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Am I Respected or Not?: Inclusion and Reputation
as Issues in Group Membership
David de Cremer1,3 and Tom R. Tyler2

Six studies examined why and when respect vs. disrespect influences people’s
emotions, self-worth, and behavior. Following relational models of justice, we
argued that people use groups to derive information about the social self and
as such value respect information because it indicates (a) whether or not they
are accepted, and (b) how their status within the group is evaluated. These two
identity concerns were operationalized by means of reinforcing people’s desire
to belong (i.e., the identity concern of acceptance) and concern for reputation
(i.e., the identity concern of one’s status evaluation). In line with predictions,
the first three studies demonstrated that respect matters only among those whose
concerns to belong are made salient. Studies 4–6 further showed that respect only
influenced reactions among those who have strong concerns for reputation. It is
concluded that respect communicates information relevant to people’s identity
concerns—i.e., inclusion and reputation.
KEY WORDS: respect; belongingness; reputation; cooperation; emotions; procedural justice.

Fiona is a newcomer in a middle-sized company and often feels disrespected
by her colleagues, so she begins wondering whether she is “in” or “out.” After
being appointed as the new student representative, Chris notices that his ideas
are frequently made fun of, which makes him seriously worry about whether
he is accepted or not. These situations point out a concern that most people
have experienced, asking “Do others respect me or not?” Throughout our society
(e.g., organizations, teams, close relationships, customer relationships, etc.) there
is an increasing demand for respect (Hill, 2000; O’Connell, 2000; Tyler and Lind,
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1992), leading people to ever greater concerns about whether such respect has
been granted.
The present research aims to examine whether variations in respect people
feel in groups indeed influences their reactions to others in group settings and,
if so, why. To provide an answer to these questions, we argue that not all group
members are equally concerned about issues of respect. Our hypothesis is that
the extent to which people incorporate the group and their relationships with its
members into their self-concept determines how much impact the degree to which
they are treated with respect has on their reactions to respect-related information.
If people draw more of their identity from the group, they are more strongly
influenced by whether others in the group treat them with respect.
Drawing upon relational perspectives on the connection between people and
groups (Tyler and Blader, 2000; Tyler and Smith, 1999), our analysis is based
upon the argument that people use the group as a basis to help define their social
self. To do so they must determine both (1) whether they are included within
groups—i.e., inclusion, and (2) how they are evaluated within the groups to which
they belong—i.e., reputation. To the extent that people are using the group for
self-definitional purposes, they care about both of these issues.
These two identity concerns will be operationalized in two separate ways in
the present research. Issues of inclusion will be operationalized by the salience of
people’s desire to belong—which motivates them to ask whether they are included
in groups. People’s concerns about their position or standing in the group will be
operationalized by their concern about their reputation. The core argument tested
here is that identity concerns (i.e., belongingness and reputation) moderate the
impact of quality of treatment upon people’s attitudes, feelings, and behaviors,
with those whose identity concerns are stronger being more strongly influenced
by whether or not they are treated with respect.
Respect and Social Justice
The importance of respect is widely recognized. One of the basic premises
of many moral philosophies is that people have a moral duty to treat others
respectfully (Hill, 2000; Kant, 1996; Rawls, 1971). As Hill (2000, p. 59) argues,
“respect is . . . something to which we should presume every human being has a
claim, namely full recognition as a person, with same basic moral worth as any
other.” Receiving respect is thus regarded as an element of social justice (Miller,
2001), and “justice and respect are powerfully and inseparably linked” (Miller,
2001, p. 545). Indeed, research on interactional justice (Bies and Moag, 1986), for
example, suggests that people perceive a lack of respect from others as being unjust
(Bies, 2001). Studies find that people react strongly to perceptions of disrespect in
legal/political settings (Anderson, 1999; Emler and Reicher, 1995; Kennedy and
Forde, 1999; Tyler and Huo, 2002), as well as in work organizations (Tyler and
Blader, 2000).
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In fact, justice researchers approach the importance of respect from several
perspectives, noting, for example, that respect promotes the chance of obtaining
good resources (cf. Thibaut and Walker, 1975). However, the relationship between
respect and social justice is supported and elaborated in most detail in the groupvalue model (Lind and Tyler, 1988), the relational model of authority (Tyler and
Lind, 1992), and the group engagement model of cooperation (Tyler and Blader,
2000). These models all assume that people consider the nature of their relationship
to the group and others in it when defining their sense of self (e.g., Sedikides and
Gregg, 2003; Tyler and Smith, 1999), above and beyond their concerns about the
resources that groups supply. One specific type of information that indicates one’s
position and status within the group, and as such influences one’s self-definition,
is whether one feels respected by others in the groups (e.g., Simon and Stürmer,
2003).
Thus, the core argument of the relational model of authority is that people use
groups to define an important part of themselves—their social or collective self
(Sedikides and Brewer, 2001; Tyler and Smith, 1999). As a result, groups shape
self-definitions and judgments of self-worth (Baumeister, 1998; Leary, 2001);
this is an issue that has been addressed by social identity theory (SIT; Hogg
and Abrams, 1988; Tajfel and Turner, 1986) and self-expansion theory (see Aron
and McLaughin-Volpe, 2001 for a recent review and its applications to group
settings). SIT, for example, argues explicitly that groups constitute an integral part
of people’s definitions of their social selves, and self-expansion theory assumes
that due to a central human motivation people in important and close relationships
include others in the self.
Taken together, group memberships and relationships with group members
can thus be seen as an important means to tell people (a) who they are (i.e.,
whether they are an included member or not), and (b) whether they are respected
by the others within the group (i.e., their position/standing within the group).
Because the relational model of authority (Tyler and Lind, 1992) argues that
respect is an identity-relevant dimension (Tyler, 1999), it follows that the two
identity concerns—inclusion and reputation—should influence whether people
care about respect or not. As such, in the present research, we propose that
motives related to these two identity concerns should moderate information about
(dis)respectful treatment, or, in other words, that respect should matter to people,
but particularly so for those in strong need to obtain information about their level
of inclusiveness and reputation.
The second aspect of the relational argument focuses on the type of information that people use to make determinations of inclusion and reputation. Justice
researchers recognize that people look to information about groups to reduce their
uncertainty about the risks involved in group membership (Van den Bos and Lind,
2002). According to Tyler and colleagues (Tyler, 1999; 2001; Tyler and Smith,
1999) the relational argument is that whether people feel that they are treated
with respect by others shapes their judgments about their acceptance within their
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group (inclusion) and about the evaluation of their status within the group (reputation). Thus, respect is not something that people simply intuit by themselves.
It is rather a judgment that emerges from the received treatment from others (see
also Smith and Tyler, 1997). In the present paper, the degree of how respectful
one experiences one’s own treatment to be refers to how worthy and recognized
one feels (see our earlier definition of Hill, 2000), and therefore, it is expected to
communicate information about belongingness and reputation.
Identity Concerns as Moderators of Respect: Salience of Concerns
to Belong and Concerns for Reputation
Which fundamental human motives are related to the identity concerns? First,
central to the effort of self-definition is evaluating belongingness or inclusiveness
to groups. The first identity concern expected to moderate respect is related to this
fundamental motivation of belonging to groups (Baumeister and Leary, 1995).
Research on the need to belong demonstrates that people are fundamentally motivated to belong to valued groups and relationships (e.g., Baumeister and Leary,
1995; Gardner et al., 2000b; Twenge et al., 2001, 2002). As a result of this motive,
people are very attentive to any type of relational information, but particularly
so when their need to belong is unfulfilled (i.e., when they have a high need to
belong). The importance and pervasiveness of this need to belong is reflected
well in research showing that a lack of positive and inclusive social relationships
influences mental well-being negatively, reinforces selective memory for socially
relevant information, and undermines intrinsic motivation (e.g., Berscheid and
Reis, 1998; Deci and Ryan, 2000; Gardner et al., 2000a, b). Thus, reinforcing
people’s desire to belong should be expected to serve as an important moderator
of the influence of respect.
People’s need to belong has been linked to justice concerns. First, Cropanzano
