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Abstract

Why are people willing to denounce or, contrarily, to keep silent on others” misconduct? We hypothesized
that people would be more likely to cheat, and consequently less likely to blow the whistle, when among
an ingroup (vs. outgroup). In two experiments, participants witnessed a same nationality or a different
nationality group member cheating during a group task. Participants either had the opportunity to cheat
themselves before witnessing this cheating act (Experiments 1 and 2) or did not have this opportunity
(Experiment 2). In the ingroup condition, participants cheated more and denounced others’ cheating
less than in the outgroup condition (Experiments 1 and 2). However, when participants were not
allowed to cheat themselves, they equally denounced ingroup and outgroup cheaters (Experiment 2).
This provides evidence that cheating mediates the group effect on whistleblowing and is reminiscent of
omertd, that is, the code of silence among criminals. We provide suggestions for future research.
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Let’s suppose that you witness an office mate  stop illicit activity (Jubb, 1999)—can be inhibited

doing something illegal; you can choose to report ~ when individuals themselves have broken the
this to the authorities or to let it slide. Which
would you choose? Would it make a difference if
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rules (e.g., by cheating), which itself can be more
likely when individuals are in the company of
ingroup rather than outgroup members. Such a
general hypothesis resonates with the Italian con-
cept of omerta, the code of silence (Cutrera, 2015)
that appears to be a widespread phenomenon in
organizations where members protect each other
notwithstanding their wrongdoings, from omerta
in organized crime (Travaglino & Abrams, 2019),
to the protection afforded to sexual harassers
(e.g., Smith, 2018), to the “blue wall of silence” in
many police departments (Nolan, 2009).

Moral Social 1dentity

If you were to ask people about valuable personal
characteristics, both for themselves and for oth-
ers, they would likely mention moral values like
sincerity and honesty (Graham et al., 2013). For
this reason, people more often fall to the tempta-
tion to act unethically in their self-interest if they
can avoid negative updates of their positive self-
concept (Ayal & Gino, 2012; Mazar et al., 2008).
Beyond personal identity, morality is also a very
important aspect of the groups with which one
identifies. SIT (Tajfel & Turner, 1979) proposes
that people derive a great part of their self-con-
cept from their groups, and thus prefer to belong
to positive groups that reflect positively on their
self-concept. For instance, identifying as a mem-
ber of a moral group can lead people to use their
group membership as a source to feed (moral)
aspects of their self-concept (Leach et al., 2007).
Likewise, observing outgroup transgressions
increases the salience of injunctive ethical norms,
motivating people to maintain a different, and
positive, social identity (Brewer, 1993b; Tajfel &
Turner, 1986) by engaging in ethical behaviors
(Gino, Ayal, & Ariely, 2009).

Consequently, people can be motivated to act
according to moral norms of their own groups in
order to earn respect as an ingroup member
(Ellemers et al., 2008; Pagliaro et al., 2011) and to
preserve the moral value of their social identity in
comparison with other groups (Gausel et al,
2012; Iyer & Leach, 2008; Tduber & van Zomeren,
2012). Not all research, however, presents such a

rosy picture of the group effect on morality.
Consider, for instance, ingroup favoritism: when
individuals identify themselves and similar others
as members of the same social group (e.g, reli-
gion, language; Abrams et al., 2000), they tend to
favor those members more than outgroup mem-
bers (Tajfel & Turner, 1979). Moreover, people
tend to forgive (Otten, 2009) and discount
ingroup moral transgressions more than out-
group transgressions, especially when they bene-
fit the group (Hofmann et al., 2018; van der
Toorn et al., 2015) or when they no longer repre-
sent a threat to the group’s identity (Rullo et al.,
2017). However, research on the black sheep
effect has also shown the opposite effect: ingroup
members who violate salient prescriptive norms
are judged more harshly than outgroup members
who commit the same violation (Castano et al.,
2002; Marques & Yzerbyt, 1988; Marques et al.,
1988; Rullo et al., 2015). In other words, shared
membership may not always result in more
favorable views of norm violators mainly because
they can represent a threat to the positive social
identity of the group, especially in an intergroup
setting, inducing people to distance themselves
from the violator in order to restore the threat-
ened positive identity of the group.

In sum, people want to be moral and be part
of groups that they perceive as moral, but also
they can disregard morality in some situations.
What predicts which path will be followed? On
one hand, based on research that has argued that
social identity (Hewstone, 1996) loses some of its
normative influence as groups become less sali-
ent, self-categorization as a group member also
becomes less salient when people are solely
among their ingroup (e.g, Messick & Brewer,
1983). Consequently, people could rely more
heavily on their self-interest to guide their behav-
ior when group identity is less salient—for
instance, they could be more likely to break group
accepted rules and help create an environment in
which these rules can be broken without penalty.
On the other hand, when people are confronted
with an outgroup, self-categorization as group
members may become more salient (Brewer,
1991, 1993a; Deaux, 1996; Morrison et al., 2009)
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and lead them to feel responsible for the positive
image of their ingroup. This, in turn, may lead
them to maximize the group’s reputation to “out-
siders”—in the present case, by following the
rules and blowing the whistle on rule-breakers.

Cheating, W histleblowing, and Social (Im)
moral Behavior

Whistleblowing is a precious means to detect cor-
ruption and restore justice, holding a crucial role
in moral and legal regulation (Brown et al., 2008;
Miceli & Near, 1988; Near & Miceli, 2016). For
this reason, the question of why and when people
report others’ misconduct to an external party
has received considerable research interest, espe-
cially in the organizational literature (e.g,, Mesmer-
Magnus & Viswesvaran, 2005; Watts & Buckley,
2017). In order for whistleblowing to occur, there
of course needs to be some kind of rule-breaking
that is known to at least one other person. These
circumstances are at least faitly typical; numerous
studies have found that cheating is not most com-
mon when people are alone, and presumably safe
from witnesses, but instead when they are in
groups that are full of potential witnesses
(Conrads et al., 2013; Gino et al., 2013; Kocher
etal., 2017; see Leib et al., 2021 for a meta-analy-
sis). Research rooted in SIT (Gino, Gu, & Zhong,
2009) argues that this phenomenon is related to
the presence of “bad apples” who are psycho-
logically close to these potential witnesses and
who normalize unethical behavior. An implica-
tion of this research is that people can feel com-
fortable breaking the rules in the presence of
their ingroup, even if this opens the possibility of
whistleblowing.

Researchers have fairly recently begun to
investigate when people blow the whistle, includ-
ing against fellow group members. There are
clearly varied motivations that could increase
whistleblowing, for instance, monetary rewards
or other extrinsic incentives (Miceli & Near, 2013;
Near & Miceli, 2008). In contrast, some scholars
cast a group-based perspective on whistleblow-
ing. For example, Misch et al. (2018) found that
children were less likely to blow the whistle on

ingroup mates, at least for nonsevere offenses.
Clearly, group membership could provide at least
some protection for rule-breakers.

Other recent sociopsychological research has
explicitly cast the decision to blow the whistle in
moral terms: that people are motivated to blow
the whistle—or to not—Dby concerns for the well-
being of specific others (Cailleba & Petit, 2018;
Dungan et al, 2019; Lindblom, 2007; Lopez
etal., 2014; Miceli et al., 2009; O’Sullivan & Ngau,
2014; Sekerka & Bagozzi, 2007; Watts & Buckley,
2017). In particular, these scholars have focused
on two moral principles: fairness, or the require-
ment for equal treatment, and loyalty, or the pref-
erential treatment of special groups (Dungan
et al,, 2015; Uys & Senekal, 2008). Fairness moti-
vations, unsurprisingly, can predict increased
whistleblowing (Dungan et al., 2019; Waytz et al.,
2013). Loyalty, conceived as a feeling towards
group members, has instead been found to pre-
dict decreased whistleblowing (Waytz et al., 2013).
The sum of this research can provide two impor-
tant implications: People can be more likely to
cheat when among their ingroup (e.g., Gino, Ayal,
& Ariely, 2009), and can be more likely to remain
silent about this cheating when they feel loyal to a
(cheating) group member (e.g., Waytz et al., 2013).

Omerta and the Mediating Role of
Cheating

According to this research, there could be two
different but congruent main effects of group
membership: One effect on the willingness to
cheat and another on the (reduced) willingness to
blow the whistle. In the present research, we pro-
pose that these three variables—group member-
ship, cheating, and whistleblowing—can be
articulated in the same model whereby willing-
ness to cheat should mediate the group member-
ship effect on willingness to blow the whistle.
This hypothesis is supported by two sets of
results. On the one hand, research has shown that
loyalty to the ingroup increases cheating (Pulfrey
et al., 2018). On the other hand, several studies
showed that the amount of past cheating behav-
iors among students decreases their tendency to
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speak up on other students’ cheating, and
increases their tendency to perceive whistleblow-
ing as a disloyal practice (Bernardi et al., 2011,
2012, 2016). However, these lines of research did
not investigate whether ingroup membership,
actual cheating, and reduced whistleblowing are
indeed associated. Moreover, up to now, the
effect of shared membership on dishonesty was
investigated in terms of normative influence, that
is, when people were aware of the presence of
another ingroup member behaving dishonestly
(e.g., Gino, Gu, & Zhong, 2009); to our knowl-
edge, this is the first study to explore the effect of
the mere presence of ingroup members on dis-
honesty (i.e., even when people are not aware of
other ingroup members’ dishonest behavior).
These three variables should be linked in the fol-
lowing sequence. First, people will feel more com-
fortable cheating when among their group—that is,
the mere presence of ingroup members could
facilitate cheating, even if group members do not
see other members cheat. Second, cheaters would
be strategically less likely to blow the whistle on fel-
low ingroup cheaters when eventually they do see
them cheat. This can create an environment in
which rules can be broken without penalty, specifi-
cally because the witnesses to rule-breaking are
themselves rule-breakers who benefit from this
environment. However, people should be less likely
to cheat, and more likely to blow the whistle, when
they are among an outgroup. In these situations,
people can be less motivated by self-interest and
more so by a desire to maximize their own group’s
reputation, that is, by acting as a moral exemplar.
The ingroup membership—cheating—reduced
whistleblowing association is reminiscent of
omerta, where people who categorize themselves
as members of a criminal organization are moti-
vated to not blow the whistle on their criminal
group mates (Cutrera, 2015). Noncheaters, on the
other hand, would not be bound by this type of
loyalty and could be more likely to blow the whis-
should the
observed unethical behaviors as unacceptable,

tle—whistleblowers recognize
even if they are committed by someone close to
them, and would not stain themselves with the
same wrongdoing,

