OPEN a ACCESS Freely available online

@' PLOS ’ ONE

The Roles of Dehumanization and Moral Outrage in

Retributive Justice

Brock Bastian’*, Thomas F. Denson?, Nick Haslam?

1 School of Psychology, University of Queensland, Brisbane, Queensland, Australia, 2 School of Psychology, University of New South Wales, Sydney, Australia, 3 School of

Psychological Sciences, University of Melbourne, Melbourne, Australia

Abstract

implicated in retributive justice.

journal.pone.0061842

adherence to all of the PLOS ONE policies on sharing data and materials.

* E-mail: b.bastian@ug.edu.au

When innocents are intentionally harmed, people are motivated to see that offenders get their “just deserts"”. The severity of
the punishment they seek is driven by the perceived magnitude of the harm and moral outrage. The present research
extended this model of retributive justice by incorporating the role of offender dehumanization. In three experiments
relying on survey methodology in Australia and the United States, participants read about different crimes that varied by
type (child molestation, violent, or white collar - Studies 1 and 2) or severity (Study 3). The findings demonstrated that both
moral outrage and dehumanization predicted punishment independently of the effects of crime type or crime severity. Both
moral outrage and dehumanization mediated the relationship between perceived harm and severity of punishment. These
findings highlight the role of offender dehumanization in punishment decisions and extend our understanding of processes
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Introduction

When criminal behavior brings harm to innocent people it has
the capacity to arouse strong affective responses in third-party
observers. Consider Bill Clare, who was found guilty of repeatedly
raping a 6 year old girl and her 3 year old brother. The 3 year old
died from the associated trauma [1]. He was sentenced to 39 years
in prison and was the target of renewed calls for the death penalty
for pedophiles [2]. Just the thought of Clare’s crime evokes
a visceral response, not only to the criminal act, but to Clare
himself.

Efforts to understand psychological responses to criminal
behavior have generated a large body of knowledge within the
fields of social cognition and law [3-10]. For example, when
criminal behavior is seen as intentional (e.g., [11-13]), perpetrators
are judged as more culpable, responsible, and blameworthy [14—
19] and are punished more severely [20]. In these cases, when
mitigating factors are scarce and crimes are viewed as intentional,
people tend to endorse retributive forms of punishment [21,22]
and are highly sensitive to the harm done in forming judgements
about punishment severity [22,23].

This “just deserts” approach to punishment is grounded on the
belief that offenders should be punished proportionately to the
moral offensiveness and harmfulness of their crimes. Any future
consequences of punishment (i.e., such as rehabilitation) become
irrelevant [21]. An important factor in translating perceptions of
harmfulness into recommendations for harsh punishment is the
moral outrage that people feel in response to criminal acts [20].
People respond to moral transgressions with gut-level emotional
responses [24-26] and these emotional responses play a central
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role in how people react to, and reason about, morally relevant
behavior. Cross-cultural evidence highlights that feelings of
contempt, anger, and disgust are specifically associated with these
“third-party” responses to moral transgressions [27]. Providing
empirical support for the role of moral outrage in punishment,
Carlsmith et al. [23] found that moral outrage mediated the effects
of perceived harm on the severity of recommended punishment.

Feelings of moral outrage play an important role in determining
punishment severity, but other factors may also play a role. In the
current research we explored one such factor — dehumanization of
the offender. Anecdotal evidence supports a link between de-
humanization and punishment severity. For example, the use of
dehumanizing language in victim impact statements is associated
with the harshness of sentencing decisions by jurors [9]. Likewise,
analyses of news articles about Black American offenders suggest
an association between a portrayal of Black criminals as ape-like
and likelihood to be executed by the state [28]. Theoretically,
viewing others as lacking core human capacities and likening them
to animals or objects [29] may make them seem less sensitive to
pain, more dangerous and uncontrollable, and thus more needful
of severe and coercive forms of punishment [30-32].

A series of studies investigating reactions to sex offenders
provided some initial support for these possibilities [33]. This
research found that likening sex-offenders to animals was positively
correlated with endorsement of harsher punishment, reduced
support for rehabilitation, exclusion from society, and support for
violent treatment (e.g., castration). Although this previous work
links dehumanization to support for harsh punishment, it has not
been incorporated into models of retributive justice (i.e., [23]) or
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extended to other types of crime beyond sex offenses. Further-
more, Viki et al.’s [33] pioneering work did not examine how
dehumanization may be related to moral outrage, and whether,
like moral outrage, it may mediate the relationship between
perceived harm and punishment severity.

We argue that both moral outrage and dehumanization of
offenders may arise in response to morally reprehensible behavior
and that both may independently influence punishment severity.
Moreover, these two responses to criminal behavior may also be
related to one another. Previous work suggests that moral
emotions may be linked to dehumanization in a variety of ways.
Viewing others as less human reduces feelings of guilt in harm
doers and reduces reparations for past wrongdoings [34].
Dehumanizing others also facilitates moral disengagement from
one’s actions [35-41]. This prior research indicates a link between
dehumanization and self-focused emotional responses to our own
immoral actions (e.g., guilt and shame). In the current studies, we
examined the untested notion that experiencing moral outrage
(e.g., disgust, anger and contempt) in response to others’ immoral
actions would be associated with reduced perceptions of their
humanity. In this way, just as past work has examined de-
humanization as motivated by a desire to morally disengage from
one’s or those of one’s group,
dehumanization as motivated by a perception of others harmful
and morally reprehensible behavior.

Indirect evidence for a positive link between moral outrage and
dehumanization comes from research showing that feelings of
disgust are associated with the dehumanization of others. For
instance, people high in disgust sensitivity dehumanize immigrants
to a greater extent than those low in disgust sensitivity [42]. Other
work has demonstrated that viewing members of marginalized
outgroups known to elicit disgust (e.g., the homeless, drug addicts)
does not influence activation in the medial prefrontal cortex. The
medial prefrontal cortex is broadly implicated in social cognition.
For instance, this region is typically activated when viewing people
but not objects. Lack of activation is consistent with viewing these
people as less than human. Moreover, viewing these marginalized
outgroup members increased activation in the insula and
amygdala, a neural pattern consistent with experiencing disgust
[43]. Together, this work indicates that the emotion of disgust may
be associated with perceiving others as less human (see also [44—
46]); however, whether emotional reactions to criminal behavior
are associated with dehumanized perceptions of perpetrators and
whether this dehumanization is related to punishment severity
remain empirical questions.

own actions we examine

The Current Research

The current studies investigated the association between moral
outrage, dehumanization, and retributive justice. We predicted
that moral outrage and dehumanization would covary in response
to criminal behavior and this would be evident across a range of
crimes and independent of crime severity (Hypothesis 1).
Consistent with the findings of Carlsmith et al. [23], we predicted
that moral outrage would be associated with punishment severity
(i.e., harsher sentencing and less support for rehabilitation:
Hypothesis 2). Extending this work, and consistent with our focus
on dehumanization, we also predicted that offender dehumaniza-
tion would predict punishment severity, and that this would occur
independently of any effects associated with moral outrage
(Hypothesis 3). We also predicted that, consistent with Carlsmith
et al. [23], moral outrage would mediate the effects of the
perceived harmfulness of the offense on severity of punishment
(Hypothesis 4). Finally, extending on that work, we predicted that
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dehumanization would also mediate this relationship, and would
do so independently of the effects of moral outrage (Hypothesis 5).