et al. (2001, p. 177) concluded that “the need for belonging could serve as one
mechanism for the relational model” of authority (Tyler and Lind, 1992). Second,
in a recent commentary, Lind (2001) also argued that one reason why people value
fair procedures is because they affirm their sense of belongingness to the group or
organization at hand. In other words, the key assumption of these relational models
of justice “focuses on messages of inclusion” (Lind, 2001, p. 224). Finally, a recent
study by De Cremer (2002) showed that group members used the degree of respect
received by the other ingroup members as a reference point for their decision to
cooperate or not in a public good dilemma, but only when they were considered to
be peripheral rather than core group members. De Cremer explained this effect by
arguing that peripheral group members experienced a strong desire to be included,
making them very sensitive to respect information. What is missing, however, is
direct empirical evidence showing that respect communicates information relevant
to people’s desire to belong.
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The second identity concern relates to how people use the group and their relationships within the group to derive information about whether they are respected
by others. This concern is closely related to Tyler’s (2001) notion of the reputational social self. This distinct aspect of the social self refers to people’s concern
about their position and reputation within the group (Tyler and Smith, 1999). As
early as James (1890), researchers on the self have noted that the self does not only
refer to the physical appearance and one’s mental state, but that people’s sense of
self also includes reputations. Our definition of respect specifically notes that respect is a judgment related to one’s status within the group and relationship at hand,
a definition that converges with the notion of social reputation as used in the literature on delinquency and street culture in inner cities (Anderson, 1994; Emler and
Hopkins, 1990; Emler and Reicher, 1995). For example, Anderson (1994) notes
that young men in inner city communities have such a strong need for respect
by the other community members, because it represents a social evaluation about
their position within that community, thus, their social reputation (see also Emler
and Hopkins, 1990). This focus on reputation suggests that respect can be considered as a psychological construct that captures people’s views of their reputations
as communicated by others. Therefore, we expect that people’s concerns about
reputation should also moderate the effects of whether people are treated with
respect.
These two concerns—need to belong and concern about reputation—are thus
both seen as important to people’s social self-concepts (Sedikides, 2002). As such,
due to their connection to identity issues, both concerns are strongly related to one
another. The literature on the need to belong (Baumeister and Leary, 1995), for example, argues that if the motive to belong is not being met, people are very sensitive
about how they are being evaluated by others, because it may indicate the extent to
which they are accepted or not by others. Research thus suggests that the desire to
belong and concern for reputation share common ground. Indeed, although both
motives have been shown to be related but distinct, people’s lack of social connections (e.g., being abandoned by others, being a peripheral member of society, etc.)
and their feelings of having a deprived status, that is, a low social reputation, often
seem to go hand in hand when negatively influencing people’s mental well-being,
emotions, cognitions and actions (e.g., Baumeister, 1991; Baumeister and Leary,
1995). For example, youngsters lacking social bonds frequently join gangs to feel
included, just as they join them to get a positive social reputation from those gangs
(Jankowski, 1991). All of this suggests that a lack of belongingness and a poor
social reputation or deprived social status often go together, making people focus
more on relational information like respect (e.g., Forsyth, 1991). If people have a
positive reputation, they are most likely to be fulfilled in their need to belong as
well, and as such will not be as attentive to relational information.
Because empirical evidence is first needed that respect communicates information relevant to concerns about belongingness and reputation, the aim of the
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present research should not be to test how belongingness and reputation influence
one another and which direction this influence may take, but rather to demonstrate
first that concerns about belongingness and reputation moderate the effect of respectful treatment. Such an approach suggests that the psychological effect of an
interactional feature like respect depends on how people interpret the situation, and
such different interpretations may vary as a function of people’s concerns, in this
case, belongingness and reputation (cf. Snyder and Cantor, 1998). Thus, by examining the moderating effect of belongingness and reputation, the present approach
enhances our insight in the type of information (belongingness and reputation) a
respectful treatment actually communicates.
The Present Research
In the following line of studies, we will examine whether the salience of
the desire to belong (Studies 1–3) and concerns about one’s reputation (Studies
4–6) moderate the influence of whether one is treated with respect on people’s
emotions, self-esteem, and behavior. The following predictions are thus tested:
Hypothesis 1: It is expected that people will exhibit and display more positive
emotions, self-esteem and behavior when they are treated respectfully rather
than disrespectfully.
Hypothesis 2: The effect of respect (as predicted in Hypothesis 1) is expected to be
more pronounced when people’s concerns about belongingness and reputation
are made salient.
In the present studies respect will be communicated both by participants’
fellow group members in the context of equal-power relationships and authorities
in hierarchical relationships. Although the group-value model (Lind and Tyler,
1988) and the relational model of authority (Tyler and Lind, 1992) address the
effect of respect in hierarchical social relationships, examining respect in equalpower relationships has not received that much attention (for an exception see De
Cremer, 2002; Simon and Stürmer, 2003). In fact, this non-hierarchical perspective
fits well with recent suggestions by social justice researchers. For example, Smith
and Tyler (1997) reasoned that “respect is an important aspect of group membership even when there is no clear authority structure” (p. 157). More recently,
Lind (2001, p. 222), in discussing the importance of feelings of inclusiveness and
belongingness in fair process effects, mentioned that “the . . . threat of exclusion
(i.e., not belonging) manifests itself very starkly in hierarchical contexts . . . but it
can be just as strong in close equal-power relations.”
Further, Tyler (2001, p. 160) argues “The reputational social self . . . should
motivate diverse and unique behaviors, all motivated by the desire to benefit the
group.” Therefore, the present research will use as dependent measures a variety
of human reactions considered to be important to one’s own development within
social interactions: reported self-esteem, emotional reactions, exit behavior, and
cooperation.
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STUDY 1
Study 1 is the first test of the hypothesis that treatment with respect versus
disrespect will influence people’s reactions in social relationships if belongingness concerns are reinforced. For this first test both (dis)respectful treatment and
the salience of the desire to belong are manipulated by means of accessibility
techniques. That is, to manipulate treatment with respect, participants were asked
to recall a situation in which they felt respected versus disrespected. To make
salient people’s desires to belong, we used an existing manipulation that activates the self-construal “I” or the self-construal “We” (see Stapel and Koomen,
2001).
We assumed that the level of the activated self-construal should determine
the extent to which belongingness needs are made more salient: People’s desire to
belong should be less fulfilled if an idiosyncratic and personal identity is activated
rather than an encompassing and collective identity (i.e., the latter is assumed to
satisfy a desire for inclusiveness).
Finally, we examined this interaction hypothesis between respect and salience
of desire to belong on emotional reactions. Recent research shows that if people
feel that they are excluded from groups and relationships, emotional reactions
are easily elicited (see Bourgeois and Leary, 2001; Leary et al., 1998). For example,
people may feel less happy and even hurt, consequently making people think that
the others do not value them as important or positive (Leary et al., 1998).
Although there is an abundance of evidence indicating that feelings of exclusion or rejection elicit negative emotions, little evidence exists that relational
information concerning respect influences people’s positive emotional reactions.
Because the literature on emotions has convincingly shown that in addition to negative emotions positive emotions also need to be assessed to fully understand the
effect of social cues on emotions (Watson et al., 1988), we focus on the experience
of positive emotions in Study 1. Thus, we start from the assumption that people
should experience positive emotions when they perceive themselves as valued by
the others. Taken together, it is predicted that variations in respect will influence
the experience of positive emotions, but only among those whose desire to belong
is reinforced.
Method
Participants and Design
Seventy-three Dutch undergraduate students participated voluntarily and
were each paid 15 DFL (approximately 7 US dollars). The design was a 2 (Quality
of remembered treatment: Respected vs. disrespected) × 2 (Priming: I vs. WE)
between-subjects design. Participants were allocated randomly to the experimental
conditions.