The Present Research

Thus, we hypothesize that group interaction with
ingroup members, as opposed to outgroup mem-
bers, should lead to increased cheating (H1) and
decreased whistleblowing (H2). Moreover, we
hypothesize that group interaction with ingroup
members, as opposed to outgroup members,
should lead to decreased whistleblowing because
people tend to cheat themselves (H3). In other
words, we predict that the effect of interacting
with ingroup members on reduced whistleblow-
ing is mediated by the increased tendency to
cheat. That is, we expect that it is the increase in
cheating behavior when interacting with ingroup
members—and not with outgroup members—
that reduces whistleblowing, rather than the mere
tendency to cover up ingroup members more
than outgroup members. To the best of our
knowledge, the latter hypothesis is the first
attempt to connect personal cheating with
reduced whistleblowing,

To investigate our predictions, we conducted
an online marketplace task with three-person
groups. We simulated partners’ cheating by inflat-
ing their performance for greater pay. We built
two experiments by varying two factors: (a)
matching participants with partners that had
either the same versus a different national identity
(Experiments 1 and 2); (b) providing or not pat-
ticipants with the opportunity to cheat before
observing their (ingroup vs. outgroup) partner’s
cheating behavior (Experiment 2).

Alternative Hypotheses

Although we propose a mediational model

between group membership, cheating, and
whistleblowing, previous research could also sup-
port alternative hypotheses. For the sake of
exhaustivity and fairness, we also present such
hypotheses. For instance, Anvari et al. (2019)
proposed that identification with a group that
disapproves of cheating predicted increased
whistleblowing. If this is thought of as a kind of
loyalty towards group ideals, instead of towards

group members, then group membership could
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also predict whistleblowing against group mem-
bers. Further, not all research is as bullish on the
influence of social identity processes, as in the
case of Gross and De Dreu (2020), who recently
argued that the essentially person-based tendency
to follow the rules could lead to what could be
called “honesty contagion.” This could imply that
cheating, and
among the outgroup and ingroup would be equal
insofar as there is an equal number of rule-fol-

consequently ~ whistleblowing,

lowers in each group. Furthermore, it is possible
that people could be more trusting of their
ingroup (e.g.,, Brewer, 2008) and, consequently,
that it is trust and not group membership per se
that increases willingness to cheat and inhibits
whistleblowing, We will analyze the possibility of
these alternatives as we assess our proposed
hypotheses.

Experiment 1

To test our predictions, in Experiment 1, partici-
pants were given the opportunity to cheat for
self-interest by misreporting their final payoff
after having performed an online group task in
groups of people sharing the same or a different
nationality. Moreover, they were later given the
opportunity to report the misreporting provided
by another (simulated) group partner. We pre-
dicted that when working with same, as opposed
to different, nationality group members, partici-
pants would be more likely to misreport their
final payoff (i.e., cheating) and less likely to report
cheating from other partners.

Method

Participants and design. A sample of 108 UK par-
ticipants was recruited through Prolific Aca-
demic for £3.00 plus a bonus according to their
performance at the task. From this original sam-
ple, two participants were removed because they
failed to correctly answer more than three of
seven questions about their understanding of
the experimental task.! We atbitrarily set this
cut-off because it represents more than half of
the answers wrong (i.e., 3.5). Moreover, three

participants claimed, in the comments section
after the experimental task was completed, that
they did not believe that the other group mem-
bers were real. Accordingly, we did not include
these participants. Thus, the final sample con-
sisted of 103 participants (51 women; mean age
M=24.4, SD=7.65). The experiment was pro-
grammed with JATOS (Lange et al., 2015). Sam-
ple
approximately 50 participants per cell (Simmons
et al., 2013).

size  was determined by recruiting

Procedure. We told participants they would take
part in a decision-making task within three-per-
son groups. Participants first self-rated their
degree of national identification by using a six-
item scale adapted from Mael and Ashforth
(1992; e.g., “I feel proud to be English”). Internal
reliability of this measure was adequate (ot =.78).

Membership - manipulation.
read that, to perform the group task, they had

Participants then

been matched with two other online participants
having the same (UK) or different nationalities as
them (randomized as either Spanish or French, to
avoid the effect of specific stereotypes attached
to a specific nationality); in reality, the other par-
ticipants were computer-generated. They were
randomly assigned to the same national iden-
tity condition (IN=50) or to a different national
identity condition (IN=53), and then reported
the perceived trustworthiness of the other two
participants by responding to an eight-item scale
taken from Jarvenpaa et al. (1998; e.g., “The peo-
ple in this group are very trustworthy”). Internal
reliability was satisfactory (o= .88).

Task functioning. Afterwards, participants read
the instructions to carry out the task. Participants
were asked to imagine that they were partners in
a company operating in the stock market. The
purpose of the task was to invest in order to
increase personal and company earnings. Partici-
pants received 10 university units (1 UU = £0.10)
as their “personal capital” that they could use to
buy market stocks. The instructions announced
that the task would involve two rounds, but in
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fact all data collection occurred in the first round,
given that the second round was not actually per-
formed due to a simulated error. In each round,
they could choose among five stocks that had a
cost varying from 1 to 5 UU. Each stock could
either result in a loss, equal to its cost, or in a gain
equal to twice the value of its cost. For example, a
stock with a cost of 3 UU could provide a gain of
6 UU or a loss of 3 UU. The task was described
as a lottery in which the chance to gain or lose
value was 50%, although the task was designed so
that each stock gained value. Any funds not spent
on stocks remained with the participant as per-
sonal capital. To justify engaging a group of par-
ticipants in the task, participants were informed
that they could double their personal earnings by
achieving a “company bonus” if, in the group,
the sum of individual winnings was equal to or
greater than eight. The task was designed so that
the group bonus threshold was always reached
in order to avoid any confounding effect of the
desire to cheat to benefit the group. In other
words, even if the individual winnings varied, the
group bonus remained the same. After reading
the instructions and doing a test trial, the partici-
pants performed the first round. At the end of
the first round, participants were allowed to see
each player’s gains or losses.

Cheating bebavior. After completing the first
round, participants were displayed an error
screen (“Error 404 Not Found”) and, a few sec-
onds later, they were redirected to a new screen
informing them that a connection interruption
caused the loss of the data concerning their per-
formance. Participants were thus asked to manu-
ally report the value of their gains; they were free
to cheat by reporting higher than actual gains.
When participants reported their actual gains,
their behavior was coded “no cheating,” and given
the value of 0; when they reported higher than
actual gains, their behavior was coded as “cheat-
ing,” and given the value of 1. To confirm their
earnings, participants were also presented a table
summarizing the reported earnings of all players
in the session. The table displayed that one of the
players (P2-cheater) reported a higher than actual

payout while another player (P3-honest) reported
the true amount.

Whistleblowing. After having seen the table,
participants read that they had to wait for the
researcher to process their payments; in the mean-
time, a chat room appeared and they had the
opportunity to chat with the researcher or with the
two other partners. In order to underline the inten-
tional cheating behavior of P2, we simulated a chat
message in which P2 wrote to have purposely mis-
reported his gains and was sure that their cheating
would go undetected: “Good! They lost their datal
I said I won more than I really did. You?” Partici-
pants could reply to this message, end the session,
or chat with the experimenter. There were also two
other opportunities to actively report the cheating
by sending a further message to the experimenter
or using the comments and suggestions box at
the end of the experiment. If participants either
informed the researcher or left a message in the
comments box to report P2’ cheating, we coded
this behavior as “direct whistleblowing,” with the
value of 1. If participants did not take either of
these steps, we coded this behavior as “omerta”™—
the absence of whistleblowing—with the value of
0. Before leaving the experiment, participants were
also asked to confirm or disconfirm the informa-
tion provided in the earnings table (Did the table
accurately report your(nationality)/P2’s (national-
ity)/P3’s(nationality) earnings? Yes/No). In order
to maintain the salience of the partners’ group,
each question indicated the partners’ nationality.
When participants replied “No” and thus signaled
an error in the table, we coded this behavior as
“indirect whistleblowing,” with the value of 1.
When participants replied “Yes” and thus actively
“covered” the cheating, we coded this behavior
as “omerta)’ with the value of 0. We relied on the
indirect whistleblowing measure in order to deeply
explore the tendency to report wrongdoing over
and above the individual cost associated with the
act of writing down a message. Indeed, partici-
pants might not send a message to report the mis-
conduct out of laziness.

Thus, by providing them with the opportunity
to report misconduct by simply disconfirming
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Table 1. Descriptive statistics and bivatiate correlations: Expetiment 1
o M (SD) 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9

1 Age - 2440 (7.65) 31 07 .06 .06 —-.03 —.05 -.01 .10
2 Gender - - —-10 .06 .12 .08 .07 .01 .05

3 National identification .78  4.30 (0.98) A3 11 .06 .07 .01 —.14
4 Trust .88 3.29 (0.62) -.07 .01 A2 =13 —30%*
5  Cheating - - —206% —15 —19t  —.09
6 Direct whistleblowing - - 25% 0 19% —-.16
7 Indirect whistleblowing - - STHE S —22%
8 P2 (cheater) evaluation .83  2.45 (0.83) —.03
9  P3 (noncheater) 82 1.75 (0.63)

evaluation

Note. Gender was coded 0 =male; 1 =female.
Tp <10, %p < .05. *Fkp < .01, **Fp < .001.

the wrong information (rather than actively writ-
ing a message), we believe participants may be
encouraged to blow the whistle. On the other
hand, by giving them the possibility to cover up a
wrongdoing by confirming an incorrect informa-
tion (rather than simply skipping the possibility to
send a message to the experimenter), we were
able to collect an additional measure of their
motivation to cover up the cheater.