Study 1

Study 1 tested the prediction that moral outrage and de-
humanization would covary in response to criminal behavior and
that the relationship between the two constructs would occur
independent of crime type (Hypothesis 1). We constructed
vignettes for three different types of crime: white collar, violent,
and child molestation. We then measured Australian students’
emotional reactions and their perceptions of the humanity of each
type of offender.

Methods

Participants and Design

All studies were approved by the Human Research Ethics
Committee of the University of New South Wales. All participants
gave informed written consent. A total of 100 first year psychology
students from The University of Queensland and the University of
New South Wales participated in the study in exchange for course
credit (58 women, 60% Asian, 25% Australian, 8% European and
6% other nationality, M, =22.74, SD=15.21). In the laboratory,
participants were randomly assigned to read about either a violent
crime (n= 35), white collar crime (n=33), or a child molestation
crime (n=32). Each crime condition contained two different
vignettes which were alternated between participants to ensure
a broad sampling of crime types. Participants were told the study
involved perceptions of criminals.

Materials and Procedure

Crime descriptions. After completing demographic ques-
tions, participants read one of the crime vignettes (see Appendix
S1). The descriptions were adapted from news stories found
online; names and identifying details were changed. Each vignette
had approximately equal amounts of detail, including information
about the criminal’s age, origin, the crime, and the consequences.
For example, one violent crime vignette described a 48-year old
man who “hacked to death 7 young children and 2 adults with
a meat cleaver in rural Victoria.” The child molester vignettes
include a description of a 53-year old pediatrician from Perth who
“used his practice to molest boys and teenagers”. One of the white
collar crime vignettes describes a 34-year old Brisbane man who
“fleeced almost $127,000 from family and friends by stealing
money they had given to him for investments”.

Moral outrage. Participants completed questionnaires after
reading their designated crime description. The first questionnaire
consisted of 10 emotion descriptors which comprised 3 different
subscales measuring disgust, anger, and contempt. These classi-
fications were based on Haidt’s [47] work on moral outrage
emotions and prior research [48]. Participants were instructed to
indicate on a scale from 1 (not at all) to 7 (extremely so) the degree
to which they felt each emotion when considering the crime they
just read about. The subscale measuring Disgust (o0=.92,
M=4.11, $D=1.81) included the items “grossed out”, “disgust-
ed”, “queasy”, and “‘sick to my stomach”. The subscale measuring
Anger (o0=.94, M =4.33, SD=1.88) included the items “angry”,
“mad” and “furious”. The subscale for Contempt (o0=.92,

M=390, SD=1.67) included “contempt”, “disdain” and
“scorn”.
Dehumanization. Participants were asked to consider the

criminal in the description and rated agreement with 8 statements
(1 =not at all, 7= extremely so) taken from Bastian and Haslam
[49] assessing the denial of Human Nature (4-items; e.g., “I felt
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like the person in the story was open minded, like they could think
clearly about things” [reversed], “I felt like the person in the story
was emotional, like they were responsive and warm” [reversed], ‘I
felt like the person in the story was superficial like they had no
depth”, “I felt like the person in the story was mechanical and
cold, like a robot”) and denial of Human Uniqueness (4-items; e.g.,
“I felt like the person in the story was refined and cultured”
[reversed], ‘1 felt like the person in the story was rational and
logical, like they were intelligent” [reversed|, “‘I felt like the person in
the story lacked self-restraint, like an animal”, “I felt like the
person in the story was unsophisticated”).

Results and Discussion

Moral Outrage

A one-way ANOVA revealed a significant effect of crime type
on each of the moral outrage emotions: Disgust, 2,96)=26.35,
$p<.01, n?=.35; Anger, F2,97)=11.64, p<<.01, n?=.19; and
Contempt, F2,96)=9.05, p<.01, n?=.16. Post hoc comparisons
(see Figure 1) revealed that child molestation crimes produced
more anger, contempt, and disgust that either violent crimes or
white collar crimes. Violent crimes also produced more disgust
that white collar crimes.

Dehumanization

Principal components analysis indicated that the measure of
dehumanization formed a single factor solution explaining 38.45%
of the variance, with all items loading above.45. The two
dimensions of humanness have been examined separately in other
work (see [29] for a review). However, when examining person
perception within the context of harmful behavior, these two
dimensions consistently either form a single dimension (e.g.,
[50,51]) or both dimensions show similar patterns of effects (e.g.,
[49]). This lack of differentiation, suggests that perceptions of
dehumanization may operate somewhat differently when they
arise in response to the harmful behavior of individuals rather than
in judgments of groups (see [52]). Thus, a single dehumanization
scale was constructed (0=.77, M=3.12, §D=1.15). One-way
ANOVAs revealed a main effect of the type of crime on
dehumanization, [2,97)=19.34, p<<.01, N?=.29 Post hoc
comparisons (see Figure 1) revealed that dehumanization was
lower for white collar crimes compared to violent and child
molestation crimes.

Correlates of Dehumanization
Table 1 shows the correlates of dehumanization for the entire
sample. All of the moral outrage emotions were positively

El White Collar
3 Violent
EA Child Molestation

Figure 1. Mean differences in moral emotions and perceived
humanness across crime types, Study 1. Note: Values with
different superscripts are significantly (p<<.05) different from each other
controlling for familywise error (Scheffé’s test).
doi:10.1371/journal.pone.0061842.g001
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Table 1. Zero-order correlations between dehumanization
and moral emotions in Studies 1, 2, and 3.
Dehumanization  Disgust Anger

Study 1

Disgust 37xx*

Anger 35%** .80***

Contempt 20%* A9FEx S59xx*
Study 2

Disgust 31**

Anger 29%* T6¥**

Contempt 21* 62¥** 65%¥*
Study 3

Disgust 30%**

Anger 35%x* 64F**

Contempt 37%%* S7%x 60%**
NOTE: ***p<.001,
**p<.01,
*p<.05.
doi:10.1371/journal.pone.0061842.t001

associated with dehumanization. Hierarchical regression analyses
predicting dehumanization revealed no crime X emotion interac-
tions, suggesting that the relationship between moral outrage
emotions and dehumanization was uniform across the types of
crimes, s<<I.

