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[bookmark: _Hlk116471587][bookmark: _Hlk4590438]Abstract
Collective punishment (CP) is often considered as unfair as it involves the punishment of group members not involved in the transgression. However, CP may be driven by utilitarian motives: The desire to deter other group members from committing future offenses. The present research investigated whether individuals’ tendency to punish due to utilitarian motives predicts support for CP as a function of people’s perceptions of group malleability (the belief that groups can learn and change, i.e., a growth mindset). In Studies 1 and 2, we assessed utilitarian motives and manipulated the perceived malleability of groups. In Study 3 we assessed perceived group malleability and manipulated motives for justice (deterrence vs. retribution). Across studies, the dependent variable was participants’ support for CP. Results consistently showed that utilitarian (but not retributive) motives increased support for CP and this was amplified by beliefs towards a growth mindset. We discuss the relevance of these findings for social justice and malleability mindset literature. 	Comment by Dan Confino: It should be reduced to 150 words

Keywords: utilitarian motives, collective punishment, malleability mindset, deterrence, intergroup-relations





[bookmark: _Hlk109372692][bookmark: _Hlk116471613]When Growth Mindset Backfires:
The Effect of the Perceived Malleability of Groups and Utilitarian Motives on Support for Collective Punishment
[bookmark: _Hlk109775992]Collective punishment refers to punitive acts taken against an entire group for a transgression committed by one or few individuals, while the other group members bear no responsibility (Falomir-Pichastor, Staerklé, Depuiset, & Butera, 2007; Miceli & Segerson, 2007; see also Cushman, Durwin & Lively, 2012; Gaertner, Iuzzini, & O’Mara, 2008). Conversely to collateral damage, where punishment of innocent group members is often accepted as the unwanted but necessary means of doing justice and punishing the offender (e.g., Falomir-Pichastor, Pereira, Staerklé, & Butera, 2012), collective punishment rather means that all the other group members are intentionally punished for the offense conducted by one or few of its members.  
[bookmark: _Hlk113643487]Collective punishment is therefore at odds with laypeople's moral intuition (e.g., Hart, 1968) and the International Humanitarian Law (e.g., Geneva conventions, 1949). Furthermore, collective punishment can be counterproductive (Dickson, 2007), particularly in intergroup relations (Darcy, 2007). For instance, collective punishment often bears negative connotations, eliciting legal and moral aversion, and sparking controversy. Collective punishment can also enhance group solidarity (Levinson, 2003), which may, in some circumstances, cut against the goals of its supporters. Nevertheless, throughout history, collective punishment has been practiced, cutting across various cultures, societies and domains such as sport and education (e.g., Tavares, 2014). For example, entire nations suffer from retaliatory reactions to the wrongdoing of few of its members; entire school classes are disciplined for wrongdoing by one or two class members, and all members of an organized fan club are prevented from entering stadiums because of an act of violence or turmoil committed by some members of the club. These instances illustrate that collective punishment is an omnipresent phenomenon. 
 	Surprisingly, research on collective punishment remains scarce despite its theoretical and practical relevance. The goal of the present research is therefore to increase our understanding of the processes associated with individuals’ support for collective punishment, namely by focusing on beliefs that groups are more or less able to learn and change (i.e., perceived group malleability). We will investigate people’s support for collective punishment within actual as well as fictional intergroup conflict contexts. By using different scenarios, we aim at extending the scope of inquiry to different situations that, despite their differences, reflect what we conceptualize as collective punishment. 
[bookmark: _Hlk109939314]Normative theories about punishment can be differentiated into two broad approaches: a deontological/retributive approach, according to which punishment should be proportional to the offense, and a teleological/utilitarian approach, which contends that punishment is justifiable as to the extent to which it deters others from committing future offenses. These two approaches also resonate with people’s individual motives (or punishment goals): Retributive motives aim at closing the injustice gap by giving wrongdoers (or their representatives) what they deserve for their deeds. By contrast, utilitarian motives aim at controlling and changing the future behavior of actual or potential wrongdoers (i.e., deterrence). Notably, punishment as deterrence only makes sense if the punished wrongdoer (or anybody who witnesses the punishment) learns that this is what happens when you misbehave. In other words, utilitarian motives for punishment necessarily depend on perceiving the target as being able to learn and change—as “malleable”. Perceiving a target as unable to learn and change (“fixed”) would render utilitarian punishment pointless.
Research suggests that utilitarian motives are also relevant for collective punishment (e.g., Berent, Pereira, & Falomir-Pichastor, 2017; Heckathorn, 1988, 1990; Weiss, Cortright, Lopez, & Minear, 1997). Thus, in the present research we contend that the utilitarian motives driving support for collective punishment are contingent on the belief that group characteristics and behaviors are malleable—that the group is able to (morally) learn and change. Past research refers to beliefs about the more or less capability of individuals and groups to change as a “mindset” of malleability, which ranges from a fixed mindset in which people are perceived as not able to learn and change, to a growth mindset in which people and groups are perceived as able to learn and change. Despite the apparent relevance of the beliefs about group malleability for punitive motives (Yeager, Miu, Powers, & Dweck, 2013; Paul, 2019; Peleg-Koriat, Weimann-Saks, & Halperin, 2020), little research has addressed the relationship between perceptions of group malleability and punitive preferences (and justice-related motives) in the context of punishment with few exceptions, which are discussed below (e.g., Moss, Lee, Berman, & Rung, 2019). Therefore, the current research sought to investigate whether the relationship between utilitarian motives for collective punishment is moderated by people’s belief in the capacity of group members to learn and change (i.e., perceived group malleability). 
Why Do We Punish Uninvolved People?
[bookmark: _Hlk113644786][bookmark: _Hlk109947903][bookmark: _Hlk109947884]In the face of a transgression, different motivations may lead both victims and third parties to seek punishment for the offender (e.g., Boonin, 2008; Tan & Xiao, 2018; Vidmar & Miller, 1980; Carlsmith, & Darley, 2008). Among these motivations, retribution constitutes one of the most important motives for punishment (see Carlsmith, 2006). Accordingly, past research showed that the motivation to punish an offender depends on offender responsibility (e.g., Darley & Pittman, 2003; Darley & Schultz, 1990; Feather, 1996; Miller, 2001) and the severity of the offense (Carlsmith, 2006). Retribution also plays a role in the support for collective punishment (Berent et al., 2017). For instance, collective punishment can be justified by attributing responsibility to the entire group for the misbehavior of one or a few of their members (e.g., passive or indirect responsibility; Lickel et al., 2000), or by considering the entire group as a relevant target for punishment given the strong perceived association between the offender and the other group members (e.g., Cushman et al., 2012; Lickel, Miller, Stenstrom, Denson, & Schmader, 2006; Gaertner et al., 2008; Sjöström & Gollwitzer, 2015). Accordingly, support for collective punishment may be related to the perception that group members seem interchangeable (i.e., group entitativity; Pereira & van Prooijen, 2018). Finally, when it is impossible to only punish the offender (e.g., because the offender is unidentified or unreachable), in order to do justice, the punishment can be directed towards the whole group including both the offender and uninvolved or innocent individuals (see the concept of collateral damage; Falomir-Pichastor et al., 2012). However, conversely to collective punishment, collateral damage accepts the punishment of innocent individuals as a regrettable but necessary means to punish the offender.
That being said, collective punishment can also be motivated by utilitarian motives, such as the prevention of future offenses (Berent et al., 2017; Heckathorn, 1990; Nagin, 1998; Carlsmith, Darley, & Robinson, 2002). For instance, collective punishment can facilitate cooperation (Gao, Wang, Pansini, Li, & Wang, 2015). Collective punishment can also be supported in order to deter group members from committing future offenses (Berent et al., 2017). Indeed, deterrence-based punishment can be directed not only at previous offenders (i.e., to prevent recidivism), but can also result in general deterrence directed at prospective future offenders. In that sense, collective punishment would convey a message to the offender, the offender’s ingroup (including potential future offenders), and society in general that such offenses are not tolerated (e.g., Gollwitzer et al., 2014; Sjöström et al., 2018). Thus, this utilitarian understanding of collective punishment reflects rather forward-looking considerations (i.e., preventing future offenses), whereas retributive motives reflect rather backward-looking considerations (Carlsmith et al., 2002; Goodwin & Gromet, 2014).
In the present research we suggest that the extent to which utilitarian motives (i.e., deterrence) increase support for collective punishment should depend on the extent to which people believe that the group to which the offender belongs is actually capable of “moral change” (e.g., Weimann-Saks, Peleg-Koriat, & Halperin, 2019). The extent to which offenders are perceived as more (malleable) or less (fixed) able to learn and change can shape punitive attitudes (e.g., Carroll, Perkowitz, Lurigio, & Weaver, 1987: Cochran, Boots, & Heide, 2003). Therefore, examining the role that beliefs about group malleability play in the link between utilitarian motives and endorsement of collective punishment is paramount to enhance our understanding of these complex processes. In order to shed light on this issue, we turn now to the extensive work on people’s implicit theories (Dweck, 2008) and consider whether perceived group malleability could shape the relationship between utilitarian/deterrence motives and support for collective punishment. 
 Malleability Mindset of Groups 