Partner  evaluation. Before their
demographic information, be thanked, and fully
debriefed, participants evaluated the two other
participants on four items: loyal (reversed), fair

indicating

(reversed), pleasant (reversed), and immoral.
Participants responded to these items for both
participants. Internal reliability was adequate for
both partners: (cheating) Partner 2 (o0 =.84) and
(noncheating) Partner 3 (o0 =.82).

Results

Preliminary — analyses. Descriptive  statistics and
zero-order correlations are reported in Table 1.
No correlations were found between age, gender,
and our dependent variables so we did not con-

sider these factors in our analysis.

National identification. A one-way ANOVA was
performed to test for differences in national iden-
tification between the two experimental groups.

The results did not show any statistically signifi-
cant differences in identification, F(1, 101) =1.89,
p=.17, n?,=.02. Furthermore, we conducted a
one-sample 7 test comparing the mean identifica-
tion score of all participants to the midpoint of
the response scale (3.5). Our results indicated that
participants identified with their nation signifi-
cantly above the midpoint, M=4.30, SD=0.98;
#102) =8.26, p<<.001, /=0.81. This represents a
large effect size, and consequently we have evi-
dence that our participants felt national identifi-
cation.

Partner evaluation. We performed a 2 (partners’
identity: same nationality, different national-
ity) x 2 (partner: P2 [cheater], P3 [noncheater])
mixed-model ANOVA, with repeated measures
on the second factor. The main effect of part-
ners’ identity was not significant, I(1, 101) =0.31,
p=.57, n*,=.00, while the main effect of part-
ners’ cheating behavior was significant, (1,
101)=44.83, p<<.001, n p=.3l,f= .67, showing
that the cheater (P2) was evaluated more nega-
tively (M =2.45, SD=0.83) than the noncheater
(P3; M=1.75, SD=0.63). The interaction effect
was nonsignificant, F(1, 101)=1.32, p=.25,
n?,=.0L

Cheating behavior (HT). We computed the differ-
ence between the amount of gains won during
the task and the amount manually reported by
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participants after the simulated loss of data.
When participants reported gains equal to the
actual gains, their behavior was coded 0 (no
cheating), while when they reported higher gains
than the actual ones, their behavior was coded 1
(cheating). One participant reported lower than
actual gains, which was coded as 0. Results are
displayed in Table 2. Thirty-seven of the 50 par-
ticipants (74%) in the same nationality condition
cheated, as opposed to just one participant of the
53 (1.9%) in the different nationality condition. A
chi-square test showed that participants’ cheating
behavior was not equally distributed across group
composition conditions, ¥*(1)=57.46, p<<.001,
w=.75.

Direct whistleblowing (H2). Results are displayed in
Table 3. Four of the 50 participants (8%) in the
same nationality condition directly blew the whis-
tle, as opposed to 15 of the 53 (28.3%) who did so
in the different nationality condition. A chi-square
test showed that direct whistleblowing in the same
nationality and in the different nationality condi-
tion was not equally distributed between the two
groups, x2(1) =7.04, p=.008, w=.26.

Table 2. Cheating across partners’ identity
conditions: Experiment 1.

Did not cheat  Cheated
Same national identity 13 (26%) 37 (74%)
Different national identity 52 (98.1%) 1 (1.9%)

Indirect whistleblowing (H2). Results are displayed in
Table 4. Thirty of the 49 participants (61.2%) in
the same nationality condition indirectly blew the
whistle, as opposed to 36 of the 45 (80%) who did
so in the different nationality condition. A chi-
square test showed that the written report of the
cheating behavior in the same nationality and in
the different nationality condition was not equally
distributed between the two groups, (1) =3.95,
p=.04, w=20.

In order to control for the possibility that our
participants were generally likely to accuse the
different nationality partner of cheating, we also
assessed indirect whistleblowing towards the
noncheating Partner 3 as a function of experi-
mental condition. Eight of the 49 participants
(16.3%) in the same nationality condition indi-
rectly blew the whistle, as opposed to three of the
45 (6.7%) who did so in the different nationality
condition. A chi-square test did not provide any
evidence that indirect whistleblowing was not
equally distributed between the two groups,
(1)=2.11, p=14.

Relationship between cheating and whistleblowing. The
test of H3 was beyond the scope of Experiment
1, but in order to provide a preliminary assess-
ment of the relationship between cheating and
whistleblowing, we tested if either direct or indi-
rect whistleblowing was equally likely across par-
ticipants who either did or did not cheat. Results
are shown in Table 5. Seventeen of the 65 partici-
pants (26.2%) who did not cheat directly blew the

Table 3. Omerta and direct whistleblowing across partners’ identity: Experiment 1.

No whistleblowing (ozzerta)

Direct whistleblowing

Same national identity

46 (92%)

Different national identity 38 (71.7%)

4 (8%)
15 (28.3%)

Table 4. Omerta and indirect whistleblowing across partners’ identity: Experiment 1.

No whistleblowing (ozzerta)

Indirect whistleblowing

Same national identity
Different national identity

19 (38.8%)
9 (20%)

30 (61.2%)
36 (80%)
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Table 5. Omerta and whistleblowing across cheaters and noncheaters: Experiment 1.
Direct whistleblowing

Did not cheat Cheated
No whistleblowing (ozzertd) 48 (73.8%) 36 (94.7%)
Direct whistleblowing 17 (26.2%) 2 (5.3%)
Indirect whistleblowing

Did not cheat Cheated
No whistleblowing (ozzerta) 14 (24.1%) 14 (38.9%)
Indirect whistleblowing 44 (75.9%) 22 (61.1%)

whistle, as opposed to two of 38 participants
(5.3%) who cheated. A chi-square test showed
that direct whistleblowing was not equally distrib-
uted between groups of cheating and noncheat-
ing participants, x2(1) = 6.95, p=.008, w=.20.

We then assessed if indirect whistleblowing
was equally likely across participants who either
did or did not cheat. A total of nine participants
abandoned the experiment before the end; thus,
we did not collect the last measures of indirect
whistleblowing for them. Thus, the final sample
available for this analysis consists of 94 partici-
pants. Forty-four of the 58 participants (75.9%)
who did not cheat indirectly blew the whistle
against the cheating Partner 2, as opposed to 22
of 36 participants (61.1%) who cheated. However,
a chi-square test did not provide evidence that
indirect whistleblowing was not equally distrib-
uted between and noncheaters,
¥2(1)=2.31, p=.12. Likewise, there wetre no sig-
nificant differences in indirect whistleblowing
towards the noncheating Partner 3 across cheat-
ers and noncheaters, ¥2(1) =1.39, p=.23; five of
the 58 participants (8.6%) who did not cheat indi-
rectly blew the whistle against the cheating
Partner 2, as opposed to six of 36 participants
(16.7%) who cheated.

cheaters

Trust of partners between nationality conditions. Dif-
ferences in direct whistleblowing between the
same and different nationality groups could be
influenced by differences in trust of partners in
these groups, as mentioned in the Alternative

Hypotheses section. Thus, we performed a one-
way ANOVA to assess if participants had more
trust in their partners in the same nationality con-
dition. Trust was measured with eight items (e.g,
“Overall, the other partners are very trustwor-
thy”); internal reliability was adequate (o0=.88).
Trust was similar across groups (same nationality:
M=321, SD=0.63; different nationality:
M=3.37, SD=0.61); this small difference was
not significant, F(1, 101) =1.62, p=.20, n?,=.02.
Hence, we do not report any further analysis con-
cerning the role of trust in explaining the rela-
tionship between shared national identity and
whistleblowing,

Discussion

Results supported our hypotheses in that partici-
pants who were among others that shared their
national identity were much more likely to cheat
(i.e., H1), and less likely to directly or indirectly
blow the whistle on others’ cheating behavior
(i.e., H2). Although our design in this experiment
did not allow us to test if cheating mediates the
shared national identity effect on whistleblowing,
we observed that participants who cheated were
also less likely to directly blow the whistle against
fellow cheaters.

There are some caveats to these conclusions.
First, if participants in the same nationality condi-
tion felt safe cheating, then, ideally, we should
have observed higher trust among participants in
this condition. Since we did not observe this
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effect, it is possible that we placed our trust meas-
ure too early, before participants were aware that
their partners could cheat, and before they had a
reason to doubt their partners’ trustworthiness. If
we had placed this measure later in the design, we
could have been able to observe if participants in
the same nationality condition had higher levels
of trust after having a reason to doubt their part-
ners’ trustworthiness. It could also be possible
that our trust measure was too general to capture
the specific kind of trust that we were interested
in—that is, trust that your fellow group members
will not denounce your improper behavior.

Second, and most importantly, our current
results cannot disambiguate between two possi-
ble interpretations. The interpretation more con-
nected to omertd is that cheaters could be less
willing to blow the whistle against fellow cheaters,
and that common identity is associated with
whistleblowing only insofar as participants are
more likely to cheat when they are among an
ingroup. However, it could also be possible that
the shared identity effect directly explains both
cheating and whistleblowing, and that cheating
does not motivate a tendency to protect fellow
cheaters.

In order to address these caveats and to repli-
cate the results of Experiment 1, we designed a
second experiment in which participants would
either be able or not able to cheat when among
partners of either the same or a different nation-
ality. If participants who were not able to cheat
were more likely to blow the whistle against their
fellow nationals, we would have evidence of a
mediation—that individuals inhibit whistleblow-
ing in order to protect fellow cheaters, and not
merely those who share their same group mem-
bership. We also placed the trust measure before
and after cheating occurred, and used this experi-
ment to provide a deeper look at the relationship
between cheating and indirect whistleblowing.