128

de Cremer and Tyler

Procedure
Participants arrived at the laboratory in groups of four people. Each participant was seated in a separate cubicle. After completing in an unrelated study,
participants were presented a paper and pencil task. The total session lasted about
45 min.
As a first part of the study, they were asked to recall a situation in their
department in which they felt respected versus disrespected. They were asked to
write a short story about this specific situation (most stories described situations
of respect or disrespect in the classroom). Thereafter, the priming manipulation
was introduced (see also Stapel and Koomen, 2001). In the “I priming condition,”
participants were asked to write a story about themselves, describing themselves
in neutral descriptive terms. Furthermore, they were instructed that every sentence
they wrote should include one of the following words: I, me, myself, and mine. In
the “We priming condition,” participants were asked to write a story about “who
we are,” using the words we, our, ourselves, and ours.
Thereafter, the dependent measures of Study 1 were solicited. All questions
were answered on 7-point scales (ranging from not at all [1] to very much so [7]).
Because it is important to examine people’s emotional reactions toward relational
information (Tyler and Smith, 1998), and because recent research on procedural
fairness has also started to assess positive affect (e.g. Van den Bos and Spruijt,
2002), we assessed the following positive emotions by asking them to what extent do you “feel positive toward others in your department,” “feel happy in your
department,” “feel comfortable in your department,” “feel cheerful in your department,” and “feel good in you department.” These items were combined to form
one average emotion score (Cronbach’s α = .90).
Results
Manipulation Check
Two judges coded whether the participants wrote down responses related
to feeling respected vs. disrespected. As expected, the two judges confirmed
independently that the large majority of participants’ responses in the respect condition were describing events of positive and respectful relationships with others,
whereas participants in the disrespect condition described events of negative and
disrespectful relationships with others. This suggests that the priming manipulation of remembered respect was successful.
Positive Emotions
A 2 × 2 ANOVA on the average emotion score revealed a significant main
effect of priming, F (1, 69) = 4.69, p < .05, η2 = .06, showing that participants
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Table I. Means and Standard Deviations of Positive
Emotions as a Function of Respect and Priming (Study 1)
Priming
Respect

“I”

“We”

Respect
Disrespect

5.58 (0.63)
4.61 (1.69)

5.55 (0.68)
5.63 (0.86)

Note. Entries are means on 7-point scales, with higher values
indicating higher ratings of positive emotions, respectively;
entries within parentheses are standard deviations.

in the WE-condition experienced more positive emotional reactions than those
in the I-condition (Ms = 5.59 vs. 5.09, SDs = 0.76 and 1.20, respectively).
Also, a marginally significant main effect of Respect was found, F (1, 69) = 3.75,
p < .06, η2 = .05: Participants experienced more positive emotional reactions
when they received respect than when they received disrespect (Ms = 5.56 vs.
5.12, SDs = 0.65 and 1.33, respectively). Finally, a significant interaction between
Respect and Priming emerged with positive emotions, F (1, 69) = 5.21, p < .05,
η2 = .07 (see Table I).
As expected, the respect effect was stronger when participants were primed
with an I prime, relative to a WE-prime. The respect effect was significant in
the I-prime condition, F (1, 71) = 5.63, p < .05, η2 = .07, but not in the WEprime condition, F (1, 71) < 1, η2 = .00. Further, priming revealed a significant
effect within the disrespect conditions, F (1, 71) = 6.63, p < .05, η2 = .08, but
not within the respect conditions, F (1, 71) < 1, η2 = .00.

Discussion
The findings of Study 1 support our predictions: Variations in respect influenced emotional reactions positively, but only among those whose desire to belong
was reinforced (as manipulated by the “I” prime). This suggests that cues of variations in respect communicate important belongingness information, and those
whose desire to belong is reinforced will react most strongly toward variations in
treatment with respect.
Before drawing strong conclusions, however, it is important to replicate this
interaction effect. In Study 1, we reinforced this desire to belong by means of
activating personal (“I”) versus collective-based (“We”) self-construals. Of course,
one could argue that such a manipulation does not directly make salient concerns
related to belongingness, because these types of self-construals can be considered
complex in terms of cognitive and motivational dimensions (e.g., Cross et al.,
2000). Therefore, in Study 2, we made use of an accessibility manipulation aimed
to directly reinforce concerns for belongingness or not by asking participants to
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recall a recent situation in which they (1) felt excluded from the group (i.e., high
need) or (2) felt they were truly a part of the group (i.e., low need).
In Study 2, we also expanded the dependent variable by measuring a key
behavioral option in ongoing social relationships—willingness to leave the group.
One way of solving negative relationships with others is to make use of the
strategy of exit (e.g., leaving the group). Further, research links exit behavior
to group fairness (Olson-Buchanan, 1996). Therefore, we predict an interaction
between the salience to care about belongingness and treatment with respect to
their impact on exit behavior, hypothesizing that for those with a salient desire
to belong variations in respectful treatment will influence people’s decisions to
exit. Conversely, for those whose desire to belong is less salient, no impact of the
respect manipulation on exit behavior is expected.
STUDY 2
Method
Participants and Design
Seventy-three Dutch undergraduate students participated voluntarily and
were each paid 15 DFL. The design was a 2 (Respect: Respect vs. disrespect) ×
2 (Priming: High salience vs. low salience of belongingness concerns) betweensubjects design. Participants were allocated randomly to the experimental
conditions.
Procedure
Participants arrived in groups of six at the laboratory, and each participant
was placed in a separate experimental cubicle, containing a table, a chair and a
computer. Most instructions were communicated on the computer screen, except
for the respect manipulation, which was provided by the experimenter (see below).
Participants were first told that two groups consisting of three persons each
would be formed. Each participant was assigned an identification number. Although participants (six per session) believed that they were assigned different
numbers, they were all given the number 3. Then, it was communicated to them
that they were part of a group consisting of the numbers 2, 3, and 5.
After this, participants were told that both groups had to complete a survival
task. In this task, participants had to read a scenario describing a survival situation
and to rank order the importance of 15 items that, according to them, would be most
relevant to their survival. More specifically, each member would first individually
complete this task. Then, for each group, the experimenter would collect all three
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completed tasks. Once collected, the computer would then randomly select two
group members who would check the three tasks and generate one group response
from it (this response would be compared to the response of the other group).
The selected members were always numbers 2 and 5, so none of the participants
was ever selected. It was told to participants that once these two group members
finished generating the group response, they would write a short note to the third
group member indicating what they thought about the way this person (i.e., the
participant) completed the survival task. This note would be delivered by the
experimenter and constituted the respect manipulation.
While waiting for the note from the other two group members, participants
were asked to recall a situation (for about three minutes) in which they felt they
were either excluded (i.e., salient desire to belong) or were really part of a group
(i.e., no salient desire to belong), and to write this situation down on a piece of
paper. When they finished this need for belongingness manipulation, the experimenter waited for another minute and then went to the cubicle of the participant
to deliver the note (supposedly) written by the other two group members.
The experimenter thus gave participants a note from the other two group
members, which communicated either respect or a lack of respect. This method
has successfully been used in prior research (see De Cremer, 2002), and operationalizes respect by using self-identified criteria in the interactional justice scale
of Moorman (1991), which closely reflects our notion of respect. More specifically, based on this scale we made sure that the note included a reference to
the extent that the other two group members would (a) accept the way the other
completed the task, (b) consider the viewpoint of the other or not, and (c) treat
the other in a friendly and kind way or not. These three criteria are generally
assumed to represent information relevant to determining one’s position with the
group.
In the respect condition, this note said: “We think that your rank order of
items is very much in line with our own decisions and thinking. It seems like we
share the same values and norms. Therefore, we have decided that your completed
task fits well with our completed tasks and as such your responses will be very
helpful to the group.”
In the disrespect condition, this note said: “We think that your rank order of
items is not very much in line with our own decisions and thinking. We think that
you may endorse other values and norms than we do. Therefore, we have decided
that your completed task does not fit well with our completed tasks and as such
we will not use your responses.”
Then, the dependent measures of Study 2 were solicited. All questions were
answered on 7-point scales (ranging from not at all [1] to very much so [7]). To
check the effectiveness of our respect manipulation, participants were asked to
what extent they felt the others respected them. Then, to measure intention to exit,
participants were asked to what extent they would like to leave the group.
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Results
Manipulation Checks
A 2 (Respect) × 2 (Priming) ANOVA on the manipulation check question
revealed only a significant main effect of Respect, F (1, 69) = 107.49, p < .001,
η2 = .61. Participants in the respect condition felt more respected than those in
the disrespect condition (Ms = 5.73 vs. 2.72, SDs = 1.28 and 1.16, respectively).
Priming Responses
Two judges coded whether the participants wrote down responses related to
feeling excluded from a group or feeling part of a group. As expected, the two
judges confirmed independently that the large majority of participants’ responses
in the high need for belongingness condition were describing events of exclusion,
whereas participants in the low need for belongingness condition described events
of inclusion. This suggests that the priming manipulation of belongingness needs
was successful.
Exit
A 2 × 2 ANOVA on the exit score revealed a significant main effect of
Priming, F (1, 69) = 4.24, p < .05, η2 = .06, showing that participants with a
salient desire to belong were less willing to leave the group than were those with no
salient desire to belong (Ms = 2.94 vs. 3.73, SDs = 1.71 and 1.74, respectively).
Also, a significant main effect of Respect was found, F (1, 69) = 5.35, p < .05,
η2 = .07. Participants who received disrespect were more willing to leave the
group than were those who received respect (Ms = 3.77 vs. 2.89, SDs = 1.66 and
1.77, respectively). Finally, an interaction effect between Respect and Priming
emerged, F (1, 69) = 5.53, p < .05, η2 = .07 (see Table II).
As expected, the respect effect was significant when the desire to belong
was salient, F (1, 71) = 10.41, p < .005, η2 = .13, but not when this desire was
Table II. Means and Standard Deviations of Exit as a Function of Respect
and Priming (Study 2)
Priming
Respect