A growth, malleable or incremental mindset, as opposed to a fixed mindset, refers to the belief that people are able to learn and that personality characteristics (intelligence, personality, or moral character) can therefore change over time (Dweck, 2008; Rattan & Georgeac, 2017). General perceptions regarding the “nature” of groups as being more or less able to learn and change constitute a continuous dimension (from a fixed versus malleable mindset), along which people tend to be normally distributed (Gervey, Chiu, Hong, & Dweck, 1999). Research has shown that beliefs about the malleability of human nature is related to different outcomes in different fields (e.g., academics, social relationships, and physical health; Lüftenegger & Chen, 2017). Although implicit beliefs may be regarded as a relatively stable characteristic (e.g., Dweck et al., 1995), experimental research suggest that it can be situationally manipulated by different means (e.g., Burkley, Curtis, & Hatvany, 2017; Goldenberg et al., 2018; Halperin, Russell, Trzesniewski, Gross, & Dweck, 2011; for replicability concerns see Li & Bates, 2019; Mueller & Dweck, 1998; Dweck 2008).
Beliefs about the malleability of personal abilities and characteristics appear to be domain-specific (Dweck, Chiu, & Hong, 1995; Levy et al., 2001; Hughes, 2015). Of particular relevance for the present research, past research also indicates that belief in malleability can also be group-specific. Beliefs about group malleability refer to the fact that social groups have basic moral values and beliefs that can more or less be significantly changed (Halperin et al., 2011), which can have real consequences for intergroup relations (Levy et al., 2001; Rattan & Georgeac, 2017). For instance, individuals who tend to perceive groups as able to learn and change (rather than as fixed) construe intergroup settings as less threatening (Simão & Brauer, 2015).
[bookmark: _Hlk52662275][bookmark: _Hlk52662296][bookmark: _Hlk139805385]Regarding individuals’ responses to wrongdoing, past research has shown that the perceptions of group malleability are related to less aggressive desires (Yeager et al., 2013), lower expectations of recidivism, less punitiveness (Tam, Shu, Ng, & Tong, 2013; Erdley & Dweck, 1993; Gervey et al., 1999; Yeager, Trzesniewski, Tirri, Nokelainen, & Dweck, 2011), greater willingness to forgive (Iwai & Carvalho, 2020), and more compassionate legal assessment (Weimann-Saks et al., 2019). Relatedly, perceived group malleability is also related to greater support for restorative and rehabilitative measurements (Paul, 2019; Peleg-Koriat, Weimann-Saks, & Halperin, 2020), for negotiation and education rather than punishment (Chiu, Hong, & Dweck, 1997), and for restorative justice meetings and to preferences for rehabilitation over punishment (Moss et al., 2019. However, past research has also shown that perceptions about group malleability can both positively and negatively relate to endorsement of punishment, and that this link is moderated by factors such as individuals’ gender (Confino, Schori-Eyal, & Falomir-Pichastor, 2023) or political orientation (Confino, Schori-Eyal, Gur, & Falomir-Pichastor, 2022). 
[bookmark: _Hlk143644592]Thus, past research showed that perceptions of malleability are, in general, negatively related to harsher punishment and positively to more lenient (restorative) punishment. However, past research also suggests these believes can relate differently to punishment as a function of individuals’ motivations, indicating that more research is needed in order to better understand the role that a belief about malleability can play in punishment motives. This need appears to be of particular relevance regarding the specific beliefs about the malleability of groups, on the one hand, and support for collective punishment, on the other hand. According to the revised literature, we reasoned that support for collective punishment can be particularly driven by utilitarian motives such as deterring innocent members of the group from committing an offense in the future, and that this effect should be stronger when perceptions of group malleability are high (i.e., when individuals believe group members can learn and change). 
Overview and Hypotheses
The present research aimed at increasing our understanding of people’s support for collective punishment by investigating the specific joint contribution of utilitarian motives and malleability mindset of groups. We reasoned that beliefs in group malleability constitute a potential and relevant moderator of the effect of utilitarian motives on support for collective punishment. More specifically, the link between deterrence motives and support for collective punishment should be strengthened specifically when individuals’ perception of group malleability is high. 
We conducted three studies in order to test this hypothesis. Since we consider that our reasoning applies to different contexts, we decided to test this hypothesis whilst using different situations and methods. Thus, we employed different scenarios depicting a real incident (Study 1) or a fictional incident (Studies 2 + 3), and recruited relatively involved (Study 1) or uninvolved (i.e., third-party observers; Studies 2 &3) participants. In Studies 1 and 2, we manipulated malleability mindset of groups (malleable vs. fixed) and measured utilitarian motives. In order to test the specific role of utilitarian motives, in both studies we also assessed participants’ endorsement of retributive motives. In Study 3, we assessed participants’ malleability mindset of groups (malleable vs. fixed) and experimentally manipulated justice motives (deterrence vs. retribution). We then informed participants about an intergroup offense which was conducted by a handful of group members who acted on their own responsibility. Then, we asked participants to indicate the extent to which they would support a punitive response targeting all group members, including those uninvolved in the initial offense (i.e., collective punishment). In Study 1, participants belonged to the victim group of the initial offense; in Studies 2 and 3, they were prompted to picture themselves as uninvolved observers.
[bookmark: _Hlk113647640]The main hypothesis is that participants’ perception of group malleability moderates the relationship between utilitarian motives and collective punishment—a perceived group malleability by utilitarian motives interaction effect. Since perceptions of group malleability refer to the belief that group members can learn and change, utilitarian motives such as the prevention of future offenses should predict support for collective punishment to a greater extent in a malleable mindset, compared to a fixed mindset. Accordingly, we also assumed that perceived group malleability should not (or should to a lesser extent) moderate the link between retributive motives and support for collective punishment. 
Study 1
The first study was conducted in response to real events that took place in January 2019 in the context of Israeli-Palestinian conflict, in the course of which some policies of collective punishment were implemented (Khawaja, 1993; Jamjoum, 2002). Some of these practices may be perceived as acts of “collateral damage”, where there is tolerance to harm caused to innocent people in the pursuit of harming the target. However, these policies were explicitly directed against the whole group including both the offender and uninvolved or innocent individuals, and therefore this research adhered to the concept of collective punishment (Falomir-Pichastor, Pereira, Staerklé, & Butera, 2012). Furthermore, in this Study we tested our main hypothesis in the context of an intractable conflict in which participants' ingroup was directly involved. Intractable conflicts correspond to conflicts that involve a long history of rivalry and failed attempts at peace-making (Bar-Tal, 2001). 
Methods
Participants and Procedure
The participants were all Jewish Israelis who were recruited by an Israeli sampling service. Originally, we aimed at recruiting approximately 100 participants per experimental condition. However, due to technical issue relating to the sampling service, we could only collect data from 180 participants. In addition, following an IP address control, 21 participants were deleted from analyses due to the suspicion that they were filled out by the same users who took the questionnaire multiple times. In order to rule out the possibility of direct personal involvement, we removed additional 5 participants residing in close proximity to the region where the incident depicted in the vignette (see below) took place (i.e., Judah and Samaria). Thus, the final sample consisted of 154 participants with ages ranging from 19 to 74 years (M = 44.53, SD = 16.34), including 78 men and 76 women, residing in different locations in Israel, mostly in larger cities. Although the final sample (N = 154) was smaller than the initially intended, a sensitivity power analysis conducted on G*Power, using a 2x2 ANOVA as a proxy of our quasi-experimental design, and assuming an  of 0.05 (two-tailed) and a power of 0.80, revealed that this sample was sufficiently powered to detect a medium-size effect (f = 0.22). 
In the first phase of the study, we initially assessed participants’ endorsement of motives for justice, then randomly assigned them to one of the two experimental conditions (mindset: malleable vs. fixed), and finally assessed their beliefs in group malleability (manipulation check). In the second phase, we asked participants to read a vignette describing an intergroup aggression within the Israel-Palestine conflict, and to indicate the extent to which they endorsed different Israeli responses to the transgression depicted in the vignette. Finally, participants completed demographic questions, were fully debriefed and asked to provide their participation consent. The three studies described here were approved by the ethical commission of the first author’s institute.
Materials and Measures
General justice concerns scale. In order to assess participants’ general tendency to seek justice independently of a specific context, we used a 9-item scale (Hirschberger, Pyszczynski, & Ein-Dor, 2015). Responses to these items were provided on a 7-point scale ranging from 1 (strongly disagree) to 7 (strongly agree). The items were designed to measure two motives: retribution and utilitarianism. An initial exploration of data suggest that the participants might have misunderstood one retributive item that was reverse-coded (i.e., “You don’t insist on being right if other people find it pointless”), which phrasing was convoluted and might have been confusing to participants. This item was therefore removed from further analyses. Of the remaining 8 items, four assessed utilitarian motives (α = .58; “You conduct yourself by reason, and not by what feels right “, “Your friends know that you would never get into an argument that you couldn’t gain something from”, “You do things to achieve a specific goal, and not because it’s the right thing to do” and "During an argument you try to be rational and practical"); the other four measured retributive motives (α = .56; “Your feeling of justice is very important to you”, “You don’t insist on being right even if other people find it pointless”, “You are willing to incur losses for the sake of being right", and "When somebody hurts you, you want to get back at them"). Unfortunately, the internal consistencies (i.e., Cronbach’s Alpha coefficients) of both sub-scales were not satisfactory, which was also the case in the original study (Hirschberger et al., 2015), and we addressed this issue in the next study (see discussion). The correlation between the utilitarian motives and retribution was moderate, r(154) = .435, p < .001.[footnoteRef:2]  [2:  The internal reliability of the retributive score (but not that of the utilitarian score) improves when deleting one item (α = .65). Given that results did not change when using this 3-item score, we decided to describe results with the original 4-item score. ] 