Study 1 provided initial evidence that although mean levels of
moral outrage and dehumanization varied across crime types, the
relationship between moral outrage and dehumanization of
offenders was equivalent across crime types (Hypothesis 1).
Specifically, increased moral outrage was uniformly associated
with increased dehumanization of the offenders regardless of crime

type.

Study 2

In Study 2 we expected to replicate our findings showing the
positive relationships between moral outrage and offender de-
humanization observed in Study 1 (Hypothesis 1). Study 2 also
extended Study 1 by including measures of sentencing and support
for rehabilitation, therefore allowing us to investigate links between
moral outrage, dehumanization and retributive justice. We
predicted that both moral outrage (Hypothesis 2) and dehuman-
ization (Hypothesis 3) would be related to punishment severity.
Thus, we expected that increased moral outrage and greater
offender dehumanization would be associated with harsher
sentencing, and less support for rehabilitation. In addition, we
predicted that these effects would occur independently of any
effects associated with crime type (Hypothesis 1). Finally, we also
included a measure of offender blame. One might hypothesize that
dehumanized criminals may be less blameworthy than criminals
viewed as more human. Dehumanized criminals might be
perceived as less able to control themselves and therefore less
responsible [16]. We argue, however, that in responses to criminal
behavior, blame and dehumanization go hand-in-hand, consistent
with our prediction that dehumanization is related to harsher
punishment. We also included a measure of liking of the offenders
to ensure that the effects of dehumanization could not be
accounted for by a general negative attitude toward them.
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Methods

Participants and Design

A total of 120 individuals responded to a listing on the
American Mechanical Turk website (63% women; 80% White,
6.5% Black, 9% Asian, 4.5% mixed or Native American;
M, =36.46, SD=13.30, ranging from 18 to 76). This allowed
for a reliable and diverse sample of respondents [53]. Inclusion
criteria required that participants completed the survey. Partici-
pants were randomly assigned to read about either a violent crime
(n=46), white collar crime (2= 39), or a child molestation crime
(n=135).

Materials and Procedure

The cover story and vignettes were identical to those used in
Study 1, except we simplified the design by using only one
description of each crime type. The moral outrage emotions and
dehumanization questionnaires were identical to those used in
Study 1. As noted above, we also included measures of blame and
overall liking for each kind of offender. Study 2 also included
additional questions assessing severity of recommended punish-
ment for the offender.

Moral outrage. Participants completed questionnaires after
reading their designated crime description. As in Study 1, the first
questionnaire consisted of 10 emotion descriptors which com-
prised 3 different subscales measuring disgust (x=.92, M =3.71,
SD=1.91), anger («=.96, M=4.53, SD=1.84), and contempt
(0=.94, M=4.51, SD=1.94) [47,48].

Dehumanization. Participants were asked to consider the
criminal in the description on the same 8-items used in Study 1.

Liking for offender: Three questions assessed global evaluations

of the offender. This included “how much do you respect him”,
“how much do you like him”, and “does he make a positive
impression on you?” (1 =not at all; 7=very much so; o0=.91,
M=1.31, SD=0.84).
Participants rated the extent to which the criminal
should be “blamed for their actions” and how “morally
responsible” the offender was (1 =not at all, 7=extremely;
a=.95, M=6.36, SD=1.14).

Punishment severity. Finally, participants indicated how
many years sentence the criminal should receive (the maximum
allowable entry was 99 years), and how harsh the sentence should
be (1 =not at all harsh, 10 =very harsh). A final question assessed
how suitable the criminal was deemed for a rehabilitation program
(1 =not at all suitable, 10 = extremely suitable).

Blame.

Results

Liking

A one-way ANOVA revealed there was a marginal effect of
crime type on liking for the criminal, /{2,117)=2.99, p=.054,
n%=.05 (violent crime: M =1.54, SD=1.12; white collar crime:
M=1.15, $D=0.53; child molestation: M=1.18, SD=0.60).
Participants liked the violent criminal more than the white collar
criminal and the child molester. The measure of liking was related
to sentence harshness (r= —.28, p =.002) and marginally related to
length of jail sentence (r= —.16, p=.076), but it was unrelated to
rehabilitation (r=.07, p=.426). These relationships remain when
controlling for crime type (r=—.26, r=.14, r=.05). Controlling
for liking did not alter the significant relationships between
dehumanization and moral outrage or any of the punishment-
related variables.
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Moral Outrage

A one-way ANOVA revealed a significant effect of crime type
on each of the moral outrage emotions: Disgust, /(2,117) = 54.82,
$<.001, n*=.48; Anger, F2,117)=34.38, p<<.001, n?=.37; and
Contempt, F2,117)=20.33, p<<.001, n°=.26. Post hoc compar-
1sons (see Figure 2) again revealed that the child molestation crime
produced more anger, contempt, and disgust compared to violent
or white collar crimes. It is worth noting the differences in moral
outrage to the white collar criminal in Study 2 compared to Study
1. In Study 2, the white collar criminal was the target of more
disgust, anger, and contempt than the violent criminal than in
Study 1. In Study 1 these differences, especially for anger and
disgust, were in the other direction. A likely explanation for this
variation between studies is that Study 2 was conducted in
America in the aftermath of the global financial crisis, which was
largely attributed to white collar criminal behavior. Study 1, on
the other hand, was conducted in Australia which was relatively
unaffected by the recent financial crisis and therefore moral
outrage towards white collar crime was likely less salient.

Dehumanization

Principal components analysis suggested a one factor solution
explaining 41.31% of the variance. As with Study 1, we
constructed a single dehumanization measure (a=.77, M =2.80,
SD=1.12). A one-way ANOVA revealed a significant effect of
crime type on dehumanization, H2,117)=11.84, p<<.001,
n%=.17. Post hoc comparisons (see Figure 2) revealed that
dehumanization was highest in the case of child molestation
crimes, followed by violent crimes and white collar crimes.

Correlates of Dehumanization

Table 1 shows the correlates of dehumanization for the entire
sample. All of the moral outrage emotions were positively
associated with dehumanization. However, in the case of disgust
there was a disgust X crime type interaction, b= —0.98,
{116)=—2.40, p=.018. The relationship between disgust and
dehumanization was significant for the child molestation crime,
r=.71, p<<.001, but not for the white collar (r=.12) or violent
crimes (r=.00).

Differences in Blame and Sentencing across the Three
Types of Crimes

Table 2 shows mean differences in the punishment-related
variables and blame. We log10-transformed responses to sentence
length in years as this variable was negatively skewed (M= 14.79;
SD=20.71). All judgments significantly varied across conditions,

El White Collar
[ Violent
E3 Child Molestation

Figure 2. Mean differences in moral emotions and humanness
across crime types, Study 2. Note: Values with different superscripts
are significantly (p<<.05) different from each other controlling for
familywise error (Scheffé’s test).
doi:10.1371/journal.pone.0061842.9002
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Table 2. Means and standard deviations of variables as a function of crime type, Study 2.