Experiment 2

In Experiment 2, we examined whistleblowing
among participants that either were or were not
able to cheat themselves. We used the same

experimental manipulation as in Experiment 1
(same national identity vs. different national iden-
tities) to test whether the differences in whistle-
blowing among same and different nationality
conditions were due to the differences in partici-
pants’ own cheating behaviors (H3) or remained
even among honest participants due to loyalty
demands.

Method

Participants and design. A sample of 223 U.K. par-
ticipants recruited through Prolific.ac took part in
this research for £3.00 plus an extra bonus for
their performance. Three participants were
removed from the final sample because they
failed to answer more than three of seven ques-
tions about their understanding of the experi-
mental task. An additional eight participants
expressed doubt about the veracity of the other
participants. Thus, the final sample consisted of
212 participants (118 female; mean age M= 25.70,
§D=7.98). As in Experiment 1, we determined
sample size by recruiting approximately 50 par-
ticipants per cell.

The design of this study was a 2 (partners’
identity: same nationality vs. different national-
ity) x 2 (cheating: possible vs. impossible)
between-participants factor design. Hence, par-
ticipants were randomly assigned to one of four
experimental conditions: same nationality—
impossible cheating, N =53; same nationality—
possible N=59; different
nationality—impossible cheating N=47; differ-

cheating,
ent nationality—possible cheating N =53.2

Procedure. The procedure was identical to that
used in Experiment 1 with the exception of the
impossible cheating condition. Participants in this
condition were informed that their data were cor-
rectly saved and that only the other partners were
asked to manually report their gains. The proce-
dure in the possible cheating condition was iden-
tical to that in Experiment 1. All participants saw
the reported gains provided by the other two
players and received the chat message by the
cheating partner (P2). As in Experiment 1, we
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Table 6. Descriptive statistics and bivariate correlations: Experiment 2.
a  M(SD) 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
1 Age - 2570 (7.97) .11t 13+ 03 -.01 —-.17t =03 .07 11 15%
2 Gender - - 09 .04 —.15%¢ 004 —.001 .11t 220 —02
3 National identification 81 3.94 (1.13) A1 15 02 —-05 —-05 —-03 -—-.11
4 Trust (pre) .85 3.57(0.59) 55k —19% .08 .01 —.14% —36%*
5 Trust (post) .83 2.95(0.57) =02 —.07 —.24%k —54%k — 30wk
6 Cheating - - —=24% =20 —.07 15
7 Direct whistleblowing - - 23%k 27 =08
8 Indirect whistleblowing - - A4k — 10t
9 P2 (cheater) evaluation .85 2.49 (0.80) —-.10
10 P3 (noncheater) evaluation .80 1.88 (0.67)

Note. Gender was coded 0 =male; 1 = female.
Tp<.10.%p < .05.%*p < .01. #**p < 001.

also assessed national identification (a0 =.81) and
trust in the other participants; however, trust was
measured both before the task started (i.e., as in
Experiment 1; o.=.85) as well as near the end of
the experiment (o0 =.83), after partner evaluation.
We operationalized and coded participants’ cheat-
ing and whistleblowing measures as in Experi-
ment 1.

Results

Preliminary analyses. Descriptive and zero-order
correlations of the main variables are reported in
Table 6. Age and gender did not affect our
dependent variables and for this reason we did
not consider them in the following analysis.
National  identification. We  first  assessed
whether national identification differed between
conditions. We performed a 2 (partners’ identity:
same nationality, different nationality) x 2 (cheat-
ing: possible, impossible) between-participants
ANOVA. Results did not show any statistically
significant main effects of either identification
between group conditions, F(1, 208)=1.25,
p=.265, m?,=.006, cheating conditions, F(1,
208)=0.99, p=.32, n?,=0.00, or the two-way
interaction, F(1, 208)=0.22, p=.635, n?,=0.00.
As in Experiment 1, we conducted a one-sample
7 test comparing the mean identification score of
all participants to the midpoint of the response

scale (3.5). Our results indicated that partici-
pants were identified with their nation signifi-
cantly above the midpoint (M=3.94, SD=1.13),
#(211)=5.74, p<<.001, 4= 0.38. Consequently, we
have evidence that our participants felt national
identification.

Partner evaluation. We performed a 2 (partners’
identity: same nationality, different nationality)
X 2 (cheating: possible, impossible) X 2 (part-
ner: P2 [cheater], P3 [noncheater]) mixed-model
ANOVA, with repeated measures on the third
factor. There was a significant main effect of
partners’ identity (i.e., same vs. different national-
ity), F(1,208) = 6.09,p=.014,1,=.03, /= .17. An
analysis of the estimated marginal means revealed
that participants in the same nationality condition
were slightly more negative towards their partners
(same nationality: M=2.26, SE=0.04; different
nationality: M=2.10, SE=0.04). There was an
additional main effect of partner (i.e., cheater vs.
noncheater), F(1,208) =63.97, p<.001,n*,= .23,
/=.55. An analysis of the observed means
revealed that the cheater (M=2.49, SD=0.80)
was evaluated more negatively than the non-
cheater (M=1.88, SD=0.67). Moteover, neither
the two-way interactions (ps >.25) nor the three-
way interaction (p =.12) were significant.

Cheating behavior (H1). In a replication of results
from Experiment 1, we assessed cheating behavior
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Table 7. Cheating across partners’ identity conditions: Experiment 2.

Did not cheat Cheated
Same national identity 8 (13.6%) 51 (86.4%)
Different national identity 44 (81.6%) 8 (18.4%)

Table 8. Omerta and direct whistleblowing across partners’ identity: Experiment 2.

Cheating possible condition

No whistleblowing (omerta)

Direct whistleblowing

Same national identity
Different national identity

56 (94.9%)
42 (79.2%)

3 (5.1%)
11 (20.8%)

Cheating impossible condition

No whistleblowing (omerta)

Direct whistleblowing

Same national identity
Different national identity

40 (75.5%)
38 (80.9%)

13 (24.5%)
9 (19.1%)

among participants in the cheating possible condi-
tion across the two partners’ identity conditions
(n=111; one participant in the different nationality
group did not complete the cheating measure).
Results are shown in Table 7. Fifty-one of the 59
participants (86.4%) in the same nationality condi-
tion cheated, as opposed to eight participants of
the 52 (18.4%) in the different nationality condi-
tion. A chi-square test showed that participant
cheating behavior was not equally distributed
across national identity conditions, ¥?(1)=56.04,
p<<.001, w=.71. This supports our results from
Experiment 1 as well as H1.

Direct whistleblowing (H2 and H3). As in Experi-
ment 1, we first assessed direct whistleblowing
across partners’ identity conditions among par-
ticipants in the cheating possible condition
(n=112; results are shown in Table 8). Three of
the 59 participants (5.1%) in the same nationality
condition directly blew the whistle, as opposed
to 11 of the 53 (20.8%) who did so in the differ-
ent nationality condition. A chi-square test
showed that direct whistleblowing in the same
nationality and in the different nationality condi-
tion was not equally distributed between the two
groups, ¥%(1)=6.26, p=.01, w=.24. Thus, this

effect supported the results from our initial
experiment as well as H2.

In the cheating impossible condition (= 100),
on the other hand, 13 of the 53 participants
(24.5%) in the same nationality condition directly
blew the whistle, compared to the nine partici-
pants of the 47 (19.1%) who did so in the differ-
ent nationality condition. A chi-square test did
not show evidence that direct whistleblowing was
equally  distributed between  groups,
%*(1)=0.42, p=.51. Thus, patticipants seemed to
be equally likely to report others’ cheating both

not

when they shared and when they did not share
national identity with their partners—as long as
they could not cheat. In sum, the fact that more
participants blew the whistle on the different
nationality partner than on the same nationality
partner when they could cheat (and cheated), but
not when they could not cheat, lends support to

H3.

Indirect whistleblowing (H2 and H3). As in the previ-
ous analysis, we first assessed indirect whistle-
blowing across the same and different nationality
conditions among participants in the cheating
possible condition (#=111), as a direct replica-
tion of Experiment 1. Results are displayed in
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Table 9. Omerta and indirect whistleblowing across partners’ identity: Experiment 2.

Cheating possible condition

No whistleblowing (ozzerta)

Indirect whistleblowing

Same national identity
Different national identity

22 (37.3%)
10 (19.2%)

37 (62.7%)
42 (80.8%)

Cheating impossible condition

No whistleblowing (ozzerta)

Direct whistleblowing

Same national identity
Different national identity

13 (24.5%)
15 (31.9%)

40 (75.5%)
33 (68.1%)

Table 9. Thirty-seven of the 59 participants
(62.7%) in the same nationality condition indi-
rectly blew the whistle against the cheating Part-
ner 2, as opposed to 42 of the 52 participants
(80.8%) who did so in the different nationality
condition. A chi-square test showed that indirect
whistleblowing in the same nationality and in the
different nationality condition was not equally
distributed between the two groups, x%(1) =4.39,
p=.03. Very little effect was observed towards
the noncheating Partner 3: seven of the 59 par-
ticipants (11.9%) in the same nationality condi-
tion indirectly blew the whistle, as opposed to
three of the 52 (5.8%) who did so in the different
nationality condition. There was no evidence that
indirect whistleblowing was not equally distrib-
uted between the two groups, x2(1) = 1.25, p=.26.
As in the previous analysis, we found support for
our results from Experiment 1 and for H2.

