0.14), increased ingroup favouritism

was statistically significantly associated with increases in perceived discrepancy from the group norm

(�¼ 0.49, t¼ 5.37, p< 0.001).

This finding ruled out the possibility that the degree of normative discrepancy varied across

experimental conditions. The final equation was statistically significant (F¼ 16.19, p< 0.001), with

the two predictors accounting for 25% of the adjusted variance in normative discrepancy. In the second
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step, the regression coefficient for the two-way interaction term was statistically significant (�¼ 0.25,

t¼ 2.48, p< 0.05) and its addition to the equation resulted in a statistically significant improvement in

prediction over and above the effects of the other terms (adj. R2 change¼ 0.06, F change¼ 6.13,

p< 0.05). The final equation was statistically significant (F¼ 4.50, p< 0.05), with the predictors

accounting for 10% of the adjusted variance in perceived normative discrepancy. Thus, as with the

measure of self-directed negative affect, participants’ ingroup favouritism predicted perceived

normative discrepancy differentially as a function of norm salience.

Further analyses were aimed at decomposing the nature of this interaction. To this end, we

conducted and then compared the results of two separate sets of simple regression analyses, one for

participants under conditions of low salience and one for participants under conditions of high salience

of the relevant norm. This procedure allowed us to examine the influence of ingroup favouritism on

perceived normative discrepancy within each of these two conditions. These analyses revealed that the

nature of this interaction was similar to the one observed for the measure of self-directed negative

affect. Specifically, in the high salience condition, increases in perceived discrepancy were associated

with increases in ingroup favouritism, �¼ 0.30, t¼ 3.94, p< 0.05, adj. R2 ¼ 0.31. In contrast, in the

low salience condition, ingroup favouritism did not significantly predict perceived discrepancy,

�¼ 0.19, t¼ 0.99, p> 0.33, adj. R2¼ 0.22.

Mediational Analysis

These findings are statistically consistent with the argument that the effect of ingroup favouritism on

self-directed negative affect may be mediated by perceived discrepancy with the relevant norm under

conditions of high but not low norm salience. To examine this possibility, we tested whether

controlling for normative discrepancy eliminated the observed interaction for self-directed negative

affect. We used perceived normative discrepancy and ingroup favouritism (both treated as continuous

variables) as well as manipulated norm salience (treated as categorical independent variable; effect

coding: ‘�1’ and ‘þ1’) as predictors and self-directed negative affect as the outcome variable in

hierarchical multiple regression equations. We entered mean-centred scores into Step 1, the two-way

interaction terms into Step 2, and the three-way interaction into Step 3 (cf. Aiken & West, 1991).

With respect to self-directed negative affect, in a first model not including normative discrepancy as

a predictor, an interaction of ingroup favouritism and norm salience on reported self-directed negative

affect was found, �¼ 0.24, t¼ 2.11, p< 0.05, adj. R2 change¼ 0.04, F change¼ 4.71, p< 0.05, and

no main effects, ts< 0.55, ps> 0.58, adj. R2¼ 0.02, F¼ 0.16, p> 0.85.

Unlike the findings from the respective preceding analyses (as reported earlier), analyses conducted

on a second model including normative discrepancy as a predictor revealed that the norm salience by

ingroup favouritism interaction no longer contributed significantly to the prediction of self-directed

negative affect, �¼ 0.13, t¼ 1.78, p> 0.08, while a main effect of normative discrepancy was

statistically significant, t¼ 2.73, p< 0.01, adj. R2 change¼ 0.04, F change¼ 4.71, p< 0.05. The

stronger participants’ perceived discrepancy with the relevant norm the greater their reported self-

directed negative affect (�¼ 0.37). No other reliable effects were found, �s< 0.06, ts< 1.42, ps> 0.10.

Thus, participants exhibited a decreased level of well-being to the extent that they perceived their

ingroup favouritism to be discrepant with the relevant norm. However, this only occurred when salience

of the norm that was relevant to the task they had just completed was high, compared to when salience of

the relevant norm was low. These findings suggest that the effect of ingroup favouritism on self-directed

negative affect was indeed mediated by participants’ perceptions of normative discrepancy.

Path analyses (Baron & Kenny, 1986) conducted separately for participants under high and low

norm salience conditions support the same conclusion. Specifically, for participants in the high norm
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salience condition, one simple regression analysis revealed a significant effect of ingroup favouritism

(i.e. the predictor) on perceived discrepancy (i.e. the mediator), �¼ 0.30, t¼ 3.94, p< 0.05, adj. R2

¼ 0.31. Additionally, for participants in this condition, from Step 1 of a different regression analysis a

main effect of ingroup favouritism on self-directed negative affect (i.e. the criterion) emerged as

statistically significant (as reported earlier), �¼ 0.33, t¼ 2.06, p< 0.05, adj. R2¼ 0.11. When the

effect of discrepancy was controlled for by entering it into Step 2 of the latter regression model, the

path from discrepancy to self-directed negative affect was significant, �¼ 0.35, t¼ 2.16, p< 0.05.