Experimental manipulation of perceived group malleability. In order to manipulate the belief in the malleability of groups, the study was presented to participants as a reading comprehension task (see Halperin, Russell, Trzesniewski, Gross, & Dweck, 2011). Participants read one of the two versions of a text which were ostensibly based on a scientific article published in a prestigious psychological journal. The two versions of the text were identical except for key words or expressions, and both versions described research and case studies on the topic of aggressive tendencies in groups. Neither version referred directly to the Israeli–Palestinian context in any way. However, one article contended that groups are capable of change, whereas the other contended that groups are unlikely to change. Participants in the malleable condition learned that the detrimental characteristics associated with conflicts should not be seen as a fixed state but explained by context and circumstance (e.g., ‘The article’s findings show that the violence and hostility that accompanied most of the conflicts examined changed throughout the years’). Those in the fixed condition learned that conflicts cannot change (e.g., ‘The article’s findings show that the violence and hostility that accompanied most of the conflicts examined did not change over the years’). A minimum time of 90 seconds was applied in order to prevent the participants from moving on to the next page without reading the text. This was followed by three multiple choice items (e.g., "What is the message of the study?") in order to make participants reflect upon the text, thereby strengthening its message.
Scenario. The scenario described in a vignette was based on the accounts of a real event that occurred in Israel on December 13th 2018.[footnoteRef:3] The incident was a shooting attack carried out by a Palestinian unidentified perpetrator or perpetrators, against Israeli soldiers and citizens. The vignette was introduced as an abbreviated version of a real report that had been published in Israeli news agency "Ynet" on web edition; "Two IDF soldiers were killed and two other people were seriously wounded Thursday in a shooting attack in the West Bank, north of Jerusalem (...) The military wing of the Hamas terror group praised the attack but stopped short of claiming responsibility". The vignette was a brief description or reminder of the event. Since the event took place roughly one month prior to the administration of the study and since it received quite wide publicity in Israel, we could assume that most of the (if not all) participants still remembered the occurrence. The vignette did not provide any reference to the actual response from Israel.  [3:  https://www.haaretz.com/israel-news/four-reported-seriously-wounded-by-gunfire-near-west-bank-settlement-1.6743674] 

Dependent Variables
Manipulation check. We assessed beliefs in group malleability with a 4-item scale developed by Halperin et al. (2011; α = .84; e.g., “As much as I hate to admit it, you can’t teach an old dog new tricks — Groups can’t really change their basic characteristics”). Responses were provided on 6-point scales ranging from 1 ‘strongly oppose’ to 6 ‘strongly agree’. We computed an average score in such a way that higher scores reflect a higher perception of group malleability. 
Support for collective punishment. Following the vignette, we asked participants to rate their support for three possible Israel responses against all Palestinian group: 1) ‘Israel should inflict closure on the main Palestinian cities in the west bank’, 2) ‘Israel should install check posts on main roads connecting Palestinian villages’, and 3) ‘Israel should narrow down the provision of unnecessary goods to the Palestinian authority’.[footnoteRef:4] Scales ranged from 1 (strongly oppose) to 7 (strongly support). We computed an average score of the three items (α = .81).  [4:  Two additional items were used to assess support for relatively lenient forms of collective punishment: "To deprive temporarily entry permits form Palestinians who work in Israel" and "To freeze the monetary aid to the Palestinian authority". As these forms represent frequently used practices that regularly affect a part of the Palestinian population, we excluded these two items from our main dependent variable. ] 

Demographics. Finally, we collected socio-demographic information about the participants, including gender, age and place of residence.
Results
Manipulation check. As expected, participants’ perceptions of group malleability were higher in the malleable condition (M = 3.98, SD = 1.18) than in the fixed condition (M = 3.17, SD = 1.17), t(152) = 4.28, p < .001, Cohen's d = .68. 
Support for Collective Punishment
[bookmark: _Hlk109347083]Means, standard deviations and correlations between dependent variables are presented in Table 1. To test our hypothesis, we used Hayes’ (2018 version 3.3) PROCESS bootstrapping command (model 1: 5,000 iterations). Motives for justice (standardized scores) was introduced as the predictor, and the experimental condition (-1 = fixed and +1 = malleable) was the moderator. In the first analysis we used utilitarian motives sub-scale, whereas in the second analysis we used the retribution sub-scale. 
Utilitarian motives. The analysis using the utilitarian motives sub-scale revealed a significant unconditional effect for utilitarian motives (b = .46, SE = .12), t(150) = 3.75, p < .001, CI = [.22, .71], ηp2 = .086, but not for perceived group malleability (b = -.06, SE = .12), t(150) = 0.50, p = .61, CI = [-.30, .18], ηp2 = .002. As expected, the analysis revealed a significant utilitarian motives × perceived group malleability interaction effect (b = -.26), SE = .12, t(150) = -2.16, p = .03, CI = [-.51, -.02], ηp2 = .03. These results remained significant even when controlling for the effect of retributive motives.[footnoteRef:5] As shown in Figure 1, the simple effect of utilitarian motives on collective punishment was significant in the malleable condition (b = .73, SE = .18), t(150) = 3.93, p < .001, CI = [.36, 1.10], ηp2 = .093, but not in the fixed condition (b = .19, SE = .16), t(150) = 1.20, p = .23, CI = [-.12, .52], ηp2 = .010. Thus, participants in the fixed condition supported collective punishment regardless of their general utilitarian motives, whereas participants in the malleable condition supported collective punishment as a function of their general utilitarian motives: the higher the utilitarian motives, the higher their support for collective punishment.[footnoteRef:6] [5:  The analysis additionally introducing retributive motives as a covariate showed a significant unconditional effect for utilitarian motive (b = .44, SE = .13), t(149) = 3.20, p < .01, CI = [.16, .71], ηp2 = .066, but no unconditional effect for perceived group malleability (b = .06, SE = .12), t(149) = 0.50, p = .61, CI = [-.18, .30], ηp2 = .002. As expected, the analysis revealed a significant utilitarian motives × perceived group malleability interaction effect (b = -.26, SE = .12, t(149) = 2.13, p = .034, CI = [-.51, -.02], ηp2 = .030, ΔR2 = .10.]  [6:  Given that preliminary analyses via SPSS’ explore (stem-and-leaf plots and extreme statistics) indicated the presence of outliers, the main hypothesis was also tested via a robust regression analysis (MASS package from R). The results of this analysis were similar to those of the ordinary least squares (OLS) regression, and the critical utilitarian motives × group malleability interaction remained significant: t(150) = 2.27, p < .03, suggesting that the outliers did not actually influence the results of the OLS regression. Furthermore, the residual standard errors for the robust regression model (1.71) and for the ordinary OLS regression (1.52) were similar. Accordingly, we decided to describe the results of the OLS regression in the main document.] 