White Collar Violent Child Molestation Significance Test

(n=40) (n=46) (n=36)

m sD m sD m sD
Blame 6.59° 1.02 5.90P 136 6.71° 0.70 F(2,115)=6.78, p<.01, n2=.10
Sentence harshness 7.287 2.09 7177 2.07 8.94° 2.10 F(2,116) =8.27, p<.001, n*=.13
Jail sentence in years 7.77% 8.57 11.022 16.27 27.57° 28.72 F(2,117) = 14.05, p<.001, n?>=.19
Rehabilitation 5.82° 275 5.52° 2.66 3.51° 3.01 F(2,117)=7.40, p<.001, n®=.11

doi:10.1371/journal.pone.0061842.t002

with child molesters consistently viewed as deserving of harsher
and longer jail sentences, and less suitable for rehabilitation. White
collar criminals were seen as just as blameworthy and morally
responsible as child molesters, but were sentenced less harshly and
judged more suitable for rehabilitation.

Predictors of Punishment Severity

Table 3 shows the zero-order and partial correlations between
blame, dehumanization, the moral outrage emotions, and the
punishment-related variables, controlling for crime type (using
dummy coded variables). Dehumanization was positively related
to length of jail sentence, and sentence harshness. Conversely, it
was negatively related to perceived suitability for rehabilitation.
Importantly, dehumanization was also positively associated with
perceptions of blame, rather than reduced blame. All moral
outrage emotions were positively correlated with sentence length
and were negatively related to suitability for rehabilitation;
however, moral outrage emotions were unrelated to sentence
harshness and blame when controlling for crime-type.

Given the strong intercorrelations among the individual moral
outrage emotions (Table 1), we collapsed across all three to form
a measure of moral outrage (00 =.95). Using a series of regression
analyses, we then compared the effects of moral outrage and
dehumanization in predicting punishment severity (see Table 4).
This revealed that, controlling for crime type, moral outrage
predicted sentence length and reduced suitability for rehabilitation
independent of dehumanization; however, moral outrage did not
predict sentence harshness. Dehumanization was a significant

and moral emotions in Study 2.

NOTE: Within rows, values with different superscripts (a, b) are significantly (p<<.05) different from each other controlling for familywise error (Scheffé’s test).

independent predictor of all sentencing variables, although only
marginally so for rehabilitation suitability.

Finally, we note the positive correlation between blame and
dehumanization (see Table 3) showing that in response to criminal
behavior, dehumanization occurs in the context of increased
(rather than reduced) blame. Noteworthy is the finding that
dehumanization was more consistently related to punishment
severity than blame, with blame only significantly related to
sentence harshness. When both dehumanization and blame were
entered into a simultaneous regression equation predicting
sentence harshness, both remained significant predictors (De-
humanization: B=.32, p<.001; Blame: B=.26, p=.003). This
indicates that although dehumanization is associated with in-
creased blame, its relationship to punishment severity is not
reducible to perceptions of blame.

Discussion

Study 2 largely replicated Study 1, showing that moral outrage
was associated with increased dehumanization irrespective of
crime type (Hypothesis 1). Study 2 also demonstrated that moral
outrage predicted two out of three measures of punishment
severity (providing partial support for Hypothesis 2). In addition,
dehumanization predicted punishment severity, and this occurred
independently of any effects associated with moral outrage
(Hypothesis 3).

Study 2 also extended the findings of Study 1 by showing the
role of moral outrage and dehumanization in the severity of
prescribed punishment. Dehumanization of offenders was consis-

Table 3. Zero-order and partial correlations (controlling for crime type) between sentencing variables, blame, and dehumanization

Blame Jail sentence in years Sentence harshness Suitability for rehabilitation
r r r r

Blame a1 (19%) 27%% (32%%%) —.06 (—.13)

Dehumanization 24%% (22%) .28** (40%*%) 209%%% (37%%¥) —.24%* (34%*¥)

Disgust —.14 (.08) 29%%% (48%#%) .10 (31%*%) —.32%K% (— 44%*¥)

Anger .06 (.24*%) 30%%% (471%*%) .16 (.29%*%) —.30%** (—.36%**)

Contempt 01 (17) 77 (30%%%) .08 (.21%) —.32%** (— 30%*¥)

NOTE: Zero-order correlations are in parentheses.
**%p< 001,

**p<.01,

*p<.05,

p=.065.

doi:10.1371/journal.pone.0061842.t003
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dehumanization and moral outrage in Studies 2 and 3.

Dehumanization and Punishment

Table 4. Partial correlations and multiple regression analyses (controlling for crime type) predicting sentencing variables from

Jail sentence in years

Sentence harshness Suitability for rehabilitation

Study 2
r
Moral Outrage .30%**
B
Moral Outrage .30%%
Dehumanization 22%
Study 3
r
Moral Outrage 27%%*
p
Moral Outrage 24
Dehumanization 22%%

r r

13 —.3g%**
B B

.09 — 43%xx
28%* —.18"

r r

3grer .
B B

22%* —.20%
Agenx —.33%xx

NOTE: ***p<.001,

**p<.01,

*p<<.05.

p=.054.
doi:10.1371/journal.pone.0061842.t004

tently and positively related to harshness and length of sentencing.
Moreover, dehumanization was negatively associated with per-
ceived suitability for rehabilitation. This same pattern of relation-
ships was evident for moral outrage, consistent with the findings of
Carlsmith and Darley [21]; however, moral outrage did not
predict sentence harshness. Critically, dehumanization also
predicted severity of punishment, and did so irrespective of crime
type and any effects associated with moral outrage, thereby
providing an important extension of this previous work. Notewor-
thy is the additional finding that the relationships between
dehumanization and moral outrage, and the punishment-related
variables were not explained by differential liking of the offender.
This suggests that our measure of dehumanization captured more
than simple negativity. Finally, Study 2 also provided evidence
that dehumanization was positively associated with perceptions of
blame, although its relationship to punishment severity was not
reducible to these perceptions.

Finally, it is noteworthy that although the individual moral
outrage emotions were highly correlated and showed uniform
relationships with dehumanization across crime-types, the de-
humanization-disgust relationship was almost entirely driven by
the child molestation vignette. This moderation by crime type is
interesting in view of previous work suggesting strong links
between dehumanization and disgust [42,43,54]. It suggests that
disgust may be especially related to dehumanization in contexts
where purity concerns are aroused (such as the protection of sexual
innocence: see [55]).