In the cheating impossible condition (z=100),
40 of 53 participants (75.5%) indirectly blew the
whistle against cheating Partner 2 in the same
nationality condition, as compared to 33 of 47
(68.1%) who did so in the different nationality con-
dition; there was no evidence that indirect whistle-
blowing was not equally distributed between the
two groups, ¥2(1) =0.67, p=41. Again, the fact that
more participants blew the whistle on the different
nationality partner than on the same nationality
partner when they could cheat (and cheated), but
not when they could not cheat, lends support to H3.

Finally, six of 53 participants (11.3%) indi-
rectly blew the whistle against noncheating

Partner 3 in the same nationality condition, com-
pared to six out of 47 (12.8%) who did so in the
different nationality condition; this difference
was again not significant, y%(1) =0.04, p=.82. As
with the analysis of direct whistleblowing, people
who cannot cheat can blow the whistle against
others whether or not they share an identity.

Trust in partners between nationality conditions. As in
Experiment 1, and to test alternative hypotheses,
we assessed whether participants in the same
nationality condition would feel more trust in
their partners; unlike the initial experiment, we
assessed trust both before and after participants
witnessed (and/or participated in) cheating,

Trust at the first data collection was neatly iden-
tical across groups (same nationality: M=3.55,
SD=0.59; different nationality: ~ M=3.60,
SD=0.60); F(1, 210)=0.40, p=.52, n?,=.002.
However, trust at the second data collection was
actually higher in the different nationality condi-
tion (same nationality: M=2.87, §D=0.53; differ-
ent nationality: M=3.03, SD=0.60); (1,
209)=4.28, p=.04, n?,=.02, f=.14. Although
there is a significant difference, it cannot explain
why cheating was higher, and whistleblowing
lower, in the same nationality condition, as trust
was assessed after these measures.

Supplementary analysis for Experiments 1 and 2.
Although results from both Experiments 1 and 2
supported the hypothesis that cheating may rep-
resent a mediator in the relationship between
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Table 10. Total, direct, and indirect effects of partners’ identity and cheating on whistleblowing: Experiments

1 and 2.

Bootstrap SE Bias 95% bootstrap bias corrected CI
Direct total effect on whistleblowing
Partners’ identity (c) —0.39 0.67 0.10 —0.01 [~0.58, —0.18]
Direct effect on cheating
Partners’ identity (a) 0.72 2.06 0.04 0.00 [0.63, 0.79]
Direct effects on whistleblowing
Partners’ identity (c”) -0.20 0.82 0.12 -0.01 [—0.40, 0.08]
Cheating (b) -0.29 0.75 0.14 —0.01 [=0.56, —0.05]
Indirect effect
c—c’ -0.20 0.82 0.09 —0.00 [-0.37, —0.03]
ab —0.21 0.81 0.10 —0.00 [-0.41, —0.04]

Note. Experiments 1 and 2 (cheating condition); N = 215; bootstrap sample draws = 1,000.

partners’ identity and whistleblowing, these
experiments did not allow us to statistically test
for a mediation effect, as both samples were too
small. However, after excluding participants
assigned to the cheating impossible condition of
Experiment 2, we merged the two samples
(n=215) as they shared the same setting, proce-
dure, and measures. In this supplementary analy-
sis, we found that shared national identity
significantly increased the probability to cheat,
and that people who cheated had a significantly
lower probability to blow the whistle. This media-
tion analysis summarizes the causal relationships
we found among national identity, cheating, and
whistleblowing in both experiments.

In order to estimate the mediation effect
derived from hypotheses H1 and H2, we consid-
ered methods developed by Winship and Mare
(1984) and MacKinnon et al. (2007) for estimat-
ing mediation effect when both the mediator
(cheating) and the outcome (whistleblowing) are
binary. We estimated the mediation effect by the
product of fully standardized regression coeffi-
cients (MacKinnon et al., 2007; Winship & Mare,
1984). We also estimated the difference of fully
standardized coefficients to show that the two
estimates of indirect effects are consistent. We
considered bootstrap bias corrected 95% confi-
dence interval estimates, obtained from 10,000
sample draws, as a test of significance. All analy-
ses were performed with R (R Core Team, 2020)

and the package “boot” for bootstrap estimates
(Canty & Ripley, 2020; Davison & Hinkley, 1997).

As shown in Table 10, same (as opposed to
different) national identity significantly increased
the probability to cheat (4=0.72, bootstrap
SE=0.04,95% bootstrap corrected bias CI [0.63,
0.79]). Moreover, cheating significantly decreased
the probability to blow the whistle (b=-0.29,
bootstrap SE=0.14, 95% bootstrap corrected
bias CI [—0.56, —0.05]). Finally, same (as opposed
to different) national identity no longer affected
the probability to blow the whistle (b=—0.20,
bootstrap SE=0.12, 95% bootstrap corrected
bias CI [—0.40, —0.08]). Both estimates of indi-
rect effects (i.e., difference in coefficients and
product of coefficients) support H3, as results
show that same (as opposed to different) national
identity significantly reduced the probability of
whistleblowing (difference coefficient: =—0.20,
bootstrap SE=0.09, 95% bootstrap corrected
bias CI [—0.37, —0.03]; product coefficient:
b=-0.21, bootstrap SE=0.10, 95% bootstrap
corrected bias CI [-0.41, —0.04]).

Discussion

Experiment 2 provides convergent support for
our predictions. Through manipulating the pos-
sibility or impossibility of cheating, we were able
to test our prediction on the role of shared iden-
tity in decreasing whistleblowing due to increased
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cheating. People in the same nationality condition
were less likely to blow the whistle, either directly
or indirectly, if they could cheat (and cheated).
Moreover, the supplementary analysis carried out
on the merged samples of Experiments 1 and 2
supported the hypothesis that cheating represents
a mediator in the relationship between partners’
identity and whistleblowing (H3).

Experiment 2 also addressed a major caveat
from Experiment 1: did participants in the same
nationality condition blow the whistle less out of
loyalty to the group or because cheaters, more
common in this condition, were less likely to
blow the whistle? As the group effect disappeared
when cheating was not possible, we can prelimi-
narily conclude that the second possibility is more
likely. However, as we argued in Experiment 1,
the lack of a trust effect could have been the
result of the measure having been placed too
early in our research design. This cannot be the
solution, as we did not find a trust effect even
when the measure was placed after participants
had the opportunity to cheat. It is possible that
our trust measure was not sufficiently specific to
capture participants’ feelings of security in the
same nationality condition.

General Discussion

In two experiments, we addressed the question
of whether, and under which circumstances, peo-
ple engage in protection or in whistleblowing of
unethical group members according to their
social identity. Previous researchers have also
addressed this question. For instance, Waytz et al.
(2013) concluded that loyalty towards group
members inhibited whistleblowing; given our
research design, we could expect that people
would protect group members regardless of their
own cheating behavior. If loyalty is instead con-
ceived of as loyalty towards group ideals, consist-
ent with Dungan et al. (2015), we could expect
that people could be more likely to blow the
whistle against ingroup members. In a more
recent work, Gross and De Dreu (2020) con-
cluded that people were less likely to cheat when
they were paired with an honest group member.

Based on these results, we could expect that
cheating would be approximately equal across
groups, which could influence whistleblowing;

However, our analysis based on social identity
theory led us to hypothesize that group interac-
tion with ingroup members, as opposed to out-
group members, should lead to decreased
whistleblowing when people tend to cheat them-
selves. Our design allowed us to investigate the
interplay between cheating and whistleblowing
across groups composed of different social iden-
tities, and the results of both experiments are
supportive of our hypotheses.

In Experiment 1, we found that when people
were surrounded by others sharing their same
social identity (as opposed to others having a dif-
ferent social identity), they were more prone to
both engage in unethical behaviors and protect
unethical group members. Experiment 2 repli-
cated these findings and disambiguated the role
of cheating in whistleblowing in an experimental
mediation design. We found that when partici-
pants were not allowed to cheat, the differences
in whistleblowing on a cheater with the same or a
different social identity were no longer present.
The same percentage of participants in the same
and different social identity conditions reported
the cheating behavior to the experimenters, both
directly and indirectly. The latter results con-
firmed the role of shared social identity in favor-
ing dishonesty in various forms, as for instance
cheating and omerta, and helped to clarify the role
of loyalty demands toward ingroup cheaters.

Previous research argued that ingroup mem-
bers are less willing to denounce an ingroup
member’s misconduct as compared to an out-
group member’s, due to higher loyalty (Misch
et al., 2018). Here, we do not have enough ele-
ments to clearly disconfirm this suggestion but
advance the idea that people will keep silent on
ingroup members’ misconduct when their posi-
tive social identity is threatened, for instance,
because they have cheated. The role of social
identity protection in an intergroup context has
largely been connected with how people self-reg-
ulate their behavior in social situations (Abrams,
1994; Abrams & Brown, 1989) and how they try
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to regulate other people’s behaviors that can put
their positive social identity at risk (Abrams et al.,
2000). We thus stressed the idea that people’s
morality is largely connected to social identity,
which has a crucial role in their individual
self-concept.

As a matter of fact, when people can reduce
the negative impact of immorality on their moral
self-concept, they mostly pursue this road, some-
times even questioning the meaning of what is
moral (Gino et al, 2013; Shalvi et al., 2015;
Wiltermuth, 2011). For this reason, people are
able to behave badly but also to provide moral
motivations for their actions (Ayal & Gino, 2012;
Bénabou & Tirole, 2006; Mazar et al., 2008).
However, in an intergroup context, people tend to
act as interchangeable members of their group,
and their actions are more likely driven by the
social representation than by the personal self; in
these situations, people are often motivated to
represent their group in the best light possible and
to monitor threat to the social image of their
group whether it is negatively or positively repre-
sented (Ashokkumar et al., 2019; Pacilli et al.,
2022; Rullo et al., 2019). Hence, social comparison
might help to extend personal moral concerns to
group moral concerns, motivating people to main-
tain a moral posture. When people’s social identi-
ties are not saliently activated, they could instead
pursue self-interests by engaging in immoral
behaviors. In regard to people’s reactions to oth-
ers’” unethical behavior, we built our hypothesis on
the idea that when people perceive themselves as
having no sins, they can “cast the first stone” and
are able to denounce unethical behaviors carried
out by other people. On the other hand, people
are more likely to “sin” when among their own
group and, consequently, less likely to denounce
fellow sinners, consistent with the definition of
omerta.