Retributive motives. The analysis including the retribution sub-scale revealed a non-significant effect for retributive motives (b = .24, SE = .12), t(150) = 1.88, p = .062, CI = [-.01, .49], ηp2 = .023. The perceived group malleability main effect (b = -.07, SE =.12), t(150) = 0.56, p = .57, CI = [-.32, .18], and the retributive motives × malleability mindset of groups interaction effect (b = .17, SE = .12), t(150) = 1.38, p = .16., CI = [-.07, .43], ηp2 = .013, were also not significant. Finally, these results did not change when controlling for the effect of utilitarian motives.
Discussion
The goal of Study 1 was to test our hypothesis in a context of high relevance for participants, as they were belonged to one of the groups in conflict—i.e., the one victim of the initial offense in the vignette. First, we observed a main effect of utilitarian motives on support for collective punishment. More importantly, and in agreement with our main hypothesis, we found that perceived group malleability moderated the link between utilitarian motives and support for collective punishment. More specifically, utilitarian motives predicted support for collective punishment in the malleable condition, but not in the fixed condition. Thus, the results of Study 1 suggest that the belief that groups are malleable played an important role specifically in the relationship between utilitarian (but not retributive) motives and support for collective punishment: utilitarian motives are related to support for collective punishment as far as participants believe that the target group can learn and change.
One important limitation of this study is the weak internal consistency of the utilitarian and retribution sub-scales. This limitation is not particular to the present research, but has already been an issue in Hirschberger et al.’s (2015) study. Therefore, we decided to conduct another study in which we used another measure for justice motives. In addition, we also embraced this opportunity to test our hypothesis in a completely different intergroup context using a different sample of less involved participants. 
[bookmark: _Hlk110025713]Study 2
Methods 
Participants and Procedure
[bookmark: _Hlk114271949]We recruited two hundred twenty-two American adults through Amazon Mechanical Turk (Buhrmester, Kwang, & Gosling, 2011). Participants were compensated according to the standards in MTurk (roughly equals to $1). As in Study 1, our aim was to have approximately 100 participants per experimental condition. Given the anticipated loss of participants who would not respond to the full questionnaire, we extended our initial sample size to 222. To be eligible, participants had to be over 18 years of age and reside in the U.S. Out of the 222 participants, 169 completed the study. We removed 3 participants from the dataset because they failed a simple attention check (i.e., in one item the participants were instructed “please choose to a moderate degree”). We also removed 32 cases due to unreasonably long completion times, which was defined as less than half the median completion time (549/2 = 274.5; 16 participants) or over twice the median time (549x2 = 1098; 16 participants). The final sample consisted of 134 participants with ages ranging from 18 to 72 years (M = 37.89, SD = 12.05; 71 male and 63 female). Unless otherwise indicated, the procedure and materials were similar to those used in Study 1. Means, standard deviations and correlations between measured variables are provided in Table 2. A sensitivity power analysis conducted on G*Power, using a 2x2 design as a proxy of our quasi-experimental design, and assuming an  of 0.05 (two-tailed) and a power of 0.80, revealed that the final sample (N = 134) was sufficiently powered to detect a medium-size effect of f = .24.
Materials and Measures
[bookmark: _Hlk113636043][bookmark: _Hlk113635961]Punishment Orientation Questionnaire. In order to assess participants’ general tendency to seek justice with respects to an offender, independently of the specific context, we used the 17-item scale developed by Yamamoto and Maeder (2019). Responses were provided on a 7-point scale ranging from 1 ‘strongly disagree to 7 ‘strongly agree’. This scale not only disentangles retribution from utilitarian motives, but also differentiates between subtypes of each (prohibitive versus permissive). Thus, this scale comprises of four motives for justice sub-scales: Prohibitive Utilitarianism, which refers to limiting punishment based on utility (e.g., "Punishment should be about looking forward to improve society, not backward to address the criminal’s misdeeds."; α = .86); Permissive Utilitarianism, which refers to the willingness to give strict punishment based on the benefits thereof (e.g., "An overly harsh punishment may be necessary to prevent others from committing the same crime."; α = .88); Prohibitive Retribution, which refers to the aversion to punishing innocent people (e.g., "Catching more guilty people isn’t worth the expense of false convictions."; α = .61); and Permissive Retribution, which refers to the desire for just deserts (e.g., "Even if society would not benefit at all from punishing a guilty person, he should still be punished because he deserves it."; α = .85). Of course, our predictions focused on the utilitarianism scores, and that we did not have specific predictions distinguishing between permissive and prohibitive utilitarianism. However, it is worth noting that both utilitarian sub-scales differ in the willingness to apply strict punishment in order to achieve that goal. We retained the original scale structure and computed four average scores (one for each sub-scale), in such a way that higher scores reflect stronger motive endorsement. 
Experimental manipulation of perceived group malleability. We used the same manipulation of beliefs in group malleability employed in Study 1 (Halperin et al., 2011). However, in this study we merely asked participants to summarize the main message of the text in one sentence (instead of the 3 items used in the previous study) in order to strengthen the manipulation. This open-ended item appeared at the bottom of the page in which the reading text was presented.
Scenario. The scenario depicted a made-up intergroup conflict between two fraternities in an unspecified American university on the East Coast. Prior to the description of the incident, participants were informed that the two fraternities had a history of "vehement competition over different issues…" and that "Despite the mutual dislike and suspicion, no violent incidents were recorded between the two fraternities". The incident involved a violent act carried by unidentified members of one fraternity against the members of the adversarial fraternity. As a result of that incident, two members of the offended fraternity were injured and required medical care. As the perpetrators could not be identified, no individual sanctions could be imposed on them.
Dependent Variables
Manipulation check. Following the experimental manipulation, we assessed beliefs about whether groups have a malleable versus fixed nature as in Study 1 (see Halperin et al., 2011). 
However, in the current study scales ranged from 1 (strongly oppose) to 7 (strongly agree). We computed an average score so that higher scores reflect higher perception of group malleability (α = .93).
Support for collective punishment. In order to increase the external validity of our findings, in this study we assessed support for collective punishment in a different way, without explicitly stating the way collective punishment would be implemented. Following the description of the offense, we first asked participants to rate their support for inflicting a sanction on the entire fraternity to which the perpetrators were affiliated on a single-item scale (i.e., "In your opinion, to what extent should all the members of Gamma fraternity be sanctioned in one way or another"; 1 - not at all agree, 7 – absolutely agree). Subsequently, participants were also asked to respond to 3 additional items in which they had to evaluate a collective punishment response as legitimate, fair, and understandable (1 = not at all to 7 = absolutely). These three items were used in order to have a more comprehensive assessment of participants’ support for collective punishment (see Berent et al., 2017; study 3). Given the high correlation between these four items, we computed an average score across all of them (α = .93).
Demographics. Finally, we asked participants to provide demographic information, such as gender and age.[footnoteRef:7] [7:  Due to the nature of the scenario, we also asked participants to indicate whether they were or not members in any fraternity. Forty-three participants (32.1%) indicated to belong to a fraternity. Since the reported results did not vary when controlling for this membership, we did not consider this variable in the manuscript. ] 

Results
Manipulation check. First, we tested the effectiveness of the experimental manipulation. As expected, the perception of group malleability was higher in the malleable condition (M = 4.63, SD =1.52) as compared to the fixed condition (M =3.54, SD = 1.66), t(132) = 3.94, p < .001, CI [.54, 1.63].
Support for collective punishment. To test our predictions, we used Hayes’ (2018 version 3.3) PROCESS bootstrapping command (model 1: 5,000 iterations). Four analyses were conducted with each of the four justice motives subscales (standardized scores) as predictors, and the experimental manipulation (-1 = fixed and +1 = malleable) as the moderator. 
Permissive utilitarianism. The analysis including the permissive utilitarianism scale revealed a significant unconditional effect for permissive utilitarianism (b = .66, SE =.11), t(130) = 5.62, p < .001, CI = [.43, .89], ηp2 = .196, but no significant unconditional effect for perceived group malleability, t(130) = -1.37, p = .17, CI = [-.39, .07], ηp2 = .014. As expected, the permissive utilitarianism × group malleability interaction was significant (b = .28, SE = .11), t(130) = 2.40, p = .018, CI = [.05, .51], ηp2 = .042. As shown in Figure 2, the simple effect of permissive utilitarianism was significant both in the malleable condition (b = .94, SE = .17), t(130) = 5.38, p < .001, CI = [.60, 1.29], ηp2 = .183, and in the fixed condition (b = .38, SE = .15), t(130) = 2.41, p < .017, CI = [.06, .69], ηp2 = .043. However, this effect was stronger in the malleable condition. Thus, as compared to the fixed condition, permissive utilitarian motive predicted to a greater extent support for collective punishment in the malleable condition: the higher permissive utilitarian motive, the higher support for collective punishment.[footnoteRef:8] [8:  Preliminary analyses indicated again the presence of outliers. Thus, we also tested the main hypothesis via a robust regression analysis, as in Study 1. The results of this analyses were again similar to those observed in the OLS regression, and the critical permissive utilitarian × groups malleability interaction remained significant: t(130) =2.16, p < .04, suggesting that the outliers did not actually influence the results of the OLS regression. Finally, the residual standard errors for the robust regression (1.00) and for the ordinary OLS regression (1.35) were similar. Therefore, for simplicity reasons, we decided again to describe the results of the OLS regression in the main document.] 