Salient desire to belong

No salient desire to belong

Respect
Disrespect

3.73 (1.82)
3.72 (1.71)

2.05 (1.26)
3.83 (1.65)

Note. Entries are means on 7-point scales, with higher values indicating
higher ratings of willingness to leave; entries within parentheses are standard deviations.
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not salient, F (1, 71) < 1, η2 = .00. Furthermore, salience of the desire to belong
had a significant effect within the respect conditions, F (1, 71) = 9.16, p < .005,
η2 = .11, but not within the disrespect conditions, F (1, 71) < 1, η2 = .00.
Discussion
The findings of Study 2 again provide evidence that variations in respect
matter only when the desire to belong is reinforced. In Study 2, we manipulated
participants’ salience to belong by means of a direct priming measure. In addition, we manipulated the degree of respect by providing participants with direct
feedback concerning the extent to which the other group members evaluated the
participant’s performance. The success of this respect manipulation also clearly
demonstrates that respect is indeed a salient and important relational ingredient
in social interactions (Tyler and Smith, 1999). Although these findings support
our line of reasoning, we replicated this finding to provide further support for this
interactive effect.
A third experiment was conducted that included some changes compared
to Study 2. The first difference is that in Study 3 we use a different measure
of belongingness needs. Finding similar effects and using different measures of
belongingness needs will enhance our belief in the robustness and validity of
the effect. In Study 3 we employ an established and reliable measure to assess
belongingness needs. This measure is the need to belong scale developed by
Leary et al. (2001b), and its development is in line with Baumeister and Leary’s
(1995) argument that although this need should be pervasive among most people,
“naturally one would expect there to be individual differences in strength and
intensity” (p. 499). Moreover, across a series of studies, this scale has shown
to be reliable and predictive of people’s reactions toward social and relational
information (see also De Cremer and Leonardelli, 2003; De Cremer and Alberts,
2004). Thus, it is predicted that those classified as high in the need to belong will
respond strongly toward variations in treatment with respect, whereas this is not
expected to be the case among those classified as low in the need to belong.
Furthermore, in Study 3, we will also make use of a different treatment
with respect manipulation—one that focuses on respect from others in the group.
Because respect is an important relational component, it is necessary that we
test for different operationalizations to ensure the validity of this concept. As De
Cremer (2002, p. 1340) argued: “Of course, with a complex and multidimensional
concept like respect, virtually every possible manipulation of the construct will be
confounded with other concepts. The only way to solve this problem is to study the
idea with a diversity of manipulations and operationalizations” (see also Miller,
2001, for a discussion about the difficulty of defining the concept of respect). In
line with this, it thus seems useful to use a variety of manipulations constituting
a respectful vs. disrespectful treatment. In Study 3, another respect manipulation
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is used. In this study participants receive a note that summarizes the scores of the
other group members on a respect questionnaire. A high score denotes a strong
general tendency to give respect to others, whereas a low score denotes a weak
general tendency to give respect to others.
Finally, to provide further evidence for the robustness of our predicted interaction between the need to belong and respect, we use another behavioral
dependent measure—cooperative behavior. As we mentioned earlier, respect is
expected to influence people’s internal values and motives, consequently leading
to group-oriented behavior (Tyler, 2001; Tyler and Blader, 2000; Tyler and Smith,
1999). One important variable related to group outcomes is cooperative behavior,
because cooperation contributes positively to the effectiveness of groups (Smith
et al., 1995). To assess level of cooperation, we will use the public good paradigm
(see Komorita and Parks, 1994).
STUDY 3
Method
Participants and Design
Ninety-six Dutch undergraduate students participated voluntarily and were
each paid 5 euros (approximately 5 US dollars). The design was a 2 (Respect:
Respect vs. disrespect) × 2 (Need to belong: High vs. low) between-subjects
design. Participants were allocated randomly to the respect conditions.
Experimental Procedure
Upon arrival in the laboratory, participants were placed in an experimental
cubicle containing a computer, a table, and a chair. Participants were led to believe
that all interactions would take place via the computer, which was supposedly
connected to the University server.
Participants were told that they would first participate in a study validating
questionnaires. In this study they were required to fill out the 10-item need to
belong scale of Leary et al. (2001b). This scale includes items such as “If other
people don’t seem to accept me, I don’t let it bother me,” and “I do not like being
alone” (Cronbach’s α = .73). All items were answered on a 5-point scale (1 =
not at all characteristic of me, 5 = extremely characteristic of me). To classify
participants as high versus low in the need to belong, a median split was used
(Median = 3.50, SD = 0.55). But, to avoid ambiguity concerning some participants and to report ANOVAs because the data of Studies 1, 2, and 6 were analyzed
with ANOVAs (due to fact that all variables were manipulated), we excluded those
participants responding with the median score from the analyses (N = 7). This
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classification system left us with a total of 89 participants. The distribution of
high and low need to belong participants was not significantly different between
the respect (40% vs. 60%, respectively) and disrespect conditions (58% vs. 42%),
χ 2 (1, 89) = 2.54, p = .11.
After filling out this questionnaire, an ostensibly second study was introduced
by means of a group decision-making task. The task was introduced as an investment task in which people could earn money for themselves and for their group.
Before starting with the task, each participant was given a participant number;
each participant was given the number 3.
More specifically, participants were told that at the beginning of the group
task, each participant would receive an endowment of 100 chips. Each chip was
said to be worth 0.10 euro cents (thus participants were aware that they could
earn money). Each participant was free to choose any amount they wanted to
contribute (ranging from 0 to 100 chips). It was explained that the total amount
contributed by the group would be multiplied by two and then divided equally
amongst all group members, regardless of their contribution. The amount one
decided not to contribute would accrue entirely to oneself. Thus, if each member
of the group contributed a large portion of their endowment, group members would,
in the end, receive more; yet everyone would receive an equal part, regardless of
their contribution. This situation is specific to a public good dilemma, as it is
characterized by an impossibility of exclusion in a way that once the contributed
money is collected anyone can enjoy it, regardless of whether he or she contributed
(Komorita and Parks, 1994; Olson, 1965). This property creates a temptation for
participants to free ride, that is, to profit from the contributions of others without
making a contribution oneself. After this was made clear, several questions were
asked to see whether participants understood correctly the decision-making task
(all participants did).
Then, the respect manipulation was introduced. It was said that in order to
have an impression about the other group members who were involved, those
people were asked at an earlier stage to respond to a questionnaire. The scores
on this questionnaire were put in a file and this file, including a note with the
scores, was given to participants. In the respect condition, this note communicated
the average score that each of the two other group members received on the
respect scale for others (this scale included four items and they were given to
the participant as additional information). The first group member scored 9.0 and
the second group member scored 8.7. As such, participants were told that their
group members had on average a high score and therefore could be considered as
people who would give respect to others.
In the disrespect condition, this note also communicated the average score
that each of the two other group members received on the respect scale for others.
The first group member scored 5.0 and the second group member scored 4.6. As
such, participants were told that their group members had on average a low score
and therefore could not be considered as people who would give respect to others.
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Table III. Means and Standard Deviations of Cooperation
as a Function of Respect and Priming (Study 3)
Need to belong
Respect

High

Low

Respect
Disrespect

56.02 (28.65)
32.87 (21.00)

40.96 (27.95)
44.52 (26.41)

Note. Entries are means, with higher values indicating
higher levels of contributions; entries within parentheses
are standard deviations.