L imitations

This study has several limitations that we hope to
address in future studies. First, the manipulation
of group composition considered only national
social identities. Further studies using minimal

group or different social identities from nationality
could be useful to generalize our results. Moreover,
even though the online context allowed us to
provide participants an anonymous setting that
usually favors the emergence of dishonesty
(Kiesler et al., 1984), a more ecological setting
to replicate our findings is needed.Also, our
experiments produced some noisy effects, for
instance, when participants indirectly blew the
whistle on a noncheating partner; this should be
addressed in future studies. Such a noisy effect was
probably due to the design of our measure of
indirect whistleblowing that was too sensitive to
mistakes due to attention issues. Indeed, we still
believe that measuring whistleblowing by relying
on multiple measures to explore participants’
motivation to blow the whistle or to cover up vio-
lators, over and above the effect of the individual
cost associated with the action of signaling mis-
conduct, is crucial and needs further attention.
Our measures of indirect whistleblowing designed
to assess whether participants would avoid (or
increase their tendency) to blow the whistle when
encouraged by the experimental design was a first
attempt to observe people’s reluctance to blow the
whistle in a diversified way. Another limitation
concerns the fact that we did not directly assess the
perceived salience of social identity after the group
manipulation, thus we could only speculate on its
role in influencing moral concerns. We were con-
cerned that assessing saliency could alert partici-
pants to the nature of our experiments; however,
future research could use a longitudinal design in
which saliency of social identity is assessed at the
first time point (e.g, 1 week before the experimen-
tal task). Further, some of our effects had relatively
low p values and we would be more confident in
these specific results if they were tested in replica-
tion studies.

Notwithstanding the limitations of the pre-
sent experiments, we believe that this study could
strongly contribute to the literature on the role of
social identity in dishonesty and whistleblowing,
For instance, this phenomenon could be studied
in the context of groups that encourage criminal
behavior in order to maintain the safety of group
members. Members of these groups could feel
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more confident that fellow members will not
blow the whistle, specifically because those mem-
bers also believe that others will not blow the
whistle on them.
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Notes

1. Check questions were designed to assess partici-
pants’ understanding of the rules of the task. All
responses had two options, one correct and one
incorrect. All questions were asked after gender,
age, and identification questions, and also after
participants were assigned to conditions but
before they began the experimental task. The
questions were: “How much can you win if you
buy a stock for £3.00?”; “If you buy a stock for
£3.00, how much will your personal capital be?”;
“Which is the probability of winning or losing
independently of the value of the stocks you will
buy?”; “How can you obtain the group bonus?”;
“What happens if you obtain the group bonus?”;
“What will you earn at the end of the task?”

2. One participant in the different nationality—
possible cheating condition had missing data

points. For this reason, we excluded this partici-
pant from the analysis that thus referred to 52
participants.

References

Abrams, D. (1994). Social self-regulation. Personality and
Social Psychology Bulletin, 20, 473-483. https:/ /doi.
org/10.1177/0146167294205004

Abrams, D., & Brown, R. (1989). Self-consciousness
and social identity: Self-regulation as a group
member. Social Psychology Quarterly, 52, 311-318.
https://doi.org/10.2307/2786994

Abrams, D., Marques, J. M., Bown, N., & Henson,
M. (2000). Pro-norm and anti-norm deviance
within and between groups. Journal of Personal-
ity and Social Psychology, 78, 906-912. https://doi.
org/10.1037/0022-3514.78.5.906

Anvari, F., Wenzel, M., Woodyatt, L., & Haslam, S.
A. (2019). The social psychology of whistle-
blowing: An integrated model.  Organiza-
tional Psychology Review, 9, 41-67. https://doi.
org/10.1177/2041386619849085

Ashokkumar, A., Galaif, M., & Swann, W. B., Jr. (2019).
Tribalism can corrupt: Why people denounce or
protect immoral group members. Journal of Experi-
mental Social Psychology, 85, Article 103874. https://
doi.org/10.1016/j.jesp.2019.103874

Ayal, S., & Gino, F. (2012). Honest rationales for dishon-
est behavior. In M. Mikulincer & P. R. Shaver (Eds.),
The social psychology of morality: Exploring the canses of
good and evil (pp. 149—166). American Psychological
Association. https://doi.otg/10.1037/13091-008

Bénabou, R., & Tirole, J. (2006). Incentives and proso-
cial behavior. American Economic Review, 96, 1652—
1678. https://doi.org/10.1257 /aer.96.5.1652

Bernardi, R. A., Banzhoff, C. A., Martino, A. M., &
Savasta, K. J. (2011). Cheating and whistle-blow-
ing in the classroom. In C. Jeffrey (Ed.), Research
on professional responsibility and ethics in accounting
(Vol. 15, pp. 165-191). Emerald. https://doi.
org/10.1108/81574-0765(2011)0000015009

Bernardi, R. A., Landry, A. C., Landry, E. E., Buon-
afede, M. R., & Berardi, M. E. (2016). What
actions can be taken to increase whistle-blowing
in the classroom? Accounting Education, 25, 88—
106. https://doi.org/10.1080/09639284.2015.1
107496

Bernardi, R. A., Larkin, M. B., LaBontee, L. A., Lapierre,
R. A., & Morse, N. C. (2012). Classroom cheating:
Reasons not to whistle-blow and the probability
of whistle-blowing. In C. Jeffrey (Ed.), Research


https://osf.io/pg5je/?view_only=0332239175c3416d9a1c597c5f3ece71
https://osf.io/pg5je/?view_only=0332239175c3416d9a1c597c5f3ece71
https://osf.io/pg5je/?view_only=0332239175c3416d9a1c597c5f3ece71
https://orcid.org/0000-0003-0642-5985
https://orcid.org/0000-0003-0642-5985
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-8856-4374
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-8856-4374
https://doi.org/10.1177/0146167294205004
https://doi.org/10.1177/0146167294205004
https://doi.org/10.2307/2786994
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.78.5.906
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.78.5.906
https://doi.org/10.1177/2041386619849085
https://doi.org/10.1177/2041386619849085
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jesp.2019.103874
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jesp.2019.103874
https://doi.org/10.1037/13091-008
https://doi.org/10.1257/aer.96.5.1652
https://doi.org/10.1108/S1574-0765(2011)0000015009
https://doi.org/10.1108/S1574-0765(2011)0000015009
https://doi.org/10.1080/09639284.2015.1107496
https://doi.org/10.1080/09639284.2015.1107496

18

Group Processes & Intergronp Relations 00(0)

on professional responsibility and ethics in accounting
(Vol. 16, pp. 201-231). Emerald. https://doi.
org/10.1108/51574-0765(2012)0000016011

Brewer, M. B. (1991). The social self: On being the
same and different at the same time. Personality and
Social Psychology Bulletin, 17, 475-482. https://doi.
org/10.1177/0146167291175001

Brewer, M. B. (1993a). Social identity, distinctive-
ness, and in-group homogeneity. Social Cogni-
tion, 11, 150-164. https://doi.org/10.1521/
$0c0.1993.11.1.150

Brewer, M. B. (1993b). The role of distinctiveness
in social identity and group behaviour. In M.
A. Hogg & D. Abrams (Eds.), Group motivation:
Social psychological perspectives (pp. 1-16). Harvester
Wheatsheaf.

Brewer, M. B. (2008). Depersonalized trust and ingroup
cooperation. In J. I. Krueger (Ed.), Rationality and
social responsibility: Essays in honor of Robyn Mason
Dawes (pp. 215-232). Psychology Press.

Brown, R., Gonzalez, R., Zagefka, H., Manzi, J., &
Cehajic, S. (2008). Nuestra culpa: Collective
guilt as a predictor of reparation for historical
wrong-doing. Journal of Personality and Social Psychol-
ogy, 94, 75-90. https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-
3514.94.1.75

Cailleba, P., & Petit, S. C. (2018). The whistleblower
as the personification of a moral and managerial
paradox. M@n@gement, 21, 675-690. https:/ /doi.
org/10.3917 /mana.211.0675

Canty, A., & Ripley, B. (2020). boot: Bootstrap R (§-Plus)
Jfunctions (R package Version 1.3-25) [Computer
software]. Comprehensive R Archive Network
(CRAN). https://cran.t-project.org/web/pack-
ages/boot/index.html

Castano, E., Paladino, M.-P., Coull, A., & Yzerbyt,
V. Y. (2002). Protecting the ingroup stereo-
type: Ingroup identification and the manage-
ment of deviant ingroup members. British
Journal of Social Psychology, 41, 365-385. https://
doi.org/10.1348/014466602760344269

Conrads, J., Irlenbusch, B., Rilke, R. M., & Walkow-
itz, G. (2013). Lying and team incentives.
Journal of Economic Psychology, 34, 1-7. https://doi.
org/10.1016/j.joep.2012.10.011

Cutrera, A. (2015). Tra le acque del pozzo: La mafia ¢ i
mafiosi [Among the waters of the well: The mafia
and the mafiosi]. Il Grano.

Davison, A. C., & Hinkley, D. V. (1997). Bootstrap methods
and their applications. Cambridge University Press.

Deaux, K. (19906). Social identification. In E. T. Hig-
gins & A. W. Kruglanski (Eds.), Social psychology:

Handbook of basic principles (pp. 777-798). The
Guilford Press.