Study 3

Studies 1 and 2 provided support for all three of our hypotheses;
however, there are still a number of factors not accounted for in
these studies. First, we used different types of crimes in the first two
studies, some clearly more serious than others. The focus on
different crime types did not allow us to directly control for crime
severity and crime seriousness. In Study 3, we focused solely on
violent crimes but manipulated crime severity. We also obtained
judgments of how much harm was caused to victims of the crime.
This focus allowed us to determine the extent to which moral
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outrage and dehumanization remained significant predictors of
punishment severity when there were no qualitative differences in
the types of crimes. Second, we also tested the possibilities that
moral outrage and dehumanization would mediate the effects of
judgments of the harmfulness on the severity of the punishment
(Hypotheses 4 and 5, respectively).

Methods

Participants and Design

A total of 166 individuals responded to a listing on the
American Mechanical Turk website. As in Study 2, this re-
cruitment method allowed for a reliable and diverse sample of
respondents [53]. Inclusion criteria required that participants
completed the survey. In order to ensure compliance with
instructions, at the end of the study, within the Ten-Item
Personality Inventory [56], we imbedded a manipulation check
asking participants to give a specific response (i.e., please click
“agree a little”). Ten participants failed this check, which left 156
participants (48% % women; 77% White, 9% Black, 7% Asian,
3% Hispanic, 4% other; M, =33.32, SD=11.15, ranging from
18 to 70). Participants were randomly assigned to read about 1 of 4
violent crimes which increased in seriousness, from threatening
others (n=39), to assaulting others (n=37), to attacking and
seriously injuring others (z =41), to killing others (z = 39).

Materials and Procedure

The vignettes were based on examples taken from the The
National Survey of Crime Severity [57]. This allowed us to
carefully control for crime severity. The vignettes described
a violent crime (see Appendix S2). Participants completed
questionnaires after reading their designated crime description.

Moral outrage. As in Study 1 and Study 2, the first
questionnaire consisted of 10 emotion descriptors which com-
prised 3 different subscales measuring disgust (x=.87, M =4.12,
SD =1.73), anger (=.97, M =4.69, SD=1.97), and contempt
(0=.90, M =4.55, SD=1.86) [47,48].
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Table 5. Means and standard deviations of variables as a function of crime severity in Study 3.

Threatened Assaulted Injured Killed Significance Test

(n=39) (n=37) (n=41) (n=39)

m sD M sD M sD M SD
Harmfulness 4.64° 1.78 6.41° 1.01 6.58° 0.77 6.90° 0.78 F(3,152) =32.99, p<.001, n?=.39
Sentence harshness 7722 2.08 9.24° 1.72 9.10° 1.51 9.61° 1.02 F(3,152)=10.14, p<.001, n?=.17
Jail sentence in years 15.38° 2.87 64.41° 3534 59.44°  37.71 83.56°  27.91 F(3,152)=43.19, p<.001, n?= .46
Rehabilitation 5.542 2.87 241° 1.95 3.32° 2,69 2.25° 2.15 F(3,152) = 14.74, p<.001, n2=.23

doi:10.1371/journal.pone.0061842.t005

Dehumanization. Participants were asked to consider the
criminal in the description on the same 8-items used in Studies 1
and 2.

Liking for offender. The same three questions used in Study
2 assessed global evaluations of the offender. This included “how
much do you respect him”, “how much do you like him”, and
“does he make a positive impression on you?” (1 =not at all;
7 =very much so; a=.91, M=1.27, SD=0.78).

Participants were asked to rate how
much harm had been caused to the victims of the crime (1 =none,
7=alot; M=6.13, SD=1.41).

Sentencing. Finally, as in Study 2 participants indicated how
many years of sentencing the criminal should receive, and how
harsh this sentence should be (1 =not at all harsh, 10 = very harsh;
M=8.91, SD=1.76), and how suitable the criminal was deemed
for a rehabilitation program (1 = not at all suitable, 10 = extremely
suitable; M= 3.39, SD=2.76).

Crime harmfulness.

Results

Liking

A one-way ANOVA revealed no effect of crime severity on
liking for the criminal, F3,152)=1.15, p=.330, n°=.02 (threat-
ening others: AM=1.34, SD=0.89; assaulting others: A/=1.29,
SD=0.84; attacking and seriously injuring others: M=1.37,
SD=0.93; killing others: M=1.08, SD=0.26). The measure of
liking was significantly related to all three punishment variables
(sentence harshness, r=.61, p<<001; sentence length, r=.42,
$<<.001; rehabilitation, r= —.33, p<<.001) and this remained when
controlling for crime severity (r=.62, r= .45, r= —.32, respective-
ly). Controlling for liking did not alter the significant relationship
between dehumanization any of the moral outrage emotions, and
did not alter the significant relationship between dehumanization
and any of the punishment related variables.

Moral Outrage

A one-way ANOVA revealed a significant effect of crime
severity on Disgust, /{3,152)=2.93, p=.035, n2= .06; however,
post hoc analyses showed no significant differences between
conditions. There was no effect of crime severity on Anger,
F3,152)=2.03, p=.112, n°=.04 or Contempt, H3,152)=.63,
p=.599, n?=.01.

Dehumanization
Principal components analysis indicated a one factor solution
explaining 35.94% of the variance. As with Studies 1 and 2,

a single dehumanization measure was constructed (o0=.70,
M=231, $D=0.89). A one-way ANOVA revealed that there
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NOTE: Within rows, values with different superscripts (a, b) are significantly (p<<.05) different from each other controlling for familywise error (Scheffé’s test).

was no effect of crime severity condition on dehumanization,

F3,152)=.12, p=.949, n*=.01.

Correlates of Dehumanization

Table 1 shows the correlates of dehumanization and the moral
outrage emotions for the entire sample. All of the moral outrage
emotions were positively associated with dehumanization.

Differences in Punishment Severity

We logl0-transformed responses to sentence length in years as
this variable was negatively skewed, with participants recommend-
ing between 0 and 99 years as jail terms (M= 55.63, SD=40.71).
One-way ANOVAs revealed a significant effect of crime severity
on length of jail sentence, [3,152)=43.19, p<<.001, n?= .46,
sentence harshness, £{3,152)=10.14, p<<.001, n2= .17, and
whether the perpetrator was suitable for rehabilitation,
F3,152)=14.74, p<.001, n?=.23. The same ANOVA also
revealed an effect of crime severity on judgments of the
harmfulness of the crime, F3,152)=32.99, p<.001, n?=.39 (sce
Table 5 for post hoc comparisons).

Predictors of Punishment Severity

Table 6 shows the partial correlations between the punishment-
related variables, dehumanization, and the moral outrage
emotions controlling for crime severity. Harmfulness, dehuman-
ization, and all moral outrage emotions were positively related to
length of jail sentence, and sentence harshness, and negatively
related to perceived suitability for rehabilitation.