Prohibitive utilitarianism. The analysis including prohibitive utilitarianism did not reveal any significant unconditional effects, neither for prohibitive utilitarianism (b = -.02, SE = .13), t(130) = 0.20, p = .83, CI = [-.29, .23], ηp2 < .001, nor for the manipulation of perceived group malleability, t(130) = 1.28, p = .20, CI = [-.43, .09], ηp2 = .013. Furthermore, the prohibitive utilitarianism × group malleability interaction effect was not significant (b = .016, SE = .13), t(130) = 0.12, p = .90, CI = [-.24, .27], ηp2 < .001. 
Permissive retribution. In the case of permissive retribution, the analysis revealed a significant unconditional effect for permissive retribution (b = .71, SE = .11), t(130) = 6.20, p < .001, CI = [.48, .94], ηp2 = .228, but no significant unconditional effect for the perceived group malleability (b = .17, SE = .11), t(130) = 1.49, p = .11, CI = [-.05, .39], ηp2 = .017. In addition, the permissive retribution × group malleability interaction effect was not significant (b = -.18, SE = .11), t(130) = -1.62, p = .103, CI = [-.41, .03], ηp2 = .020. 
Prohibitive retribution. The analysis revealed a significant unconditional effect for prohibitive retribution (b = -.34, SE = .12), t(130) = 2.66, p = .009, CI = [-.59, -.08], ηp2 = .052. However, the unconditional effect for the group malleability manipulation, t(130) = 1.47, p = .14, CI = [-.43, .06], ηp2 = .016, and the prohibitive retribution × group malleability interaction effect (b = -.24, SE = .12), t(130) = 1.93, p = .055, CI = [-.50, .01], ηp2 = .028, were not significant. 
Discussion
In this study we sought to examine our main hypothesis in a different intergroup context whilst using a different measure of utilitarian concerns. Results provided additional support for the hypothesis that beliefs in group malleability played an important role in the extent to which utilitarian motives predicted support for collective punishment. Specifically, we found that participants’ general tendency to punish for permissive utilitarian motives overall increased support for collective punishment. As expected, this effect was stronger in the malleable condition than in the fixed condition. 
This study extends the findings of Study 1 in three different ways. First, Study 2 was conducted with an American sample and using a completely different scenario, thus showing that the main hypothesis is confirmed across different societies, contexts and offenses. Second, this study used a different measure of motives for justice compared to Study 1. Third, and unexpectedly, this study elucidates the specific type of utilitarian motives that accounts for the predicted interaction: permissive versus prohibitive. More specifically, the present results showed that the predicted interaction between malleability mindset of groups and utilitarian motives on the support for collective punishment was significant only for permissive utilitarian motives. This result suggests that perceived group malleability increases support for collective punishment specifically when people have a greater inclination to dole out punishment for utilitarian reasons (i.e., punishment based on benefits to ensure public safety and deterrence). The interaction including prohibitive utilitarianism was not significant. Despite the distinction between prohibited and permissive utilitarianism was actually not the focus of the present research, these findings seem of great relevance and future research is welcome in order to better understand the effect of perceived group malleability as a function of specific utilitarian motives.
Despite the encouraging results obtained in Studies 1 and 2, both studies had a central limitation: we used a quasi-experimental design in which we always measured (instead of manipulated) utilitarian motives for justice. Another limitation of these two studies relates to the fact that endorsement of utilitarian motives is strongly correlated to endorsement of retributive motives, and that the reliability of the scales was weak (mainly in regarding Study 1). Finally, we always introduced the scale at the beginning of the questionnaire, and this measure was therefore assessed unrelated of the offense and the punishment context. Thus, in order to provide consistent evidence to our main hypothesis whilst manipulating motives for justice in a way related to the offender and punishment context, we conducted a third study. In Study 3 we first assessed individuals' beliefs in group malleability and then experimentally manipulated the motives for justice (i.e., utilitarian vs retributive motives).
Study 3
In order to provide a more informative test about the role of justice motives, in this study we manipulated the salience of either utilitarianism versus retributive motives, but also included a control condition. Therefore, our design consists of three conditions (retribution vs. deterrence vs. control) and a measured (but not manipulated) continuous moderator: participants' perceptions of group malleability. Finally, the offense scenario of support for collective punishment was similar to that used in the previous study.
Methods 
Participants and Procedure
[bookmark: _Hlk109344263][bookmark: _Hlk109344513]We recruited American adults through Amazon Mechanical Turk. In exchange for their participations, participants received monetary compensation (approximately $0.5), in accordance with the standards on MTurk. To be eligible, participants had to be over 18 years of age and reside in the U.S. In order to determine the sample size of the present study, we conducted an a-priori power analysis using G*Power3 (Faul, Erdfelder, Buchner, & Lang, 2009) in which we used a 3x2 ANOVA as a proxy of our quasi-experimental design (6 groups and df = 2). We assumed a power of 80% and an alpha value of .05. Despite the differences between this study and the previous study regarding the experimental design, we used the effect size observed in Study 2 for the predicted interaction between utilitarian motives and malleability mindset of groups effect (ηp2 = .039, f = .20). This analysis suggested a sample size of 241 participants. 
Out of the 249 participants who completed the study, 227 passed the screening items approved that they had completed the survey diligently and that we could use their data. As in Study 2, this study was conducted on Mturk and we then removed 53 participants for excessively short or long duration times, which was defined again as less than half the median time (380/2 = 190; 22 participants) or more than twice the median time (380x2 = 760; 31 participants) (see Leys, Ley, Klein, Bernard, & Licata, 2013). Finally, inspection of the data via SPSS’s explore (stem-and-leaf plots and extreme statistics) indicated the presence of 11 outliers who scored over 6.5 on the malleability mindset or under 3.3 on the support for collective punishment, whom we removed from the main analyses (see Results section). The final sample consisted of 163 participants with ages ranging 22 to 67 years (M = 34.93, SD = 10.08; 105 male and 56 female; 2 participants did not indicate their gender). Despite the high and unexpected dropout observed in this study, a sensitivity power analysis conducted on G*Power, and using a 2x3 design as a proxy, revealed that the study was sufficiently powered even with the reduced sample size to detect a medium-size effect of f = .24.
Materials and Measures
Beliefs in group malleability.  Prior to the manipulation of justice motives, we assessed beliefs about whether groups have a malleable versus fixed nature with the same four items as in the two previous studies (see Halperin et al., 2011). As in Study 2, we used 7-point scale, but relabeled them as 1 (strongly disagree) to 7 (strongly agree).[footnoteRef:9] As in previous studies, we computed an average score so that higher scores reflect higher groups malleability (α = .74; M = 2.88, SD = 1.11). [9:  In this study we also included 3 items assessing the belief in malleability in general terms; "What has been in the past will continue in the future and there is no way to really change the future", "Certain negative phenomena can be changed, but the basic ways of the world cannot be changed" and "The world has a certain order and there is nothing that can be done to change it" (Cohen-Chen, Crisp, & Halperin, 2015). These items were only used in order to convince the participants that first section of the questionnaire constituted a separate study dealing with beliefs about malleability.] 

Experimental manipulation of the salience of justice motives. We manipulated the salience of the justice motives by asking participants to reflect on either retribution or deterrence. We developed this manipulation upon the rationale that priming people with attributes of motives for justice would activate the respective motive. The attributes were taken from previous research showing that retributive motives imply a focus on the severity of the offense and the intentionality of the deed, whereas utilitarian motives imply a focus on the publicity of the punishment and the likelihood of repeat offenses (see Carlsmith, 2006; Carlsmith & Darley, 2008). Building upon these findings, participants in the retributive motive condition were prompted to focus on the severity of the offense and the means to do justice; participants in the deterrence condition were prompted to focus on the possibility of future offenses (e.g., recidivism) and the means to prevent them. More specifically, participants in the retribution condition were instructed to think about "the extent to which the offense was severe and challenged general justice, and how university authorities could make justice for what happened". In contrast, those in the deterrence condition were instructed to think about "the possibility this might happen again, and how university authorities could prevent potential recidivism". A minimum time restriction was set in order to ensure that participants spent adequate attention on the manipulation page. We also invited participants to write down their thoughts if they wanted. Participants in the control condition did not receive any instructions. The inclusion of a control condition was made in order to distinguish the specific effect associated with each motive.
Dependent Variables
Support for collective punishment. Following the manipulation of the motives for justice, we first asked participants to rate their support for inflicting a sanction on the entire fraternity to which the perpetrators belonged. Given that the items used in Study 2 could be considered as justifications for collective punishment, rather than a measure of support for it, in this study we used a different, newly developed 3-item scale ("All members of Gamma should be punished", "I support punishing all members of Gamma", "Punishment should be taken against all members of Gamma"; response scales ranged from 1 ‘strongly disagree’ to 7 ‘strongly agree’). We computed an average from the responses to the three items (M = 5.59, SD = .77; α = .53). The internal consistency of this scale was unexpectedly low given the strong similarity between the items, and increased by removing the second item (α = .62), which was weakly correlated to the other two (r =.15 and r = .22, respectively) whereas the other two items were correlated moderately (r =.45). However, given that results were similar regardless of whether we included or not this second item, we describe the results including the original 3 items. 
Demographics. Finally, we asked participants to provide demographic information, such as gender and age. Due to the nature of the scenario, we also asked participants to indicate whether they were or not members of any fraternity.
Results
Support for Collective Punishment. To test our predictions, we computed two orthogonal (Helmert-coded) contrasts from the three justice motive conditions. The first contrast (C1) compared the retribution (-1) and deterrence (+1) conditions (where the control condition was coded as 0). The second contrast (C2) compared the control condition (-2) to the retribution (+1) and deterrence (+1) conditions. We then regressed participants’ support for collective punishment on mindset (standardized continuous variable ranging from fixed to malleable), C1, C2, and the two interactions between mindset and each contrast, respectively. 
The analysis revealed a significant main effect for perceived group malleability (b = -.24, SE =.06), t(157) = 4.04, p < .001, CI = [-.35, -.12], ηp2 = .095. Support for collective punishment decreased as perceived group malleability increased. As expected, the C1 (retribution vs. deterrence) × group malleability interaction effect was also significant (b = .21, SE = .06), t(157) = 3.20, p = .002, CI = [.08, .35], ηp2 = .062, whereas the interaction between C2 (control vs. others) and group malleability was not significant (b = -.01, SE = .04), t(157) = 0.16, p = .86, CI = [-.09, .08], ηp2 < .001. As shown in Figure 3, the simple effect of C1 was only significant when beliefs in group malleability were high (i.e., 1 SD above the sample mean; b = .24, SE = .09), t(157) = 2.57, p = .011, CI = [.05, .43], ηp2 < .040, but not when they was low (i.e., 1 SD below the sample mean; b = -.19, SE = .09), t(157) = 1.95, p = .053, CI = [-.38, .01], ηp2 < .024. Thus, participants primed with a deterrence motive supported more collective punishment than those primed with a retributive motive, and perceived group malleability amplified this effect.[footnoteRef:10]  [10:  As in studies 1 and 2, preliminary analyses also indicated the presence of outliers (n = 11). The main OLS regression conducted whilst keeping these outliers revealed that the predicted interaction between perceived group malleability and C1 was not significant, t(157) = 0.19, p = .84, whereas the robust regression showed that this interaction was significant, t(157) = 2.03, p = .05. Therefore, these findings suggested that, conversely to the previous two studies, in this study the outliers influenced the results. The same analyses conducted after removing the 11 outliers showed the same results and revealed as significant the predicted interaction: t(157) = 3.20, p < .01, for the OLS, and t(157) = 3.42, p < .01, for the robust regression. Furthermore, both analyses showed similar residual standard errors (0.72 and 0.58, respectively). Accordingly, in the present study we decided to describe the results of the OLS as in studies 1 and 2, but after removing the 11 outliers. More information about these analyses can be obtained from the first author. ] 