Dungan, J., Waytz, A., & Young, L. (2015). The psy-
chology of whistleblowing. Current Opinion in Psy-
chology, 6, 129-133. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.
copsyc.2015.07.005

Dungan, J. A., Young, L., & Waytz, A. (2019). The
power of moral concerns in predicting whistle-
blowing decisions. Journal of Experimental Social
Psychology, 85, Article 103848. https://doi.
org/10.1016/j.jesp.2019.103848

Ellemers, N., Pagliaro, S., Barreto, M., & Leach,
C. W. (2008). Is it better to be moral than
smart? The effects of morality and compe-
tence norms on the decision to work at group
status improvement. Journal of Personality and
Social Psychology, 95, 1397-1410. https://doi.
org/10.1037/20012628

Gausel, N., Leach, C. W, Vignoles, V. L., & Brown, R.
(2012). Defend or repair? Explaining responses to
in-group moral failure by disentangling feelings of
shame, rejection, and inferiority. Journal of Personal-
ity and Social Psychology, 102, 941-960. https://doi.
org/10.1037/20027233

Gino, F., Ayal, S., & Ariely, D. (2009). Contagion and
differentiation in unethical behavior: The effect
of one bad apple on the barrel. Psychological Science,
20, 393-398. https://doi.org/10.1111/}.1467-
9280.2009.02306.x

Gino, F., Ayal, S., & Ariely, D. (2013). Self-serving
altruism? The lure of unethical actions that
benefit others. Journal of Economic Bebavior &
Organization, 93, 285-292. https://doi.org/10.
1016/j.jebo.2013.04.005

Gino, F., Gu, J., & Zhong, C.-B. (2009). Contagion or
restitution? When bad apples can motivate ethi-
cal behaviot. Journal of Experimental Social Psychol-
ogy, 45, 1299-1302. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.
jesp.2009.07.014

Graham, J., Haidt, J., Koleva, S., Motyl, M., Iyer,
R., Wojcik, S. P., & Ditto, P. H. (2013). Moral
foundations theory: The pragmatic validity of
moral pluralism. In P. Devine & A. Plant (Eds.),
Advances in excperimental social psychology (10l. 47, pp.
55-130). Academic Press.

Gross, J., & De Dreu, C. K. (2020). Rule following
mitigates collaborative cheating and facilitates the
spreading of honesty within groups. Personality and
Social Psychology Bulletin, 47, 395-409. https://doi.
org/10.1177/0146167220927195

Hewstone, M. (1996). Contact and categorization:
Social psychological interventions to change


https://doi.org/10.1108/S1574-0765(2012)0000016011
https://doi.org/10.1108/S1574-0765(2012)0000016011
https://doi.org/10.1177/0146167291175001
https://doi.org/10.1177/0146167291175001
https://doi.org/10.1521/soco.1993.11.1.150
https://doi.org/10.1521/soco.1993.11.1.150
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.94.1.75
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.94.1.75
https://doi.org/10.3917/mana.211.0675
https://doi.org/10.3917/mana.211.0675
https://cran.r-project.org/web/packages/boot/index.html
https://cran.r-project.org/web/packages/boot/index.html
https://doi.org/10.1348/014466602760344269
https://doi.org/10.1348/014466602760344269
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.joep.2012.10.011
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.joep.2012.10.011
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.copsyc.2015.07.005
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.copsyc.2015.07.005
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jesp.2019.103848
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jesp.2019.103848
https://doi.org/10.1037/a0012628
https://doi.org/10.1037/a0012628
https://doi.org/10.1037/a0027233
https://doi.org/10.1037/a0027233
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-9280.2009.02306.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-9280.2009.02306.x
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jebo.2013.04.005
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jebo.2013.04.005
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jesp.2009.07.014
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jesp.2009.07.014
https://doi.org/10.1177/0146167220927195
https://doi.org/10.1177/0146167220927195

Rullo et al.

19

intergroup relations. In C. N. Macrae, C. Stagnor
& M. Hewstone (Eds.), Stereotypes and stereotyping
(pp- 323-368). Guilford Press.

Hofmann, W., Brandt, M. J., Wisneski, D. C., Rock-
enbach, B., & Skitka, L. ]. (2018). Moral pun-
ishment in everyday life. Personality and Social
Psychology  Bulletin, 44, 1697-1711. https://doi.
org/10.1177/0146167218775075

Iyer, A., & Leach, C. W. (2008). Emotion in

Review — of
https://doi.

inter-group  relations.  Ewuropean
Social ~ Psychology, 19, 86-125.
org/10.1080/10463280802079738

Jarvenpaa, S. L., Knoll, K., & Leidner, D. E. (1998). Is
anybody out there? Antecedents of trust in global
virtual teams. Journal of Management Information Sys-
tems, 14, 29—64. https://doi.org/10.1080/074212

22.1998.11518185

Jubb, P. B. (1999). Whistleblowing: A restric-
tive definition and interpretation. Journal
of Business Ethics, 21, 77-94. https://doi.

org/10.1023/A:1005922701763

Kiesler, S., Siegel, J., & McGuire, T. W. (1984). Social
psychological aspects of computer-mediated com-
munication. Awserican Psychologist, 39, 1123-1134.
https://doi.org/10.1037/0003-066X.39.10.1123

Kocher, M. G., Schudy, S., & Spantig, L. (2017). I lie?
We liel Why? Experimental evidence on a dishon-
esty shift in groups. Management Science, 64, 3995—
4008. https://doi.org/10.1287 /mnsc.2017.2800

Lange, K., Kihn, S., & Filevich, E. (2015). “Just
Another Tool for Online Studies” JATOS): An
easy solution for setup and management of web
setvers supporting online studies. PLoS One, 10,
Article €0130834. https://doi.org/10.1371/jour-
nal.pone.0130834

Leach, C. W., Ellemers, N., & Barreto, M. (2007).
Group virtue: The importance of morality
(vs. competence and sociability) in the posi-
tive evaluation of in-groups. Journal of Personality
and Social Psychology, 93, 234-249. https://doi.
org/10.1037/0022-3514.93.2.234

Leib, M., K&bis, N., Soraperra, 1., Weisel, O., & Shalvi,
S. (2021). Collaborative dishonesty: A meta-ana-
Iytic review. Psychological Bulletin, 147, 1241-1268.
https://doi.org/10.1037/bul0000349

Lindblom, L. (2007). Dissolving the moral dilemma of
whistleblowing. Journal of Business Ethics, 76, 413—
426. https:/ /www.jstor.org/stable /25075529

Lopez, Y.,LaVan, H., & Katz, M. (2014). Whistleblow-
ing in organizations: A logit analysis of litigated
cases. fournal of Workplace Rights, 17, 283-302.
https://doi.org/10.2190/WR.17.3-4.c

MacKinnon, D. P., Lockwood, C. M., Brown, C. H.,
Wang, W., & Hoffman, J. M. (2007). The inter-
mediate endpoint effect in logistic and probit
regression. Clinical Trials, 4, 499-513. https://doi.
org/10.1177/1740774507083434

Mael, F., & Ashforth, B. E. (1992). Alumni and their
alma mater: A partial test of the reformulated
model of organizational identification. Journal of
Organizational Behavior, 13, 103-123. https://doi.
org/10.1002/job.4030130202

Marques, J. M., & Yzerbyt, V. Y. (1988). The black
sheep effect: Judgmental extremity towards
ingroup members in inter- and intra-group situa-
tions. European Journal of Social Psychology, 18, 287—
292. https://doi.org/10.1002/¢jsp.2420180308

Marques, J. M., Yzerbyt, V. Y., & Leyens, J.-P.
(1988). The “black sheep effect”: Extremity of
judgments towards ingroup members as a
function of group identification. European Jour-
nal of Social Psychology, 18, 1-16. https://doi.
0rg/10.1002/¢jsp.2420180102

Mazar, N., Amir, O., & Ariely, D. (2008). The dishon-
esty of honest people: A theory of self-concept
maintenance. Journal of Marketing Research, 45,
633-644. https://doi.org/10.1509/jmkr.45.6.633

Mesmer-Magnus, J. R., & Viswesvaran, C. (2005).
Whistleblowing in organizations: An examina-
tion of correlates of whistleblowing intentions,
actions, and retaliation. Journal of Business Ethics,
62, 277-297. https://doi.org/10.1007/s10551-
005-0849-1

Messick, D. M., & Brewer, M. B. (1983). Solving social
dilemmas: A review. In I.. Wheeler & P. Shaver
(Eds.), Review of personality and social psychology (Vol.
4, pp. 11-44). SAGE.

Miceli, M. P., & Near, J. P. (1988). Individual and
situational correlates of whistle-blowing. Per-
sonnel  Psychology, 41, 267-281. https://doi.
org/10.1111/3.1744-6570.1988.tb02385.x

Miceli, M. P., & Near, J. P. (2013). An international
comparison of the incidence of public sector
whistle-blowing and the prediction of retaliation:
Australia, Norway, and the US. Auwstralian Jonrnal
of Public Administration, 72, 433—446. https://doi.
org/10.1111/1467-8500.12040

Miceli, M. P., Near, J. P., & Dworkin, T. M. (2009). A
word to the wise: How managers and policy-mak-
ers can encourage employees to report wrongdo-
ing. Journal of Business Ethics, 86, 379-396. https://
doi.org/10.1007/510551-008-9853-6

Misch, A., Over, H., & Carpenter, M. (2018). The
whistleblower’s  dilemma in young children:


https://doi.org/10.1177/0146167218775075
https://doi.org/10.1177/0146167218775075
https://doi.org/10.1080/10463280802079738
https://doi.org/10.1080/10463280802079738
https://doi.org/10.1080/07421222.1998.11518185
https://doi.org/10.1080/07421222.1998.11518185
https://doi.org/10.1023/A:1005922701763
https://doi.org/10.1023/A:1005922701763
https://doi.org/10.1037/0003-066X.39.10.1123
https://doi.org/10.1287/mnsc.2017.2800
https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0130834
https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0130834
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.93.2.234
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.93.2.234
https://doi.org/10.1037/bul0000349
https://www.jstor.org/stable/25075529
https://doi.org/10.2190/WR.17.3-4.c
https://doi.org/10.1177/1740774507083434
https://doi.org/10.1177/1740774507083434
https://doi.org/10.1002/job.4030130202
https://doi.org/10.1002/job.4030130202
https://doi.org/10.1002/ejsp.2420180308
https://doi.org/10.1002/ejsp.2420180102
https://doi.org/10.1002/ejsp.2420180102
https://doi.org/10.1509/jmkr.45.6.633
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10551-005-0849-1
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10551-005-0849-1
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1744-6570.1988.tb02385.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1744-6570.1988.tb02385.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/1467-8500.12040
https://doi.org/10.1111/1467-8500.12040
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10551-008-9853-6
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10551-008-9853-6