Then, the dependent measures were solicited. All questions were answered
on 7-point scales (ranging from not at all [1] to very much so [7]). To check the
effectiveness of our respect manipulation, participants were asked to what extent
they thought the other two group members respected the group, and to what extent
the others respected them (r = .91, p < .001). Further, to measure contributions,
participants engaged in two contribution sessions in which they were asked each
time how much they wished to contribute (ranging from 0 to 100 fiches). These
two contribution sessions were averaged to form one contribution score (r = .93,
p < .001).
Results
Manipulation Checks
A 2 (Respect) × 2 (Need for belongingness) ANOVA on the average respect
score revealed only a significant main effect of Respect, F (1, 85) = 159.89, p <
.001, η2 = .65. Participants in the respect condition felt more respected than did
those in the disrespect condition (Ms = 5.47 vs. 2.72, SDs = 1.09 and 0.92,
respectively).
Contributions
A 2 × 2 ANOVA on the average contribution4 score yielded the predicted significant interaction effect between Respect and Need to Belong, F (1, 85) = 5.72,
p < .05, η2 = .06 (see Table III). As expected, the respect effect was significant
among those with a high need to belong, F (1, 87) = 8.43, p = .005, η2 = .09,
but not among those with a low need to belong, F (1, 87) < 1, η2 = .00. Further,
belongingness need had a marginally significant effect within the disrespect conditions, F (1, 87) = 2.78, p < .10, η2 = .03, and no significant effect within the
respect conditions, F (1, 87) = 2.42, p = .12, η2 = .00.
4A

simple slope analysis (including all the participants) showed the same pattern as the ANOVA
concerning the planned comparisons. Among those high in need to belong (1 SD above the mean)
respect was significantly related to average contribution β = .35, p < .05, but not when need to
belong was low (1 SD below the mean), β = .14, p < .32.
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Discussion
The findings of Study 3 are again supportive of our line of reasoning. If the
desire to belong is salient (this time assessed by how strongly an individual’s need
to belong was), they respond significantly to variations in respect from others in the
group. In contrast, when this desire is less salient, variations in respect from others
in the group do not influence people’s reactions. Furthermore, the fact that we used
a different operationalization of belongingness needs and respect makes us even
more confident that our predicted interaction between respect and belongingness
is a valid effect.
The results of our first three studies thus show convincingly that the effect of
respect is a function of how salient the desire to belong is to people. In line with
earlier suggestions (De Cremer, 2002; Lind, 2001), these findings indeed illustrate
that respect communicates important identity information regarding the extent to
which one is included in the group or not and that this information is relevant to
how one defines his or her social self (Sedikides, 2002; Tyler, 2001). As discussed
in the introduction, another identity concern expected to moderate the effect of
respect is how people are evaluated within the group. We argue that this type of
identity dimension should be related to people’s concern for reputation (i.e., the
reputational social self, Tyler, 2001). Therefore, we also wanted to demonstrate
that if people are concerned about their reputations in the group, they will focus
more on how respectfully they are treated. Thus, concerns about one’s reputation
should show the same interaction pattern as demonstrated in our first line of studies
(Study 1–3). This prediction will be tested across a variety of dependent measures.
STUDY 4
Method
Participants and Design
Fifty-two Dutch undergraduate students participated voluntarily and were
paid 2 euros (approximately 2 US dollars). The design was a 2 (Respect from
others: Respect vs. disrespect) × 2 (Concern about reputation: High vs. low)
between-subjects factorial design. Participants were randomly assigned to the
respect conditions.
Experimental Procedure
Participants were approached by a research assistant and asked whether they
were willing to participate in a paper-and-pencil study. When students agreed they
were given the materials and were seated at a table.
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To assess participants’ concern for reputation, they were required to fill out
the recently developed concern for reputation scale (on a 5-point scale, ranging
from 1 = not at all characteristic for me, to 5 = extremely characteristic for me).
This scale consists of seven items: “I am rarely concerned about my reputation,” “I
do not consider what others say about me,” “I wish to have a good reputation,” “If
my reputation is not good, I feel very bad,” “I find it important that others consider
my reputation as a serious matter,” “I try hard to work on my reputation (in my
relationships with others),” and “I find it difficult if others paint an incorrect image
of me.” A factor analysis on these items revealed one factor with an eigenvalue
of 3.36, accounting for 48% of the variance. Factor loadings ranged from .61
to .77. These items were combined to form an average “reputational concerns”
scale (Cronbach’s α = .83). The higher the score the stronger one’s reputational
concerns.
To classify participants as high versus low in concerns for reputation, a
median split was used (Median = 3.28, SD = 0.67). But, to avoid ambiguity concerning some participants and to conduct ANOVAs in order to remain consistent
in presentation across the studies, we excluded those participants responding with
the median score from the analyses (N = 1). This classification system left us
with a total of 51 participants. The distributions of high and low in concerns for
reputation was not significantly different among the respect conditions (53% vs.
47%, respectively) and the disrespect conditions (36% vs. 64%), χ 2 (1, 51) = 1.61,
p = .20.
The respect manipulation was then introduced. As in Study 1, participants
were first asked to recall a situation in their department in which they felt respected
or disrespected. They were asked to write a short story about this specific situation
(most stories described situations of respect or disrespect in the classroom).
Thereafter, the dependent measures of Study 4 were solicited. All questions
were answered on 7-point scales (ranging from not at all [1] to very much so
[7]). To assess reported self-esteem (taken from Leary et al., 2001a), participants
were asked to what extent they felt “they were valued by the persons in their
department,” and “sad about themselves by the treatment of their department”
(reverse-scored) (r = .36, p < .01).
Results
Manipulation Check
Two judges coded whether the participants wrote down responses related
to feeling respect vs. disrespect. As expected, the two judges confirmed independently that the large majority of participants’ responses in the respect condition were describing events of positive and respectful relationships with others,
whereas participants in the disrespect condition described events of negative and
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Table IV. Means and Standard Deviations of Self-Esteem as
a Function of Respect and Concern for Reputation (Study 4)
Concern for reputation
Respect

High

Low

Respect
Disrespect

5.72 (0.56)
3.50 (1.59)

5.46 (1.05)
4.81 (1.45)

Note. Entries are means on a 7-point scale, with higher values indicating higher ratings of self-esteem; entries within
parentheses are standard deviations.

disrespectful relationships with others. This suggests that the priming manipulation of respect was successful.
Self-Esteem
A 2 (Respect) × 2 (Reputation) ANOVA on the average self-evaluation
score revealed, first of all, a significant main effect of Respect, F (1, 48) = 17.72,
p < .001. Participants made a more positive self-evaluation when they received
respect rather than disrespect from others (Ms = 5.59 vs. 4.15, respectively). In
addition, a significant interaction emerged, F (1, 48) = 5.31, p < .05, η2 = .09
(see Table IV).
As expected, the respect effect was stronger when participants experienced
high concern for reputation, relative to low concern for reputation. The respect
effect was significant among those high in concern for reputation, F (1, 50) =
20.99, p < .001, η2 = .29, but not among those low in concern for reputation,
F (1, 50) = 1.84, p < .19, η2 = .03. In the conditions of disrespect, the effect of
concern for reputation was significant, F (1, 50) = 7.14, p = .01, η2 = .12, but
not in the conditions of respect, F (1, 50) < 1, ns, η2 = .00.
Discussion
The findings of Study 4 demonstrated that variations in respect matters most
when people have strong concerns about their reputation in the group. Participants’
self-esteem was influenced most among those with a high concern for reputation.
This result supports the hypothesis that respect is a communicative signal indicating how one is perceived and evaluated by others (cf. Sedikides and Gregg, 2003).
Such social evaluation is often linked to matters of reputation. To enhance the
robustness and generalizability of this finding, replication is needed, preferably
on a broader range of reactions.
Study 5 differed from Study 4 in several respects. First, as in Study 1, Study 4
made use of a recall technique to activate feelings of respect vs. disrespect. In
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Study 5, we manipulated respect by explicitly communicating to participants
whether they were respected or not. Second, we included a more comprehensive
scale of self-esteem in Study 5. Finally, Study 5 will also use emotional reactions
as dependent measures. As argued in Study 1, feelings of exclusion or inclusion
are powerful determinants of emotional reactions, and therefore it is important
to assess such emotions. As in Study 1, positive and negative emotions were
assessed.
STUDY 5
Method
Participants and Design
Seventy Dutch undergraduate students participated voluntarily and were each
paid 2 euros. The design was a 2 (Reputation: High concern vs. low concern) × 2
(Respect: Respect vs. disrespect) between-subjects factorial design.
Experimental Procedure
Participants were approached by a research assistant and asked whether they
were willing to participate in a paper-and-pencil study. When students agreed they
were given the materials and were seated at a table.
As in Study 5, participants’ reputational concerns were assessed again by
means of the reputation scale. These items were combined to form one average reputational concerns scale (Cronbach’s α = .73). The higher the score the
stronger one’s reputational concerns. As in Studies 3 and 4, we used a median split
(Median = 3.57, SD = 0.55), and deleted all participants scoring the median score
(N = 6), leaving us with a total of 64 participants. The distributions of high and
low in concern for reputation was not significantly different among the respect
conditions (53% vs. 47%, respectively) and the disrespect conditions (36% vs.
64%), χ 2 (1, 70) = 1.51, p = .22.
After filling out this scale, students read a scenario and were asked to imagine
as if they recently had experienced the described situation. The scenario read as
follows:
You are a member of a workforce that is responsible for discussing and evaluating the
quality of proposals aimed at improving the efficiency of the company where you work.
This workforce meets at regular times to listen to each other’s ideas and opinions. During
one of these meetings, you have introduced some of your suggestions.