However, the direct path from ingroup favouritism to self-directed negative affect was no longer

reliable, �¼ 0.01, t¼ 0.41, p> 0.68. A statistically significant improvement in prediction of the

criterion resulted over and above the effect revealed in Step 1 (adj. R2 change¼ 0.09, F change¼ 4.68,

p< 0.05). The final equation was statistically significant (F¼ 4.20, p< 0.05), with the predictors

accounting for 11% of the adjusted variance in self-directed negative affect. Replicating results from

the previous analysis, this finding suggests that the effect of ingroup favouritism on self-directed

negative affect was indeed mediated by participants’ perceptions of normative discrepancy. Further

analyses indicated that reverse mediation (i.e. self-directed negative affect as mediating the ingroup

favouritism-discrepancy relation) did not occur.

For participants in the low norm salience condition, the regression of ingroup favouritism on

perceived discrepancy was not significant (�¼ 0.19, t¼ 0.99, p> 0.33, adj. R2¼ 0.03), and the respec-

tive paths both from ingroup favouritism and from discrepancy to self-directed negative affect were not

reliable either, �s< 0.13, ts< 0.69, ps> 0.49, adj. R2s change< 0.02, Fs change< 0.48, ps> 0.49.

Discussion

As predicted, when an intergroup fairness norm is made salient, participants who expressed more

ingroup favouritism also felt more guilty and disappointed with themselves because they viewed their

behaviour as more discrepant from the group norm. These results also confirm that this phenomenon

occurs in intergroup contexts where ingroup-outgroup competition over resources is not at stake. Most

important, these results provided further support for our argument that when a relevant norm is salient,

one’s own acts violating the prescriptions of that norm (a) may elicit a negative affective state directed

at the self, and (b) this latter stems from the perception of being normatively discrepant.

GENERAL DISCUSSION

As predicted, we demonstrated that (a) salience of a relevant norm moderates the impact of one’s

counternormative behaviour on one’s affective state (Studies 1 and 2), and (b) in turn such an effect is

mediated by one’s perception of being discrepant with relevant normative prescriptions (Study 2).

The results are consistent with the argument that normative discrepancies influence affect (Devine

et al., 1991; Devine & Zuwerink, 1994; Monteith, 1993; Monteith et al., 1993; Zuwerink et al., 1996)

and that norm salience moderates the affective consequences of normative discrepancies (Cialdini

et al., 1990, 1991; Terry & Hogg, 1996; Turner et al., 1987). Finally, our findings support the argument

that group-level responses should be conceptualized as mediated by conformity to the content of

relevant ingroup norms (Spears et al., 1997).

These results extend previous work in two important ways. First, they demonstrate that the salience

of a situationally relevant norm may moderate the affective impact exerted by perceptions of

psychological discrepancy arising from one’s non-conformity to normative prescriptions. Second,

these findings extend previous work by showing that the observed negative affective consequences may
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also be a response to one’s perceived discrepancy with the norms of a situationally salient and identity-

relevant reference group, rather than only with individually held standards. Support for this notion was

provided by the fact that, across the two presented studies, participants’ ingroup identification and

perceived ingroup endorsement of the relevant norm were found to be consistently strong.

Previous research on norm discrepancy and affect is based on the assumption that the affective

consequences of people’s behaviour can be affected only by individual standards for conduct. As

opposed to ‘other-based’ standards (i.e. social norms), only ‘self-based’ ones are truly internalized by

individuals. Hence, this individualistic line of research has not explicitly investigated the issue of

whether such affective consequences are in fact dependent from any important socially-based element

that characterizes the social context where the effects of individuals’ normative discrepancy are

displayed.

The present research attempted to fill in this gap of knowledge. To this end, it was focused on norm

salience as one such potentially important element. Most notably, in the present work, effects were

found on the very same affective dependent variables that have been typically used in previous

research on discrepancy-related affect. Indeed, the more socially-based approach adopted by the

current investigation fits in within a more recent research line investigating how people may

experience negative emotions as a result of their group membership (cf. Smith, 1993). Specifically,

in this novel research line, it is argued that people may experience emotions both as an individual and

as a group member, depending on which level of the self (personal or social, respectively) is

situationally made salient.

However, it could be argued that our affective measures were indeed focused on the individual

person. Hence, claiming that our participants’ affective self-reports represent an example of group-

based emotions would be unwarranted. Still, it is important to note that our participants were presented

with an ingroup identification scale before the manipulation of norm salience took place. Therefore, it

is conceptually very likely that the relevant ingroup was situationally salient. Furthermore, in both

studies, participants’ ingroup identification was found to be fairly high. Hence, it is theoretically likely

that participants self-stereotyped themselves in terms of a reference group. In turn, according to self-

categorization theory, this suggests that participants were likely to be more attuned to ingroup rather

than personal norms for deriving their standards of appropriate intergroup conduct, as they completed

the experimental task.

Arguably, in turn this latter conclusion might, on the surface, appear to be inconsistent with the

basic assumption underlying prior individualistic work on discrepancy-related affect by Devine, et al.

(1991) and their colleagues. However, one way to integrate these two lines of research is to consider

the suggestion from self-categorization theory that individuals are motivated to be sensitive to the

content of socially shared norms and individually held standards. Specifically, according to this

theoretical framework, this is so because acting in accordance with social norms expresses one’s social

identity, assuming some degree of identification with one’s own group. Indeed, reactions to individual

standards and social norms are equally possible, depending on the level (personal or social,

respectively) of their own identity to which people are attuned in a given situation.
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