Given the strong intercorrelations among the individual moral
outrage emotions, as in Study 2 we collapsed across all three to
form a measure of moral outrage (o =.93). When moral outrage
and dehumanization were entered into multiple regression models,
both variables independently predicted all three measures of
punishment severity.

We next used Preacher and Hayes’ [58] syntax to determine
whether moral outrage and dehumanization mediated the re-
lationship between perceived crime harmfulness and punishment
severity (see Table 7). In Model 1, we tested the mediating effects
of moral outrage. This revealed that moral outrage was
a significant mediator of the relationship between harmfulness
and sentence harshness, and also the relationship between
harmfulness and suitability for rehabilitation. In Model 2, we
tested the mediating effects of dehumanization on this same
relationship. This revealed that dehumanization was also a signif-
icant mediator of the relationship between harmfulness and
sentence harshness and suitability for rehabilitation. In Model 3,
we entered moral outrage and dehumanization as mediators. This
revealed the dehumanization, but not moral outrage, remained
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judgments, dehumanization and moral emotions in Study 3.
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Table 6. Zero-order and partial correlations (controlling for crime severity in parentheses) between sentencing variables, crime

Harmfulness

Jail sentence in years

Sentence harshness Suitability for rehabilitation

r r

r r

Harmfulness B7F*% (T7HRR)

Dehumanization A2%** (37%%) 35%** (31%%)

Disgust 26%%* (.32%%%) 19%* (.226%%%)
Anger 22%% (29%*¥) 21%% (.28%*%)
Contempt 27%% (.28%*%) 29%%% (30%%%)

69%x (73%%%)
55%%% (53%%%)
27%%% (3]%%%)
30%* (34%%%)
35%*F (.36%%%)

61 (— 677
_42ex (= 4719
— 27 (— 264
—.20% (=.26*%)

— 35 (= 37%k%)

NOTE: Zero-order correlations are in parentheses.
**%p< 001,

**p< 01,

*p<.05.

doi:10.1371/journal.pone.0061842.t006

a significant mediator in the model. There were no mediation
effects for sentence length.

Discussion

Study 3 replicated the findings of Studies 1 and 2 by showing
that moral outrage and dehumanization co-occurred in response
to criminal behavior (Hypothesis 1). Study 3 also provided further
evidence that moral outrage and dehumanization were associated
with the severity of recommended punishment (Hypotheses 2 and
3). Finally, Study 3 also provided support for the mediating effects

of moral outrage (Hypothesis 4) and dehumanization (Hypothesis
5) on the relationship between the perceived harmfulness of the
crime and the severity of the recommended punishment.
Moreover, consistent with our prediction, the mediating effects
of dehumanization were independent of any effects associated with
moral outrage (Hypothesis 5). We only observed this mediation for
the harshness of the sentence and perceived lack of suitability for
rehabilitation. The relationship between the harmfulness of the
crime and the length of the sentence was not mediated by either
moral outrage or dehumanization. It is possible that this may
reflect the more rational, or non-emotive, nature of this
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Table 7. Bootstrapping test of mediation effects of moral outrage and dehumanization on the relationship between crime
harmfulness and severity of punishment using Preacher and Hayes (2008) syntax in Study 3.
Suitability for
Jail sentence in years Sentence harshness rehabilitation
t t t
All Models
Harmfulness — Punishment (c) 13.76*** 13.39%%* —11.27%%*
Harmfulness — Moral outrage 4.56*** 4.56%%* 4.56%**%
Harmfulness — Dehumanization 4.98%%* 4.98%** 4.98%**
Model 1- Moral outrage
Moral outrage — Punishment 124 2.86%* —2.02
Harmfulness — Punishment (c’) 13.76%** 11.87%%* —0,08*¥**
Bootstrap Results —.01,.10 .03,.15 —.21, —.01
Model 2- Dehumanization
Dehumanization — Punishment .50 5.47%%* —2.98**
Harmfulness — Punishment (c’) 13.78*** 11.57%% —9.61%**
Bootstrap Results -.03,.07 .07.23 —.26, —.03
Model 3- Moral outrage & Dehumanization
Moral outrage — Punishment 1.13 1.42 -1.19
Dehumanization — Punishment 13 4.78%** —2.47%
Harmfulness — Punishment (c’) 13.16%** 10.91%** —9,08***
Bootstrap Results (Moral Outrage) —.02,.06 —.01,24 —.17,.04
Bootstrap Results (Dehumanization) —.05,.06 .05,24 —.24, —.01
NOTE: ***p<.001,
**p<.01,
*p<.05.
doi:10.1371/journal.pone.0061842.t007
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recommendation. In contrast, claiming that the sentence should be
harsh and that the offender is unlikely to be rehabilitated may be
driven by more emotional and reactive factors. If so, this notion
may explain why moral outrage and dehumanization played
a mediating role in the relationship between these judgments and
the perceived harmfulness of the crime.

General Discussion

Across three studies we found support for the influences of
moral outrage and dehumanization on severity of offender
punishment. As predicted, moral outrage and dehumanization
also covaried across crime types (Studies 1 and 2) and crime
severity (Study 3) and predicted sentencing judgments indepen-
dent of crime type and crime severity (Studies 2 and 3). Moral
outrage and dehumanization also partially explained how the
perceived harmfulness of a crime is translated into recommenda-
tions for harsh or severe punishment, and the perception that the
offender is not amendable to rehabilitation.

Our findings both support and extend Carlsmith et al.’s [23]
retributive justice model. Consistent with their approach to
understanding retributive justice, we found an association between
moral outrage and endorsement of more severe punishment.
Moreover, we also showed that morally outraged individuals
viewed the offender as unlikely to be rehabilitated. Most
mmportantly, however, we extended this work by highlighting an
important role for dehumanization of the offender. People are not
only morally outraged by harmful and violent crimes against
others, but also view the perpetrators of these crimes as subhuman
and beastly. Consistent with the work of Viki et al. [33], this
perception was associated with harsher and longer punishment
and a perception that the offender is unsuitable for rehabilitation.
Critically, however, we also found that dehumanization partially
accounted for how perceptions of crime harmfulness were
translated into a desire for severe forms of punishment. This
novel finding supports the addition of dehumanization to models
of retributive justice. We even found this effect of dehumanization
to be evident when accounting for moral outrage.

Our findings also identify for the first time a link between moral
outrage and dehumanization. These two responses to criminal
behavior co-occurred independently of crime type or crime
severity. Although the causal direction of this relationship cannot
be determined from the current data, one might expect that moral
emotional responses are primary [24], with perceptions of the
qualities of the perpetrators secondary to these responses.
However, other causal relations between these variables are
possible and future research could examine bidirectional effects.