This was followed by the manipulation of respect. Participants in the disrespect condition read: “Immediately you notice that the other members show
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disrespect for you and your ideas.” Participants in the respect condition read:
“Immediately you notice that the other members show respect for you and your
ideas.”
Thereafter, the dependent measures of Study 5 were solicited. All questions
were answered on 7-point scales (ranging from not at all [1] to very much so [7]).
First, to check whether our respect manipulation was successful, participants were
asked to what extent the others gave them respect. Second, to assess participants’
self-esteem (taken from Leary et al., 2001a, b), participants were asked to what
extent they felt “positive about themselves,” “proud of themselves,” and “bad about
themselves” (reverse-scored) (Cronbach’s α = .90). Then, participants’ emotional
reactions were measured. With respect to positive emotions, participants were
asked to what extent they felt “satisfied” and “cheerful” (r = .86, p < .001). With
respect to negative emotions, participants were asked to what extent they felt
“disappointed” and “sad” (r = .76, p < .001).
Results
Manipulation Check
A 2 (Reputation) × 2 (Respect) ANOVA on the respect score revealed only
a significant main effect of Respect, F (1, 60) = 129.90, p < .001: participants
reported receiving more respect in the respect rather than disrespect conditions
(Ms = 5.73 vs. 2.34, respectively).
Self-Esteem
A 2 (Reputation) × 2 (Respect) ANOVA on the average self-esteem score
revealed, first of all, a significant main effect of Respect, F (1, 60) = 129.05, p <
.001: participants reported higher self-esteem when they received respect rather
than disrespect (Ms = 5.71 vs. 2.89, respectively). Also, a significant main effect
of Reputation was found, F (1, 60) = 6.08, p < .05, indicating that people with
low concern for reputation experienced higher self-esteem than those with high
concern for reputation (Ms = 4.61 vs. 3.99, respectively). Finally, a significant
interaction emerged, F (1, 60) = 12.96, p = .001 (see Table V).
As expected, the respect effect was stronger when participants felt a high
concern for their reputation in the group. The respect effect was significant among
those high in concern for reputation, F (1, 62) = 65.65, p < .001, η2 = .51, and
more so than among those low in concern for reputation, F (1, 62) = 11.65,
p = .001, η2 = .15. No significant difference of concerns for reputation in the
disrespect conditions, F (1, 62) = 1.98, p < .17, η2 = .03, or the respect conditions, F (1, 62) = .94, p < .34, η2 = .01, was found.
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Table V. Means and Standard Deviations of Self-Esteem, Positive and Negative
Emotions as a Function of Respect and Concern for Reputation (Study 5)
Concern for reputation
Dependent variables
Self-Esteem
Positive emotions
Negative emotions

Respect

High

Low

Respect
Disrespect
Respect
Disrespect
Respect
Disrespect

5.86 (0.68)
2.13 (0.52)
5.97 (0.79)
2.08 (0.66)
2.26 (1.24)
5.29 (0.78)

5.57 (0.82)
3.64 (1.46)
5.43 (0.53)
3.05 (1.14)
2.10 (1.03)
3.86 (1.55)

Note. Entries are means on 7-point scales, with higher values indicating higher
ratings of self-esteem, negative and positive emotions, respectively; entries
within parentheses are standard deviations.

Positive Emotions
A 2 (Reputation) × 2 (Respect) ANOVA on the average positive emotion5
score revealed, first of all, a significant main effect of Respect, F (1, 60) = 214.67,
p < .001: participants reported higher positive emotions when they received respect rather than disrespect (Ms = 5.70 vs. 2.56, respectively). Also, a significant
interaction emerged, F (1, 60) = 12.50, p = .001 (see Table V)
As expected, the respect effect was stronger when participants felt a high concern for their reputation. The respect effect was significant among those high in
concern for reputation, F (1, 62) = 78.67, p < .001, η2 = .55, and more strongly
so than among those low in concern for reputation, F (1, 62) = 18.93, p < .001,
η2 = .23. No significant effects of concern for reputation were observed in the disrespect conditions, F (1, 62) = 2.06, p < .16, η2 = .03, or the respect conditions,
F (1, 62) < 1, ns, η2 = .00.
Negative Emotions
A 2 (Reputation) × 2 (Respect) ANOVA on the average negative emotion6 score revealed, first of all, a significant main effect of Respect, F (1, 60) =
58.96, p < .001: participants reported more negative emotions when they received disrespect rather than respect (Ms = 4.57 vs. 2.18, respectively). Also,
a significant main effect of Reputation was found, F (1, 60) = 6.52, p < .05,
5A