Discussion
In Study 3 we manipulated motives for justice and assessed perceived group malleability. As expected, results showed that perceived group malleability moderated the effect of utilitarian motives on support for collective punishment. Specifically, we found that participants who were primed with utilitarian (deterrence) motives supported more for collective punishment as they believed in group malleability. 
Mini Meta-Analysis[footnoteRef:11] [11:  We would like to thank Christina Moses Passini for her help in conducting this small size meta-analysis.


] 

[bookmark: m_-9214796279111681922__msocom_1]Overall, the results observed in the three studies were in alignment with our main hypothesis. However, it is worth mentioning that, due to exclusion criteria, each sample size fell short of the initially intended sample (Studies 1 & 2) or the a-priori power analysis (Study 3). In addition, in Study 2 we used two sub-scales in order to assess utilitarian motives, and a more detailed inspection of the results indicates that we obtained empirical evidence in support for our main hypothesis across 3 out of the 4 conducted tests. Therefore, we decided to conduct a mini meta-analysis in order to examine directly whether the present data supported our main hypothesis across the three studies (see Goh, Hall, & Rosenthal, 2016). We used fixed effects in which the mean effect size (i.e., standardized b) was weighted by sample size. All effect sizes were Fisher-z transformed for analyses and converted back to Pearson correlations for presentation. Across the three studies, the utilitarian motives × perceived group malleability interaction was significantly associated with support for collective punishment (Mr = .198, p < .001). We then compared the effect of utilitarian motives as a function of perceived group malleability. The effect of utilitarian motives was stronger when perceived group malleability was relatively high (Mr = .921, p < .001), as compared to when it was low (Mr = .254, p < .001). 
General Discussion
In the present research we sought to test the hypothesis that beliefs in group malleability moderate the impact of utilitarian motives on support for collective punishment. We manipulated (Studies 1 & 2) or assessed (Study 3) participants’ perceptions of group malleability. In Studies 1 and 2 we measured utilitarian and retribution motives. Both motives were measured by two different decontextualized scales introduced at the beginning of the questionnaire. Study 3 was designed to replicate Study 2 by using an experimental strategy for manipulating justice motives. Moreover, we used samples of involved individuals (Study 1) and uninvolved observers (third-party individuals; Studies 2 & 3) from different countries (Israelis and American participants). It should therefore be noted that the scenarios employed across the three studies differed in their relevance to the participants and also with regard to the transgression context. While Study 1 used real life scenario, Studies 2 and 3 used fictional scenarios. Therefore, the scenarios depicted different instances of intergroup conflict: an intractable conflict and a more mundane form of intergroup conflict. 
Taken together, and despite the diverse methods used, the three studies provided consistent and convergent evidence in alignment with our main hypothesis. Utilitarian motives increased support for collective punishment when people perceived groups as malleable as compared to when they perceived groups as fixed. Furthermore, a mini meta-analysis confirmed this conclusion across the three studies. Finally, either by additionally measuring participants’ retributive motives (Studies 1 & 2) or by manipulating them (Study 3), we were able to show that beliefs in group malleability specifically moderate the impact of utilitarian motives on support for collective punishment, but not the impact of retributive motives. 
Overall, the results regarding the moderating role of perceived group malleability are of particular interesting, as past research suggests that the belief that people are able to learn and change is related to lower punitiveness (e.g., Yeager et al., 2013). However, the present research specifically showed that perceived group malleability moderates the effect of utilitarian (e.g., deterrence) motives on the support for collective punishment. Thus, according to our main hypothesis, utilitarian motives were overall related to higher support for collective punishment, but this pattern was strengthened specifically when participants believed that groups can learn and change, as compared to when they believed that group’s characteristics and behaviors can’t change (i.e., they are fixed). 
We based our hypothesis on the understanding that people characterized by high levels of utilitarian motives are oriented towards future implications of an offense (e.g., recidivism) and the means to prevent future offenses (deterrence; Goodwin & Gromet, 2014), as compared to those with higher retributive motives who focus more on the past (e.g., the severity of the offense) and how to close the injustice gap. Accordingly, we expected that, when utilitarian (vs. retributive) motives are dominant, support for collective punishment (e.g., in order to prevent future offenses) would be stronger when the members of the punished group are perceived as able to change (i.e., they are able to learn from punishment and thus not commit an offense in the future). However, when people perceive that members of the punished group are not able to change (i.e., they will not learn from punishment and, therefore, collective punishment will not be effective in preventing future offenses). Thus, perceived group malleability may lead people to support collective punishment in order to fulfill utilitarian motives, such as exercising behavioral control (e.g., Vidmar & Miller, 1980). 
The present research contributes to the social justice literature in two ways. First, it adds to our understanding of the factors motivating people’s support for punishment, and in particular collective punishment. Whereas past research examined the role of different motives for collective punishment (e.g., utilitarianism and retribution) on uninvolved observers (third-party paradigm; e.g., Berent et al., 2017), the present findings extend them to involved observers (Study 1). To our knowledge, this research also contributes to social justice literature by showing for the first time that people’s support for collective punishment is driven by utilitarian motives requiring the mindset that uninvolved group members can change and, therefore, will learn something from collective punishment. The findings can be translated into practical knowledge in the service of improving intergroup relations. It can be achieved, among other things, by tailoring the messages that are delivered in the wake of intergroup hostility.  
Alongside the importance of these findings, it is necessary to highlight some methodological limitations. First, the present research does not allow us to determine with certainty the specific role played by perceived group malleability. We contended that these findings are observed because participants’ utilitarian motives focus on the prevention of future offenses, and therefore requires the mindset that group members, including uninvolved ones, can change in order to avoid future offenses and punishment. However, future research should investigate the assumption that, when perception of group malleability is high, individuals anticipate that collective punishment would actually motivate group members to avoid future offenses, as well as to rule out alternative explanations underpinning this observed effect.
Another limitation relates to the manipulation of the motives for justice. As they may be correlated (Orth, 2003), manipulating one motive exclusively looms large. Previous research has employed different procedures, such as providing motive-congruent information (Carlsmith et al., 2002) or instruction (Confino, Schori-Eyal, Gur, & Falomir-Pichastor, 2022). In Study 3 we chose a less common manipulation for justice motives—one that builds directly on the literature showing that retributive motives imply a focus on the past (e.g., offense severity), while utilitarian motives imply a focus on the future (e.g., recidivism). In any case, it seems unlikely to attribute the observed effects to the specific manipulation that was used in Study 3, because we observed the same pattern of results when we assessed the utilitarian motives in a different fashion (as in Studies 1 & 2). 
To conclude, beliefs regarding the malleability of groups constitute a factor that should be taken into account in the process of intergroup conflict. One important take-away from this research is that perceived group malleability is not always related to reduced punishment or to more lenient forms of punishment like restoration, at least when it comes to collective punishment. Indeed, once laypersons are driven by utilitarian considerations, they are particularly sensitive to the conditions preventing and promoting recidivism or future similar offenses. Therefore, when people belief that groups can learn from punishment and then change their future behaviors accordingly, they will particularly be willing to support collective punishment as a means to deter future offenses. Put differently, this research points out a possible downside of malleability beliefs. Whereas interventions developing individuals’ perceptions of group malleability can improve intergroup relations and reduce punitive motives, in some circumstances, such intervention can also lead people who are strongly motivated by utilitarian concerns to support the punishment of innocent people (i.e., collective punishment) in order to deter them from engaging in future offenses. 