20

Group Processes & Intergronp Relations 00(0)

When loyalty trumps other moral concerns.
Frontiers in Psychology, 9, Article 250. https://doi.
org/10.3389/fpsyg.2018.00250

Motrison, K. R., Fast, N. J., & Ybarra, O. (2009).
Group status, perceptions of threat, and sup-
port for social inequality. Journal of Experimen-
tal Social Psychology, 45, 204-210. https://doi.
org/10.1016/j.jesp.2008.09.004

Neat, J. P., & Miceli, M. P. (2008). Wrongdoing, whistle-
blowing, and retaliation in the U.S. government:
What have researchers learned from the Merit
Systems Protection Board (MSPB) survey results?
Review of Public Personnel Adprinistration, 28,263-281.
https://doi.org/10.1177/0734371X08319153

Near, J. P., & Miceli, M. P. (2016). After the wrong-
doing: What managers should know about
whistleblowing. Business Horizons, 59, 105-114.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.bushor.2015.09
.007

Nolan, T. (2009). Behind the blue wall of silence.
Men and Masculinities, 12, 250-257. https://doi.
org/10.1177/1097184X09334700

O’Sullivan, P., & Ngau, O. (2014). Whistleblowing: A
critical philosophical analysis of the component
moral decisions of the act and some new per-
spectives on its moral significance. Business Eth-
ics: A Enropean Review, 23, 401-415. https://doi.
org/10.1111/beer.12058

Otten, S. (2009). Social categorization, intergroup emo-
tions, and aggressive interactions. In S. Otten, K.
Sassenberg & T. Kessler (Eds.), Intergroup relations:
The role of motivation and emotion (pp. 162—181). Psy-
chology Press.

Pacilli, M. G., Giovannelli, I., Spaccatini, F., Pagli-
aro, S., Brambilla, M., Barreto, M., & Sacchi, S.
(2022). Heroes or traitors? Perception of whistle-
blowers depends on the self-relevance of the
group being reported. Group Processes & Inter-
group Relations, 13684302221123923. https://doi.
org/10.1177/13684302221123923

Pagliaro, S., Ellemers, N., & Barreto, M. (2011). Shar-
ing moral values: Anticipated ingroup respect as
a determinant of adherence to morality-based
(but not competence-based) group norms. Per-
sonality and Social Psychology Bulletin, 37, 1117-1129.
https://doi.org/10.1177/0146167211406906

Pulfrey, C., Durussel, K., & Butera, F. (2018). The good
cheat: In-group benevolence and the justification
of collective cheating. Journal of Educational Psy-
chology, 110, 764-784. https://doi.org/10.1037/
edu0000247

R Core Team. (2020). R: A langnage and environment for
statistical computing [Computer software; version
4.0.3]. R Foundation for Statistical Computing.
https:/ /www.R-project.org/

Rullo, M., Presaghi, F., & Livi, S. (2015). Reactions to
ingroup and outgroup deviants: An experimental
group paradigm for black sheep effect. PLoS Ore,
10, Article e0125605. https://doi.org/10.1371/
journal.pone.0125605

Rullo, M., Presaghi, F., Livi, S., Mazzuca, S., & Dessi, R.
(2017). Time heals all (shallow) wounds: A lesson
on forgiveness of ingroup transgressors learned by
the Feyenoord Vandal fans. Social Sciences, 6, Arti-
cle 83. https://doi.org/10.3390/s0csci6030083

Rullo, M., Monaco, S., Giannini, F., Livi, S., & Pres-
aghi, F. (2019). In the name of truth: People’s
reactions to ingroup and outgroup members who
self-disclose a sevete etror. The Social Science Jour-
naly 56(3), 421-424. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.
s0scij.2018.07.003

Sekerka, L. E., & Bagozzi, R. P. (2007). Moral courage
in the workplace: Moving to and from the desire
and decision to act. Business Ethics: A European
Review, 16, 132-149. https://doi.org/10.1111/
j.1467-8608.2007.00484.x

Shalvi, S., Gino, F., Barkan, R., & Ayal, S. (2015).
Self-serving  justifications: ~ Doing  wrong
and feeling moral. Current Directions in  Psy-
chological ~ Science, 24, 125-130. https://doi.
org/10.1177/0963721414553264

Simmons, J. P., Nelson, L. D., & Simonsohn, U. (2013,
January 17-19). Life after p-hacking [Paper pres-
entation|. Meeting of the Society for Personality
and Social Psychology, New Orleans, LA, United
States. http://doi.org/10.2139/ssrn.2205186

Smith, B. L. (2018). What it really takes to stop sexual
harassment: Psychologists call for a comprehen-
sive approach with real-world impact. Monitor on
Psychology, 49, 36.

Tajfel, H. (1974). Social identity and intergroup behav-
iout. Social Science Information, 13, 65-93. https://
doi.org/10.1177/053901847401300204

Tajtel, H. (Ed.). (1978). Differentiation between social
groups: Studies in the social psychology of intergroup rela-
tions. Academic Press.

Tajtel, H., & Turner, J. C. (1979). An integrative the-
ory of intergroup conflict. In M. A. Hogg & D.
Abrams (Eds.), Intergronp relations: Essential readings
(pp. 94-109). Psychology Press.

Tajtel, H., & Turner, J. C. (1986). The social identity theory
of intergronp bebavior. Nelson-Hall.


https://doi.org/10.3389/fpsyg.2018.00250
https://doi.org/10.3389/fpsyg.2018.00250
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jesp.2008.09.004
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jesp.2008.09.004
https://doi.org/10.1177/0734371X08319153
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.bushor.2015.09.007
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.bushor.2015.09.007
https://doi.org/10.1177/1097184X09334700
https://doi.org/10.1177/1097184X09334700
https://doi.org/10.1111/beer.12058
https://doi.org/10.1111/beer.12058
https://doi.org/10.1177/13684302221123923
https://doi.org/10.1177/13684302221123923
https://doi.org/10.1177/0146167211406906
https://doi.org/10.1037/edu0000247
https://doi.org/10.1037/edu0000247
https://www.R-project.org/
https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0125605
https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0125605
https://doi.org/10.3390/socsci6030083
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.soscij.2018.07.003
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.soscij.2018.07.003
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-8608.2007.00484.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-8608.2007.00484.x
https://doi.org/10.1177/0963721414553264
https://doi.org/10.1177/0963721414553264
http://doi.org/10.2139/ssrn.2205186
https://doi.org/10.1177/053901847401300204
https://doi.org/10.1177/053901847401300204

Rullo et al.

21

Tajfel, H., Turner, J. C., Austin, W. G., & Worchel,
S. (1979). An integrative theory of intergroup
conflict. In M. J. Hatch & M. Schultz (Eds.),
Organizational identity: A reader (pp. 56—65). Oxford
University Press.

Téuber, S., & van Zomeren, M. (2012). Refusing inter-
group help from the morally superior: How one
group’s moral superiority leads to another group’s
reluctance to seck their help. Journal of Experi-
mental Social Psychology, 48, 420—423. https://doi.
org/10.1016/j.jesp.2011.08.014

Travaglino, G. A., & Abrams, D. (2019). How criminal
organisations exert secret power over communi-
ties: An intracultural appropriation theory of cul-
tural values and norms. European Review of Social
Psychology, 30, 74-122. https:/ /doi.org/10.1080/1
0463283.2019.1621128

Uys, T., & Senekal, A. (2008). Morality of principle ver-
sus morality of loyalty: The case of whistleblow-
ing. African Jounrnal of Business Ethics, 3, Article 1.
https://doi.org/10.15249/3-1-74

Van der Toorn, J., Ellemers, N., & Doosje, B. (2015).
The threat of moral transgression: The impact
of group membership and moral opportunity.
Eurgpean Journal of Social Psychology, 45, 609—-622.
https://doi.org/10.1002/¢jsp.2119

Watts, L. L., & Buckley, M. R. (2017). A dual-process-
ing model of moral whistleblowing in organiza-
tions. Journal of Business Ethics, 146, 669—683.
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10551-015-2913-9

Waytz, A., Dungan, J., & Young, L. (2013). The
whistleblower’s dilemma and the fairness—loy-
alty tradeoff. Journal of Experimental Social Psychol-
og), 49, 1027-1033. https://doi.org/10.1016/].
jesp.2013.07.002

Wiltermuth, S. S. (2011). Cheating more when the
spoils are split. Organizational Bebavior and Human
Decision  Processes, 115, 157-168. https://doi.
org/10.1016/j.0bhdp.2010.10.001

Winship, C., & Mare, R. D. (1984). Regression models
with ordinal variables. Awmerican Sociological Review,
49, 512-525. https://doi.org/10.2307 /2095465


https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jesp.2011.08.014
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jesp.2011.08.014
https://doi.org/10.1080/10463283.2019.1621128
https://doi.org/10.1080/10463283.2019.1621128
https://doi.org/10.15249/3-1-74
https://doi.org/10.1002/ejsp.2119
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10551-015-2913-9
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jesp.2013.07.002
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jesp.2013.07.002
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.obhdp.2010.10.001
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.obhdp.2010.10.001
https://doi.org/10.2307/2095465