simple slope analysis (including all the participants) showed the same pattern as the ANOVA
concerning the planned comparisons. Among those high in concern for reputation (1 SD above the
mean) respect was significantly more strongly related to positive emotions, β = 1.05, p < .001, than
when concern for reputation was low (1 SD below the mean), β = .68, p < .001.
6 A simple slope analysis (including all the participants) showed the same pattern as the ANOVA
concerning the planned comparisons. Among those high in concern for reputation (1 SD above the
mean) respect was significantly more strongly related to negative emotions, β = −.86, p < .001,
than when concern for reputation was low (1 SD below the mean), β = −.55, p < .001.
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showing that those with high concerns for reputation reported more negative
emotions than those with low concerns for reputation (Ms = 3.77 vs. 2.98, respectively). Finally, a significant interaction emerged, F (1, 60) = 4.12, p < .05
(see Table V).
As expected, the respect effect was stronger when participants felt a high concern for their reputation. The respect effect was significant among those high in
concern for reputation, F (1, 62) = 30.91, p < .001, η2 = .33, and more strongly
so than among those low in concern for reputation, F (1, 62) = 9.36, p < .005,
η2 = .13. No significant effects of concern for reputation were observed in the disrespect, F (1, 62) = 2.13, p = .15, η2 = .03, or respect conditions, F (1, 62) < 1,
ns, η2 = .00.
Discussion
The findings of Studies 4 and 5 clearly show that reactions toward variations
in respect involve a component of concern about one’s own reputation in the
group. However, these studies operationalized concern about one’s own reputation
by means of a self-developed individual difference scale. Therefore, because of
ambiguities concerning causality, it is also necessary to demonstrate similar effects
across a variety of human reactions under situations in which concern for reputation
is manipulated.
In the social psychology literature, concerns about reputation are often linked
to the concept of accountability. Thus, a manipulation of accountability—as used
in the social psychology literature—should then be expected to reveal similar
results to those of studies 4 and 5, in which concern for reputation was assessed
by means of an individual difference variable. In addition, such a manipulation
would provide us with much - needed causal evidence regarding the relationship
between concern for reputation and respectful versus disrespectful treatment (as
suggested by the relational models of justice). In fact, the literature on accountability is very relevant to the present research, because it specifically addresses
how social situations or interactions can influence how individuals feel and behave (Lerner and Tetlock, 1999; Sedikides et al., 2002). Moreover, regarding our
interest in concerns about reputation, this literature specifically shows that when
individuals feel accountable (i.e., actions are identifiable and others know about
one’s own actions and decisions), they are concerned about how the others view
their actions and decisions. That is, accountability is assumed to activate concerns
about one’s public self-image or social reputation (Lerner and Tetlock, 1999).
Because people seek approval and respect from others for many reasons (e.g.,
self-esteem maintenance, promoting social identity, Baumeister, 1993; Tyler and
Lind, 1992), being accountable toward others is therefore assumed to activate
self-presentational concerns like caring about one’s reputation (Baumeister and
Hutton, 1987).
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Because accountability is assumed to be a multidimensional construct (Lerner
and Tetlock, 1999, p. 255), recent research has revealed that one specific component that is most responsible for the effects of accountability is identifiability (see
Sedikides et al., 2002). If the way you are evaluated or how you act is identifiable to
others, people become concerned about conforming to normative social influences
(Deutsch and Gerard, 1955), and as a consequence are more concerned about their
social reputation. For example, if people are evaluated negatively and others are
aware of this, those under scrutiny will fear for their social reputation. Therefore,
it is hypothesized that increasing identifiability should increase concerns about
one’s reputation. As a result, those who are identifiable should react more strongly
toward variations in respect, whereas those who are not identifiable should not
react to such variations. Study 6 tests this hypothesis.
STUDY 6
Method
Participants and Design
Eighty-four Dutch undergraduate students participated voluntarily and were
each paid 2 euros. Participants were randomly allocated to a 2 (Respect: Respect vs. disrespect) × 2 (Identifiability: Yes vs. no) between-subjects factorial
design.
Procedure
Participants were approached by a research assistant and asked whether they
were willing to participate in a study concerning evaluations and decisions. When
students agreed, they were seated at a table and were given a scenario. Participants
were asked to imagine that the following story actually happened to them. To
enhance the validity and commitment to the task at hand, participants were also
asked to first summarize for themselves what the content of their proposal (as
described in the scenario below) would be. Doing this should make participants
very much personally involved when the proposal was evaluated.
After this information was given, participants read the following: “You are a
member of a workforce that is responsible for discussing and evaluating proposals
aimed at improving the student facilities at your University. This workforce meets
at regular times and during these meetings formulates proposals, which are then
mailed to the University council. During the last meeting of this workforce, you
have launched a new proposal that you will personally defend next week in front of
the University council.” As mentioned earlier, participants now had to summarize
briefly for themselves the content of this proposal.
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Then, the manipulation of respect was introduced. In the disrespect condition,
the scenario read as follows: “During this meeting with the University council you
do not get any respect from the members of this council regarding your proposal.”
In the respect condition, the scenario said: “During this meeting with the University
council you do get a lot of respect from the members of this council regarding
your proposal.”
Thereafter, the identifiability manipulation was introduced. In the identifiability condition, the scenario said: “After this meeting, the University community
(other students, etc.) is informed about whether you personally received respect
or not, and you will also have to provide an explanation about this to the others.” In the no identifiability condition, the scenario said: “After this meeting, the
University community (other students, etc.) is not informed about whether you
personally received respect or not, and you will not have to provide an explanation
about this to the others.”
Then, the dependent measures of Study 6 were solicited. All questions were
answered on a 7-point scale (1 = not at all, 7 = very much so). First, to test
the effectiveness of the respect manipulation, participants were asked to what
extent they felt respected by the members of the University council. To check
for the effectiveness of the identifiability manipulation, participants were asked
to what extent the others will know that they are respected or not by the members of the University council. Furthermore, positive emotional reactions were
assessed by asking participants “how much satisfaction they would experience in
this situation,” and “how sad they would feel in this situation” (reversed-scored)
(r = .72, p < .001). Finally, participants’ self-esteem was assessed by asking
participants “how positive they felt about themselves,” and “how much they felt
valued” (r = .72, p < .001).
Results
Manipulation Check
A 2 (Identifiability) × 2 (Respect) ANOVA on the respect score revealed a
significant main effect of Respect, F (1, 80) = 113.32, p < .001, η2 = .58: participants reported receiving more respect in the respect rather than disrespect
conditions (Ms = 5.05 vs. 1.72, SDs = 1.75 and 1.23, respectively). Also, a significant main effect of Identifiability, F (1, 80) = 7.81, p < .01, η2 = .08, was
found (althought the effect sizes indicate that the effect of respect is significantly
stronger): Participants in the identifiability condition experienced more respect
than did those in the no identifiability condition (Ms = 3.83 vs. 2.95, SDs = 2.26
and 2.16, respectively). No significant interaction was found, F (1, 80) = 2.62,
p < .11.
A 2 (Identifiability) × 2 (Respect) ANOVA on the identifiability check
question revealed a significant main effect of Identifiability, F (1, 80) = 85.53,
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p < .001, η2 = .51: Participants in the identifiability condition felt to a stronger
extent that others would know whether they were respected or not than did those
in the no identifiability condition (Ms = 5.32 vs. 2.37, SDs = 1.32 and 1.62,
respectively). No significant effects for Respect, F (1, 80) = 1.92, p < .17, or for
the interaction, F (1, 80) = 2.36, p < .13, were obtained.
Positive Emotions
A 2 (Identifiability) × 2 (Respect) ANOVA on the average emotion score
revealed, first of all, a significant main effect of Respect, F (1, 80) = 50.88, p <
.001, η2 = .38: participants reported being more satisfied and less sad when they
received respect rather than disrespect (Ms = 4.86 vs. 2.95, SDs = 1.57 and 1.10,
respectively). Also, a main effect of Identifiability was found, F (1, 80) = 15.39,
p = .001, η2 = .16, indicating that participants in the identifiability condition
were more satisfied and less sad than were those in the no identifiability conditions
(Ms = 4.43 vs. 3.38, SDs = 1.65 and 1.48, respectively). Finally, a significant
interaction emerged, F (1, 80) = 3.72, p = .057, η2 = .04 (see Table VI)
As expected, the respect effect was stronger for participants in the identifiability condition compared to those in the no identifiability condition. The respect effect was significantly stronger in the identifiability conditions, F (1, 82) = 29.47,
p < .001, η2 = .26, than in the no identifiability conditions, F (1, 82) = 8.91,
p < .005, η2 = .10. A significant effect for identifiability was found in the respect conditions, F (1, 82) = 10.55, p < .005, η2 = .11, but not in the disrespect
conditions, F (1, 82) = 1.02, p < .32, η2 = .01.
Self-Esteem
A 2 (Identifiability) × 2 (Respect) ANOVA on the average self-esteem
score revealed, first of all, a significant main effect of Respect, F (1, 80) = 56.94,
Table VI. Means and Standard Deviations of Self-Esteem and Emotions
as a Function of Respect and Identifiability (Study 6)
Identifiability
Dependent variables
Emotions
Self-Esteem

Respect

High

Low

Respect
Disrespect
Respect
Disrespect

5.65 (0.98)
3.21 (1.23)
5.37 (1.16)
2.67 (1.01)

4.07 (1.69)
2.68 (0.89)
4.15 (1.64)
2.79 (1.06)

Note. Entries are means on 7-point scales, with higher values indicating
higher ratings of positive emotions and self-esteem, respectively; entries
within parentheses are standard deviations.
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p < .001, η2 = .41: participants reported higher self-esteem when they received
respect rather than disrespect (Ms = 4.76 vs. 2.73, SDs = 1.59 and 1.03, respectively). Also, a significant main effect of Identifiability was found, F (1, 80) =
4.13, p < .05, η2 = .04, indicating that participants in the identifiability condition reported higher self-esteem than did those in the no identifiability conditions
(Ms = 4.02 vs. 3.47, SDs = 1.73 and 1.51, respectively). Finally, a significant
interaction emerged, F (1, 80) = 6.18, p < .05, η2 = .07 (see Table VI)
As expected the respect effect was stronger for participants in the identifiability condition compared to those in the no identifiability condition. The respect effect was significantly stronger in the identifiability conditions, F (1, 82) = 42.19,
p < .001, η2 = .34, than in the no identifiability conditions, F (1, 82) = 8.04,
p < .01, η2 = .09. A significant effect for identifiability was found in the respect conditions, F (1, 82) = 6.24, p < .05, η2 = .07, but not in the disrespect
conditions, F (1, 82) = .11, p < .75, η2 = .00.
Discussion
The findings of Study 6 are again supportive of our line of reasoning. If people
are especially concerned about their reputations, they respond significantly more
strongly to variations in respect from others in the group. In contrast, when people
do not care as much about their reputations, variations in respect from others in
the group do not influence people’s reactions to the same degree.