References
[bookmark: _Hlk4361765]Bar‐Tal, D. (2001). Why does fear override hope in societies engulfed by intractable conflict, as it does in the Israeli society? Political Psychology, 22, 601-627.
Berent, J., Pereira, A., & Falomir-Pichastor, J. M. (2017). Collective Apologies Moderate the Effects of Justice Concerns on Support for Collective Punishment. Social Psychology, 48, 194-207.
Boonin, D. (2008). The problem of punishment. Cambridge University Press. 
Buhrmester, M., Kwang, T., & Gosling, S. D. (2011). Amazon’s Mechanical Turk: A new source of inexpensive, yet high-quality, data? Perspectives on Psychological Science, 6, 3-5.
Burkley, E., Curtis, J. & Hatvany, T. (2017). The social contagion of incremental and entity trait beliefs. Personality and Individual Differences, 108, 45-49.‏
Cochran, J. K., Boots, D. P., & Heide, K. M. (2003). Attribution styles and attitudes toward capital punishment for juveniles, the mentally incompetent, and the mentally retarded. Justice Quarterly, 20, 65-93.
Carroll, J. S., Perkowitz, W. T., Lurigio, A. J., & Weaver, F. M. (1987). Sentencing goals, causal attributions, ideology and personality. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 52, 107-118.
 Carlsmith, K. M. (2006). The roles of retribution and utility in determining punishment. Journal of Experimental Social Psychology, 42, 437-451.‏
Carlsmith, K. M., & Darley, J. M. (2008). Psychological aspects of retributive justice. Advances in Experimental Social Psychology, 40, 193-236.
Carlsmith, K. M., Darley, J. M., & Robinson, P. H. (2002). Why do we punish? Deterrence and just deserts as motives for punishment. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 83, 284-299.‏ 
Chiu, C., Hong, Y., & Dweck, C. S. (1997). Lay dispositionism and implicit theories of personality. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 73, 19-30.
Cohen-Chen, S., Crisp, R. J., & Halperin, E. (2015). Perceptions of a changing world induce hope and promote peace in intractable conflicts. Personality and Social Psychology Bulletin, 41, 498-512. 
Confino, D., Schori-Eyal, N., & Falomir-Pichastor, J. M. (2023). Gender Differences in Support for Collective Punishment: The Moderating Role of the Malleability Mindeset. Current Research in Social Psychology, 79 – 92. https://crisp.org.uiowa.edu 
Confino, D., Schori-Eyal, N., Gur, T., & Falomir-Pichastor, J. M. (2022). Retribution versus rehabilitation as motives for support of offender’s punishment: the moderating role of mindsets about malleability. Comprehensive Results in Social Psychology, 1-20.
Cushman, F., Durwin, A. J., & Lively, C. (2012). Revenge without responsibility? Judgments about collective punishment in baseball. Journal of Experimental Social Psychology, 48, 1106-1110.‏
Darley, J. M., & Pittman, T. S. (2003). The psychology of compensatory and retributive justice. 
 	Personality and Social Psychology Review, 7, 324–336. 
Darley, J. M., & Schultz, T. R. (1990). Moral rules: Their content and acquisition. Annual Review of Psychology, 41, 525-556.
Darcy, S. (2007). Collective Responsibility and Accountability under International Law. Leiden, Netherlands: Brill, Nijhoff. 
Dickson, E. (2007). On the (in) effectiveness of collective punishment: An experimental 	investigation. Working paper, New York University. 
Dweck, C. S. (2008). Can personality be changed? The role of beliefs in personality and 
change. Current directions in psychological science, 17, 391-394.‏ 
Dweck, C. S. (1999). Self-theories: Their role in motivation, personality, and development. New York, USA: Psychology Press.
Dweck, C. S., Chiu, C.-Y., & Hong, Y.-Y. (1995). Implicit theories and their role in judgments 
 	and reactions: A word from two perspectives. Psychological Inquiry, 6, 267–285.
Erdley, C. A., & Dweck, C. S. (1993). Children's implicit personality theories as predictors of   
  	their social judgments. Child development, 64, 863-878.‏
Falomir-Pichastor, J. M., Pereira, A., Staerklé, C., & Butera, F. (2012). Do all lives have the same 
 	value? Support for international military interventions as a function of political system 
 	and public opinion of target states. Group Processes & Intergroup Relations, 15, 347-
 	362.
Falomir-Pichastor, J. M., Staerklé, C., Depuiset, M. A., & Butera, F. (2007). Perceived legitimacy 
 	of collective punishment as a function of democratic versus non-democratic group 
 	structure. Group Processes & Intergroup Relations, 10, 565-579.
Feather, N. T. (1996). Reactions to penalties for an offense in relation to authoritarianism, 
 	values, perceived responsibility, perceived seriousness, and deservingness. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 71, 571-587. 
Fehr, E., & Fischbacher, U. (2004). Third-party punishment and social norms. Evolution and 
 	Human Behavior, 25, 63-87.
Gaertner, L., Iuzzini, J., & O’Mara, E. M. (2008). When rejection by one fosters aggression against many: Multiple-victim aggression as a consequence of social rejection and perceived groupness. Journal of Experimental Social Psychology, 44, 958-970. 
Gao, L., Wang, Z., Pansini, R., Li, Y. T., & Wang, R. W. (2015). Collective punishment 
 	is more effective than collective reward for promoting cooperation. Scientific Reports, 5, 1-12.‏
Gervey, B. M., Chiu, C. Y., Hong, Y. Y., & Dweck, C. S. (1999). Differential use of 
 	person information in decisions about guilt versus innocence: The role of implicit 
[bookmark: _Hlk23892422] 	theories. Personality and Social Psychology Bulletin, 25, 17-27.
Goldenberg, A., Cohen-Chen, S., Goyer, J. P., Dweck, C. S., Gross, J. J. & Halperin, E. 	(2018). Testing the impact and durability of a group malleability intervention in the context of the Israeli–Palestinian conflict. Proceedings of the National Academy of Sciences, 115, 696-701.
Goh, J. X., Hall, J. A., & Rosenthal, R. (2016). Mini meta‐analysis of your own studies: Some arguments on why and a primer on how. Social and Personality Psychology Compass, 10, 535-549.‏ 
Gollwitzer, M., Skitka, L. J., Wisneski, D., Sjöström, A., Liberman, P., Nazir, S. J., & Bushman, B. J. (2014). Vicarious revenge and the death of Osama bin Laden. Personality and Social Psychology Bulletin, 40, 604-616. 
Goodwin, G. P., & Gromet, D. M. (2014). Punishment. Wiley Interdisciplinary Reviews: 
 	Cognitive Science, 5, 561-572.‏ 
Halperin, E., Crisp, R. J., Husnu, S., Trzesniewski, K. H., Dweck, C. S., & Gross, 
 	J. J. (2012). Promoting intergroup contact by changing beliefs: Group malleability, intergroup anxiety, and contact motivation. Emotion, 12, 1192-1195.
Halperin, E., Russell, A. G., Trzesniewski, K. H., Gross, J. J., & Dweck, C. S. (2011). 
 	Promoting the Middle East peace process by changing beliefs about group malleability.
 	Science, 333, 1767-1769.‏
Hart, H. L. A. (1968). Punishment and responsibility. New York: Oxford University.
‏Haslam, N., Rothschild, L., & Ernst, D. (2000). Essentialist beliefs about social categories. British Journal of Social Psychology, 39, 113-127.
Heckathorn, D. D. (1988). Collective sanctions and the creation of prisoner's dilemma 
 	norms. American Journal of Sociology, 94, 535-562.
Heckathorn, D. D. (1990). Collective sanctions and compliance norms: A formal theory of 
 	group-mediated social control. American Sociological Review,55, 366-384.‏
‏Hirschberger, G., Pyszczynski, T., & Ein-Dor, T. (2015). Why does existential threat 
[bookmark: _Hlk23892652] 	Promote intergroup violence? Examining the role of retributive justice and cost-benefit utility motivations. Frontiers in Psychology, 6, 1761-1761.
Hughes, J. S. (2015). Support for the domain specificity of implicit beliefs about persons, intelligence, and morality. Personality and Individual Differences, 86, 195-203.‏
Iwai, T., & Carvalho, J. V. D. F. (2020). Can a leopard change its spots? the effects of implicit theories of personality on forgiveness via attributions of behavioral stability. Personality and Individual Differences, 157, 1-9.‏
Jamjoum, L. (2002). The Effects of Israeli Violations During the Second Uprising" Intifada" on Palestinian Health Conditions. Social Justice, 29, 53-72.
Kant, I. (1952 [1790]). Critique of Judgement. Trans. Meredith, James Creed. Clarendon Press.
Khawaja, M. (1993). Repression and popular collective action: Evidence from the 
 	West Bank. In Sociological Forum (Vol. 8, No. 1, pp. 47-71). Kluwer Academic Publishers-Plenum Publishers.
Levinson, D. J. (2003). Collective sanctions. Stanford Law Review, 56, 345-429.
Levy, S. R., Plaks, J. E., Hong, Y. Y., Chiu, C. Y., & Dweck, C. S. (2001). Static versus 
 	dynamic theories and the perception of groups: Different routes to different destinations. Personality and Social Psychology Review, 5, 156-168.
Leys, C., Ley, C., Klein, O., Bernard, P., & Licata, L. (2013). Detecting outliers: Do not use standard deviation around the mean, use absolute deviation around the median. Journal of experimental social psychology, 49(4), 764-766.
Li, Y., & Bates, T. C. (2019). You can’t change your basic ability, but you work at things, and that’s how we get hard things done: Testing the role of growth mindset on response to setbacks, educational attainment, and cognitive ability. Journal of Experimental Psychology. General, 148(9),1640–1655.
Lickel, B., Hamilton, D. L., Wieczorkowska, G., Lewis, A., Sherman, S. J., & Uhles, A. N. 
 	(2000). Varieties of groups and the perception of group entitativity. Journal of Personality 
 	and Social Psychology, 78, 223-246‏.
Lickel, B., Miller, N., Stenstrom, D. M., Denson, T. F., & Schmader, T. (2006). Vicarious 
 	retribution: The role of collective blame in intergroup aggression. Personality and Social 
 	Psychology Review, 10, 372-390.
Lüftenegger, M., & Chen, J. A. (2017). Conceptual Issues and Assessment of Implicit  
 	Theories. Zeitschrift für Psychologie, 225, 99-106.‏
[bookmark: _Hlk4528595]Miceli, T. J., & Segerson, K. (2007). Punishing the innocent along with the guilty: The 
 	economics of individual versus group punishment. The Journal of Legal Studies, 36, 81-
 	106.‏
Miller, D. T. (2001). Disrespect and the experience of injustice. Annual review of psychology, 52, 
 	527-553.‏ 
Miller, C. H., Burgoon, J. K., & Hall, J. R. (2007). The effects of implicit theories of moral 
 	character on affective reactions to moral transgressions. Social Cognition, 25, 819-832.‏
 Moss, S. A., Lee, E., Berman, A. & Rung, D. (2019). When do people value rehabilitation and 
 	restorative justice over the punishment of offenders? Victims & Offenders, 14, 32-51.
Mueller, C. M., & Dweck, C. S. (1998). Praise for Intelligence Can Undermine Children’s   
 	Motivation and Performance. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 75(1), 33–   
           52. 
[bookmark: _Hlk23892027][bookmark: _Hlk4544648]Nagin, D. S. (1998). Deterrence and incapacitation. In M. H. Tonry (Ed.), The handbook of crime   
  	and punishment (pp. 345–368). Oxford University Press.‏
Okimoto, T. G., & Wenzel, M. (2009). Punishment as restoration of group and offender values 
 	following a transgression: Value consensus through symbolic labelling and offender 
 	reform. European Journal of Social Psychology, 39, 346-367.‏ 
 Orth, U. (2003). Punishment goals of crime victims. Law and Human Behavior, 27, 173 -186.
Peleg-Koriat, I., Weimann-Saks, D., & Halperin, E. (2020). The moderating role of 
 	psychological distance on the impact of malleability beliefs on public attitudes toward 
 	punishment. Journal of Offender Rehabilitation, 59, 416-432.‏
[bookmark: _Hlk109344546]Faul, F., Erdfelder, E., Buchner, A., & Lang, A. G. (2009). Statistical power analyses using G* 
 	Power 3.1: Tests for correlation and regression analyses. Behavior research 
 	methods, 41, 1149-1160.
Pereira, A., & van Prooijen, J. W. (2018). Why we sometimes punish the innocent: The 
 	role of group entitativity in collective punishment. PloS one, 13, e0196852.
Paul, G. D. (2019). The Influence of Belief in Offender Redeemability and Decision-
 	Making Competence on Receptivity to Restorative Justice. Negotiation and Conflict Management Research, 14, 1-20.
Rattan, A., & Georgeac, O. A. (2017). Understanding intergroup relations through the 
 	lens of implicit theories (mindsets) of malleability. Social and Personality Psychology 
 	Compass, 11, e12305.‏
[bookmark: _Hlk23892365]Ross, D. (2012). Special human vulnerability to low-cost collective punishment. Behavioral and 
 	Brain Sciences, 35, 37-38.‏
Rucker, D. D., Polifroni, M., Tetlock, P. E., & Scott, A. L. (2004). On the assignment of 
 	punishment: The impact of general-societal threat and the moderating role of 
 	severity. Personality and Social Psychology Bulletin, 30, 673-684.‏
Shuman, E., Halperin, E., & Reifen Tagar, M. (2018). Anger as a catalyst for change? 
 	Incremental beliefs and anger’s constructive effects in conflict. Group Processes & Intergroup Relations, 21, 1092-1106.
Simão, C., & Brauer, M. (2015). Beliefs about group malleability and out‐group attitudes: The 
 	mediating role of perceived threat in interactions with out‐group members. European 
 	Journal of Social Psychology, 45, 10-15.‏
Simmons, J. P., Nelson, L. D., & Simonsohn, U. (2013, January). Life after P-Hacking. Meeting of the Society for Personality and Social Psychology, New Orleans, LA, 17-19 January 2013, Available at SSRN: https://ssrn.com/abstract=2205186 or http://dx.doi.org/10.2139/ssrn.2205186 
Sjöström, A., & Gollwitzer, M. (2015). Displaced revenge: Can revenge taste "sweet" if it aims at 
 	a different target? Journal of Experimental Social Psychology, 56, 191–202.
Skinner, B. F. (1984). The shame of American education. American Psychologist, 39, 
 	947-954.
Tam, K. P., Shu, T. M., Ng, H. K. S., & Tong, Y. Y. (2013). Belief about immutability of 
 	moral character and punitiveness toward criminal offenders. Journal of Applied Social 
 	Psychology, 43, 603-611.
Tan, F., & Xiao, E. (2018). Third-party punishment: Retribution or deterrence? Journal 
 	of Economic Psychology, 67, 34-46.‏
Tavares, R. D. S. (2014). Banished from the Stands: Collective Punishment in Brazilian 
[bookmark: _Hlk23891969] 	Sports Law. In R. D. S. Tavares & V. S. Chauha (Eds.), Emotions and Actions of Revenge (pp. 121-131). Leiden, Netherlands: Brill.‏
Vidmar, N., & Miller, D. T. (1980). Social psychological Processes Underlying Attitudes 
 	Toward Legal Punishment. Law and Society Review, 14, 565-602.‏
Weimann-Saks, D., Peleg-Koriat, I., & Halperin, E. (2019). The Effect of Malleability 
 	Beliefs and Emotions on Legal Decision Making. Justice System Journal, 40, 21-38.‏
Weiss, T. G., Cortright, D., Lopez, G. A., & Minear, L., (Eds.) (1997). Political gain and civilian pain: humanitarian impacts of economic sanctions. Lanham, MD, USA: Rowman & Littlefield.
Yamamoto, S., & Maeder, E. M. (2019). Creating the Punishment Orientation 
 	Questionnaire: An Item Response Theory Approach. Personality and Social Psychology Bulletin, 45, 1283-1294.
Yeager, D. S., Miu, A. S., Powers, J., & Dweck, C. S. (2013). Implicit theories of 
 	personality and attributions of hostile intent: A meta‐analysis, an experiment, and a longitudinal intervention. Child Development, 84, 1651-1667.‏
Yeager, D. S., Trzesniewski, K. H., Tirri, K., Nokelainen, P., & Dweck, C. S. (2011). 
 	Adolescents' implicit theories predict desire for vengeance after peer conflicts: 
 	Correlational and experimental evidence. Developmental Psychology, 47, 1090-1107.
