It is important to note that our approach to measuring moral
outrage in some ways differs from that used in previous work. We
conceptualized moral outrage as a collection of emotional
reactions to criminal behavior (cf., [26]) whereas past work has
sought to differentiate the effects of these different emotional
responses on social judgments. Disgust has been linked to norm
violations related to sexuality, the body, and to concerns over
purity [27,48,59]. Some work suggests that these disgust responses
are relatively independent of responses involving anger triggered
by perceptions of intentional harm [60,61]. Contempt has also
been conceptualized as separate from anger and disgust [27,62].
Although we acknowledge the different functions of each of these
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emotions, they correlated highly in our studies (mean »=.62), and
our main focus was to observe generalized moral emotional
reactivity to criminal behavior. Future research may manipulate
individual moral emotions in order to better differentiate between
these emotional responses.

Finally, the results of our studies add to a body of work showing
that dehumanization may be associated with harsher punishment
[9,28] and that this effect of dehumanization extends to criminal
behavior [33]. This is in contrast to other work showing that
certain forms of dehumanization may be associated with less
blame [14,16,29], a possibility that sits comfortably with the fact
that under many legal codes the mentally ill, a frequently
dehumanized group, are given more lenient sentences than
healthy individuals.

We believe that this tension can be resolved by understanding
two potential ways that people can be dehumanized. When
dehumanization arises in response to criminal behavior, it is likely
to be associated with the individual’s moral character (e.g., “only
an animal would do a thing like that”), leaving their responsibility
undiminished. This interpretation is supported by our finding that
dehumanization was negatively related to perceived suitability for
rehabilitation: people who intentionally commit inhuman acts are
not considered good candidates for intervention. Conversely,
when dehumanization is related to antecedent conditions consid-
ered to be responsible for criminal behavior (e.g., underlying
mental illness) it is likely to diminish perceived responsibility for
the behavior, but leave the individual’s moral character intact.
Notably, in such cases rehabilitation (i.e., mental health treatment)
is often the preferred option.

In sum, our findings highlight that offender dehumanization is
associated with moral outrage and may play an important role in
determining the severity of punishment. Our findings provide
important insights into processes of retributive justice [20]. When
intentional harm is done others, people are motivated by “just
deserts” concerns, seeking to punish offenders in accordance with
what they deserve. In addition to reacting to the harm done with
moral outrage, people also view the offender as lacking core
human qualities. In the eyes of third party observers, this
perception of criminals as subhuman and beastly therefore makes
them more deserving of severe and coercive forms of punishment
and as less capable of rejoining society.
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(DOCX)

Appendix $2 Crime vignettes used in Study 3.
(DOCX)

Acknowledgments

Thank you to Mandi Jacobson for help with data collection and Lisa Yu,
Tali Wahnon, and Miriam Capper for help with data collection and
analyses.

Author Contributions

Conceived and designed the experiments: BB TFD NH. Performed the
experiments: TFD BB. Analyzed the data: BB. Contributed reagents/
materials/analysis tools: TFD BB. Wrote the paper: BB TFD NH.

3. Ashworth A (2010) Sentencing and criminal justice. New York, NY: Cambridge
University Press.

4. Dane FC (1992) Applying social psychology in the courtroom: Understanding
stereotypes in jury decision making. Contemporary Social Psychology 16: 33-36.

April 2013 | Volume 8 | Issue 4 | e61842



6.

20.

21.

22.

23.

24.

27.

28.

29.

30.

31.

32.

33.

Efran MG (1974) The effect of physical appearance on the judgment of guilt,
interpersonal attraction, and severity of recommended punishment in a simulated
jury task. Journal of Research in Personality 8: 45-54.

Gibson JL (1978) Race as a determinant of criminal sentences: A methodological
critique and a case study. Law and Society Review 12: 455-478.

Gibson JL (1978) Judges’ role orientations, attitudes, and decisions: An
interactive model. The American Political Science Review 72: 911-924.

. Hogarth J (1971) Sentencing as a Human Process. Toronto: University of

Toronto Press.

. Myers B, Godwin D, Latter R, Winstanley S (2004) Victim impact statements

and mock juror sentencing: The impact of dehumanizing language on a death
qualified sample. American Journal of Forensic Psychology 22: 39-55.

. Vonhirsch A (1976) Doing justice — the choice of punishments. New York, NY:

Hill and Wang.

. Alicke MD (2000) Culpable control and the psychology of blame. Psychology

Bulletin 126: 556-574.

. Knobe J (2003) Intentional action in folk psychology: An experimental

investigation. Philosophical Psychology 16: 309-324.
Shaver KG (1985) The attribution of blame: Causality, responsibility, and
blameworthiness. New York, NY: Springer-Verlag.

. Bastian B, Laham SM, Wilson S, Haslam N, Koval P (2011) Blaming, praising,

and protecting our humanity: The implications of everyday dehumanization for
judgments of moral status. British Journal of Social Psychology 50: 469-483.

. Fincham F, Jaspars J (1979) Attribution of responsibility to the self and other in

children and adults. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology 37: 1589
1602.

. Gray HM, Gray K, Wegner DM (2007) Dimensions of mind perception. Science

315: 619.

Gray K, Wegner DM (2009) Moral typecasting: Divergent perceptions of moral
agents and moral patients. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology 96: 505
520.

. Pizarro D, Uhlmann E, Salovey P (2003) Asymmetry in judgments of moral

blame and praise. Psychological Science 14: 267-272.

. Weiner B (1995) Judgments of responsibility: A foundation for a theory of social

conduct. New York, NY: Guilford Press.

Darley JM, Pittman TS (2003) The psychology of compensatory and retributive
justice. Personality and Social Psychology Review 7: 324-336.

Carlsmith KM, Darley JM (2008) Psychological aspects of retributive justice. In:
P ZM, editor. Advances in Experimental Social Psychology. San Diego, CA:
Elsevier. 193-236.

Darley JM, Carlsmith KM, Robinson PH (2000) Incapacitation and just deserts
as motives for punishment. Law and Human Behavior 24: 659-683.
Carlsmith KM, Darley JM, Robinson PH (2002) Why do we punish? Deterrence
and just deserts as motives for punishment. Journal of Personality and Social
Psychology 83: 1-16.

Haidt J (2001) The emotional dog and its rational tail: A social intuitionist
approach to moral judgment.. Psychological Review 108: 814-834.

. Mikula G, Scherer KR, Athenstaedt U (1998) The role of injustice in the

elicitation of differential emotional reactions. Personality and Social Psychology
Bulletin 24: 769-783.

5. Tetlock PE, Kristel OV, Elson SB, Green MC, Lerner JS (2000) The psychology

of the unthinkable: Taboo trade-offs, forbidden base rates, and the heretical
counterfactuals. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology 78: 853-870.
Rozin P, Lowery L, Imada S, Haidt J (1999) The CAD triad hypotheses: A
mapping between three moral emotions (contempt, anger, disgust) and three
moral codes (community, autonomy, divinity). Journal of Personality and Social
Psychology 76: 574-586.