CONCLUSION
Recent research on procedural justice suggests that within groups and interpersonal relationships the interpersonal concept of respect is an important determinant of people’s reported self-esteem, emotional reactions, and cooperation
(Bies, 2001; Miller, 2001; Tyler, 1999). That is, feeling respected communicates
important social consequences for the social self. In the present paper, we proposed
that a reason why these effects occur is because respectful treatment addresses
two important identity concerns. That is, people use information from the group to
derive information about how they should identify themselves and about how they
are evaluated.
We proposed that these two identity concerns relate to the desire to belong
and to concern for reputation. In line with the moderating effect of belongingness, Studies 1–3 indeed showed that variations in respect influenced a variety of
reactions, but only when people’s desire to belong was reinforced. Furthermore,
Studies 4–6 demonstrated that the effect of respect was indeed moderated by people’s concerns about their reputation (i.e., the reputation social self; Tyler, 1999,
2001). These findings have several important theoretical implications.
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The first major conclusion from our research is that respect matters more
when the fundamental human desire to belong is made salient. That is, three studies
showed that people with a reinforced desire to belong became more sensitive to
variations in respect and used this identity information as a kind of reference
point to evaluate their self-esteem, emotions, and behavioral reactions. These
findings support our argument that information derived from the group is used to
define oneself. That is, people wanting to belong should be particularly sensitive
toward identity information like respect because feeling included enables them
to define themselves as group members. Furthermore, this finding supports the
recent argument by Cropanzano et al. (2001) that the important role of identity
concerns, like respect, in predicting procedural fairness effects may be explained
by the need to belong (see also De Cremer, 2002, and Lind, 2001, for a similar
argument).
It is important (and interesting) to note that no empirical evidence to date,
however, exists demonstrating the importance of salience of belongingness needs
in explaining the effect of respect from others. As such, by using a moderator
approach our studies are the first to empirically demonstrate that respect indeed
communicates important identity information regarding the extent to which people
feel included (Lind, 2001; Tyler and Blader, 2000), and that as a result respect
becomes more important when belongingness needs are made salient or activated.
The second important contribution of our findings is that the influence of
respect is related to identity concerns in that people in groups are concerned about
how they are evaluated. This self-evaluative concern was measured by the extent
to which people care about their reputation among others in the group, and thus
is in line with Tyler’s (1999, 2001) argument that identity information, such as
that conveyed by one’s reputation, has a major impact on people’s reactions when
their reputational social self is salient.
The concept of the reputational social self is used to reflect people’s concerns about their standing within groups, and assumes that once this reputational
social self is salient, people are particularly sensitive toward any identity relevant
information such as that which communicates new information about reputation,
position, or standing within the group. According to Tyler (2001; Tyler and Blader,
2000), one important source of such information is the treatment one experiences
from others in the group. As we hypothesized, the results indeed show that people
react strongly to variations in respect from others, but only when their concern for
reputation was high. This was true both when that concern was manipulated, and
when it was assessed.
As we argued in our introduction, issues of inclusion and reputation are of
central importance to the social self. Theories of the self emphasize that people are
frequently involved in the process of evaluating themselves (e.g., Higgins, 1987;
Leary and Baumeister, 2000; Sedikides and Strube, 1997; Steele, 1999; Tesser,
1988). Because of this self-evaluative function, people are likely to make use of
the relational information that is available when changing their self-esteem (Leary,
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2001). Our results indeed consistently show that respect from others influenced
reported state self-esteem. However, that effect was not unconditional. It was
linked to salience of belongingness needs and concern for reputation. It is only
when people want information about whether they are included in a group and/or
their position in that group that people are influenced by their treatment by others.
When people’s social identities are clear to them, they are less influenced by
relational information, such as the respect of others. These findings as such may
be seen as supportive of the fact that self-esteem is a reflection of the extent to
which one is accepted by others and the reputation one receives from others (see
also sociometer theory; Leary and Baumeister, 2000).
Another dependent measure that we frequently used across our studies was
emotional reactions. Ample evidence exists that when people do not feel valued
or included by their interaction partners, negative feelings like hurt and sadness
may be elicited (Leary et al., 1998). In a similar vein, feeling accepted and valued
is likely to elicit positive affective responses (Bourgeois and Leary, 2001). This
line of thinking fits well with the affective component of sociometer theory, which
proposes that information about belongingness will influence state self-esteem via
the mechanisms of affective arousal (i.e., an important aspect of self-esteem is
believed to be affective in nature, Baumeister, 1998).
A final type of dependent measure that we used was behavioral reactions
such as cooperation. In the procedural justice literature not much attention has
been devoted yet to understand the role of relational concerns in explaining fair
process effects on cooperation. Exceptions include Tyler and Blader’s (2000) work
on the group-engagement model, which explains why procedural fairness impacts
cooperative behavior in work settings (respect was one of the most important
underlying concerns), and De Cremer’s (2002) demonstration that contributions
to a public good were strongly influenced by the degree of respect received,
especially when group members did not feel included.
Our research complements and extends this research line by demonstrating
that respect not only influences cooperation, but also non-cooperative behaviors
such as leaving the group. Future research may want to include a broader range
of behavioral measures. In addition, future researchers may also want to vary the
degree of interdependence (e.g. Kelley and Thibaut, 1978), because Lind (2001)
recently argued that procedures and the associated relational concerns have a
stronger impact when people are interdependent with one another. Thus, it is
necessary to examine whether the influence of respect as a function of concerns
for belongingness and reputation varies when level of interdependence is high vs.
low.
The present findings also have implications with respect to the concept of
belongingness needs. More specifically, the present research supports the validity
of the underlying premise that people differ in the extent to which they desire to
strengthen their connections with others (Baumeister and Leary, 1995), as such
opening possibilities to more directly examine the role of belongingness needs in
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cognitive and motivational aspects of social relationships (see Berscheid and Reis,
1998; Deci and Ryan, 2000; Gardner et al., 2000a,b).
In the present research, we manipulated the salience of people’s desire to
belong by means of one existing accessibility method whereby self-construals
are activated (see Stapel and Koomen, 2001), and one new accessibility method
whereby participants have to recall situations of exclusion versus inclusion. In
addition, we also assessed individual differences in need to belong by means of the
recently developed need to belong scale (see Leary et al., 2001a,b). It is our hope
that future researchers may develop a wider array of cognitive and motivational
techniques aimed at reinforcing the fundamental motive of belongingness, as this
may help us in further unravelling the psychology of respect (Tyler, 2001).
Before closing, some limitations and strengths need to be mentioned. A potential limitation is that we only manipulated concerns for reputation in an indirect
manner. That is, we manipulated the extent to which people were identifiable to
others when receiving respect versus disrespect. The social psychology literature
notes that when people know that they will be evaluated by others, concerns for
reputation increases (Lerner and Tetlock, 1999). Future research may be needed to
find out how concerns for reputation may be manipulated in a more direct manner.
An important strength of our approach is that we were able to demonstrate
the effect of respect as a function of concerns about belongingness and reputation
in equal-status relationships. According to Lind (2001), there should be no difference between hierarchical and equal-status situations regarding the effects of fair
procedures and treatment, and our results indeed show that respect (particularly as
a function of concerns for reputation and belongingness) influenced cooperation
in equal-status situations.
The most important strength of our approach, however, is that the present
research is the first to provide experimental data demonstrating that people care
about respect for identity-based reasons. Over the last decade or two, procedural
justice research has devoted considerable attention to the importance of treatment
with respect in shaping fair process effects (see e.g. the group-value model; Lind
and Tyler, 1988; Tyler and Lind, 1992). However, to date, little is known about
the psychology of these effects. The studies described here provide a clear link
between respect and identity-based concerns. The insights of the present research
are important as they help us to understand why exactly respect should matter
in influencing people’s reactions. As it stands now, we can confidently say that
respect matters because it communicates information relevant to people’s identity
concerns: “Do I belong and where do I stand?”
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