Table 1.
[bookmark: _Hlk114276352]Means, SDs and correlations of the main variables (Study 1).
	
	Mean (SD)
	2
	3
	4

	1. Perceived group malleability
	3.56 (1.24)
	-.374** 
	-.200*
	-.220**

	2. Utility 
	4.51 (1.08)
	-
	.435**
	.272**

	3. Retribution
	4.58 (1.00)
	
	-
	.146

	4. Collective punishment 
	5.16 (1.59)
	
	
	-


Note: * p < .05, ** p < .01 
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Table 2.
 Means, SDs and correlations of the main variables (Study 2).
	
	Mean (SD)
	2
	3
	4
	5
	6

	1. Perceived group malleability 
	4.08 (1.68)
	.298**
	-.528**
	-.016
	-.507**
	-.278**

	2. Prohibitive retribution 
	4.99 (1.08)
	-
	-.431**
	.329**
	-.488**
	-.208*

	3. Permissive retribution 
	4.49 (1.39)
	
	-
	-.121
	.764**
	.481**

	4. Prohibitive utilitarianism 
	4.98 (1.15)
	
	
	-
	.110
	-.019

	5. Permissive utilitarianism
	4.02 (1.58)
	
	
	
	-
	.419**

	6. Collective punishment 
	4.86 (1.51)
	
	
	
	
	-


Note: * p < .05, ** p < .01 












Figure 1. Estimated means for support for collective punishment as a function of experimental conditions (perceived group malleability: fixed vs. malleable) and utilitarian motives (-1SD = Low and +1SD = High; Study 1).




Figure 2. Estimated means for support for collective punishment as a function of experimental conditions (perceived group malleability: fixed vs. malleable) and Permissive utilitarianism (-1SD = Low and +1SD = High; Study 2).





Figure 3. Estimated means for support for collective punishment as a function of experimental condition of justice motive and perceived group malleability (-1SD = Fixed and +1SD = Malleable; Study 3).








Fixed	Low	High	5.04	5.43	Malleable	Low	High	4.37	5.84	Utilitarian motives

Support for collective punishment


Fixed	Low	High	4.6399999999999997	5.4	Malleable	Low	High	3.75	5.65	Permissive utilitarianism

Support for collective punishment


Fixed	Retribution	Control	Deterrence	5.97	5.88	5.59	Malleable	Retribution	Control	Deterrence	5.0599999999999996	5.37	5.56	Justice motive

Support for collective punishment