Goff' PA, Eberhardt JL, Williams M]J, Jackson MC (2008) Not yet human:
Implicit knowledge, historical dehumanization, and contemporary conse-
quences. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology 94: 292-306.

Haslam N (2006) Dehumanization: An integrative review. Personality and Social
Psychology Review 10: 252-264.

Robinson MB (2001) Wither Criminal Justice? An Argument for a Reformed
Discipline. Critical Criminology 10: 97-106.

Sanderson CA, Zanna AS, Darley JM (2000) Making the punishment fit the
crime and the criminal: Attributions of dangerousness as a mediator of liability.
Journal of Applied Social Psychology 30: 1137-1159.

Slobogin C (2009) Capital punishment and dangerousness. In: Schopp RF,
Wiener RL, Bornstein BH, Willborn SL, editors. Mental disorder and criminal
law: Responsibility, punishment and competence. New York, NY: Springer
Science and Business Media. 119-133.

Viki GT, Fullerton I, Ragett H, Tait F, Wiltshire S (2012) The Role of
Dehumanization in Attitudes Toward the Social Exclusion and Rehabilitation of
Sex Offenders. Journal of Applied Social Psychology 42: 2349-2367.

PLOS ONE | www.plosone.org

10

34.

36.

37.

38.

39.

40.

41.

42,

43.

44.

46.

47.

48.

49.

50.

51.

52.

53.

54.

56.

57.

58.

59.

60.

61.

62.

Dehumanization and Punishment

Zebel S, Zimmermann A, Viki GT, Doosje B (2008) Dehumanization and guilt
as distinct but related predictors of support for reparation policies. Political
Psychology 29: 193-219.

. Bandura A (1999) Moral disengagement in the perpetration of inhumanities.

Personality and Social Psychology Review 3: 193-209.

Bandura A, Barbaranelli C, Caprara GV, Pastorelli C (1996) Mechanisms of
moral disengagement in the exercise of moral agency. Journal of Personality and
Social Psychology 71: 364-374.

Castano E, Giner-Sorolla R (2006) Not quite human: Infrahumanization in
response to collective responsibility for intergroup killing. Journal of Personality
and Social Psychology 90: 804-818.

Cehajic S, Brown R, Gonzalez R (2009) What do I care? Perceived ingroup
responsibility and dehumanization as predictors of empathy felt for the victim
group. Group Processes and Intergroup Relations 12: 715-729.

McAlister AL, Bandura A, Owen SV (2006) Mechanisms of moral disengage-
ment in support of military force: The impact of Sept.11. Journal of Social and
Clinical Psychology 25: 141-165.

Leidner B, Castano E, Zaiser E, Giner-Sorolla R (2010) Ingroup glorification,
moral disengagement, and justice in the context of collective violence.
Personality and Social Psychology Bulletin 36: 1115-1129.

Osofsky MJ, Bandura A, Zimbardo PG (2005) The role of moral disengagement
in the execution process. Law and Human Behavior 29: 371-393.

Hodson G, Costello K (2007) Interpersonal disgust, ideological orientations, and
dehumanization as predictors of intergroup attitudes. Psychological Science 18:
691-698.

Harris LT, Fiske ST (2006) Dehumanizing the lowest of the low: Neuroimaging
responses to extreme out-groups. Psychological Science 17: 847-853.

Brandt MJ, Reyna C (2011) The chain of being: A hierarchy of morality.
Perspectives on Psychological Science 6: 428-446.

. Rozin P, Haidt J, McCauley CR (2008) Disgust. In: Lewis M, Haviland-Jones

JM, editors. Handbook of Emotions. New York, NY: Guilford Press. 757-776.
Sherman GD, Haidt J (2011) Cuteness and disgust: The humanizing and
dehumanizing effects of emotion. Emotion Review 3: 245-251.

Haidt J (2003) The moral emotions. In: Davidson R], Scherer KR, Goldsmith
HH, editors. Handbook of affective sciences, Series in affective science New
York, NY: Oxford University Press. 852-870.

Horberg EJ, Oveis C, Keltner D, Cohen AB (2009) Disgust and the moralization
of purity. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology 97: 963-976.

Bastian B, Haslam N (2010) Excluded from humanity: The dehumanizing effects
of social ostracism. Journal of Experimental Social Psychology 46: 107-113.
Bastian B, Jetten J, Radke RM (2012) Cyber-dehumanization: Violent video
game play diminishes our humanity. Journal of Experimental Social Psychology
48: 486-491.

Bastian B, Jetten J, Chen H, Radke HRM, Harding JF, et al. (2012) Losing our
humanity: The self-dehumanizing consequences of social ostracism. Personality
and Social Psychology Bulletin 39: 156-169.

Bastian B, Jetten J, Haslam N (in press) A relational perspective on
dehumanization. In: Bain P, Vaes J, Leyens JP, editors. Are we all human?
Advances in understanding humanness and dehumanization. Psychology Press.
Buhrmester MD, Kwang T, Gosling SD (2011) Amazon’s Mechanical Turk: A
new source of inexpensive, yet high-quality, data? Perspectives on Psychological
Science 6: 3-5.

Buckels EE, Trapnell PD (2013) Disgust facilitates outgroup dehumanization.
Group Processes & Intergroup Relations: 1-10.

. Haidt J, Graham J (2007) When morality opposes justice: Conservatives have

moral intuitions that liberals may not recognize. Social Justice Research 20: 98—
116.

Gosling SD, Rentfrow PJ, Swann WB (2003) A very brief measure of the Big-
Five personality domains. Journal of Research in Personality 37: 504-528.
Wolfgang ME, Figlio RM, Tracy PE, Singer SI (1985) The National Survey of
Crime Severity. In: U.S. Dept. of Justice BoJS, editor. Washington, DC.
Preacher KJ, Hayes AF (2008) Asymptotic and resampling strategies for
assessing and comparing indirect effects in multiple mediator models. Behavior
Research Methods 40: 879-891.

Haidt J, McCauley C, Rozin P (1994) Individual differences in sensitivity to
disgust: A scale sampling seven domains of disgust elicitors. Personality and
Individual Differences 16: 701-713.

Gutierrez R, Giner-Sorolla R (2007) Anger, disgust, and presumption of harm as
reactions to taboo-breaking behaviors. Emotion 7: 853-868.

Russell PS, Giner-Sorolla R (2011) Moral anger, but not moral disgust, responds
to intentionality. Emotion 11: 233-240.

Fischer AH, Roseman IJ (2007) Beat them or ban them: The characteristics and
social functions of anger and contempt. Journal of Personality and Social
Psychology 93: 103-115.

April 2013 | Volume 8 | Issue 4 | e61842



