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Literature on dehumanization has mainly focused on factors
that might reduce dehumanization and increase humanization
of others. In this article, we claim that, rather than changing the
way others are perceived, research on the topic should
consider focusing on the human qualities of the self or ingroup,
which could in turn facilitate people’s humanization of others.
The main focus of this approach is exemplified by morality and
empathy, as they represent uniquely human characteristics
needed for human survival. Several lines of research consistent
with this notion are reviewed, highlighting how the relationship
between self or ingroup focus, morality/empathy, and reduced
dehumanization is relatively understudied. We conclude by
suggesting that future research should address these issues,
thus expanding the understanding of the factors leading to
humanization — and ultimately improving relations between
groups and individuals.
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Introduction

Dehumanization can be defined as the perception and
treatment of others as less than fully human [1]. It can be
expressed in downplaying or denying the human traits
[2], emotional experiences [3], or complex mental states
of others [4,5]. Dehumanization is associated with var-
ious negative outcomes, most notably hostility and ag-
gression [6-8]. To these outcomes, we can add the
negative consequences of perceiving that one is dehu-
manized by others (i.e. meta-dehumanization) [9-11].
Dehumanization may also be considered an antecedent
of moral exclusion of outgroups [12], conceptualized as
categorizing groups outside the boundaries in which
moral considerations apply, resulting in their perception
as nonentities, expendable or undeserving [13]. The
outcomes of moral exclusion may span from disregard for
rights violations and systematic economic disadvantages
[14] to severe exploitation [13] indiscriminate aggression
and even mass violence [15].

The negative implications of dehumanization have led
researchers to investigate the factors that might con-
tribute to humanizing others. Both intergroup contact
[16,17] and imagined contact [18] were found to con-
tribute to humanization of outgroups. One mechanism
through which contact can promote humanization is by
reducing the salience of group boundaries and pro-
moting a common identity [19]. Indeed, studies have
found that emphasizing a superordinate category or
cross-cutting categorizations can contribute to humani-
zation of outgroups [20,21]. In particular, emotional si-
milarity between groups was found to increase outgroup
humanization [22]. Other factors shown to increase hu-
manization are perceived similarity between humans
and animals [23] and thinking of counterstereotypic
exemplars [24]. One common denominator of these ap-
proaches is promoting humanization by changing the
way that others are perceived and categorized.

While the importance of building a humanized percep-
tion of previously dehumanized others as the state-of-
the-art approach is crucial, we suggest a different way
with potential to advance humanization of others:
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2 Dehumanization

focusing on the human qualities of the self and ingroup.
Several lines of research are consistent with our claim.
For example, studies have shown that meta-humaniza-
tion, the perception that one’s ingroup is seen as human
by outgroups, can lead to outgroup humanization and
improved intergroup attitudes [25,26]. At the individual
level, an enhanced sense of interpersonal security (i.e.
sense that one is loved, protected, and cared for through
interpersonal interaction) can reduce dehumanization
[27]. In a similar fashion, finding out that an ingroup
member helped a member of a rival outgroup can also
reduce dehumanization [28]. Additionally, thinking
about how God would want one to respond led to less
dehumanization of outgroups among religious re-
spondents [29].

While these studies support the notion that turning the
focus inward can contribute to humanization, a question
arises: what specific aspects of the self and ingroup are
particularly important? In the present work, we would
like to suggest that self and ingroup morality and em-
pathy are especially likely to reduce dehumanization of
others. Both can be considered human characteristics
and may even be essential for human survival [30].
Empathy is crucial to understanding the feelings of other
people and therefore becomes an essential component of
human interactions. It is also involved in caring for
others and could provide the foundation for care-based
morality [31]. Similarly, morality can be conceptualized
as a "mental phenomenon that consists in thoughts and
feelings about rights and duties, good and bad character
traits (virtues and vices), and right and wrong motives
and behaviors” [32] that is unique to humans. Most
importantly, both are associated with prosocial behaviors
[33-35]. Thus, thinking about self and ingroup moral
values and empathic qualities may stand in contrast to
dehumanizing others.

In the following sections, we review evidence consistent
with the notion that emphasizing the morality and em-
pathy of the self or ingroup can facilitate humanization
of others. We also consider the relationship between
morality and empathy and its implications for huma-
nizing others. We conclude by suggesting new directions
of research to support our propositions.

Focusing on self or ingroup morality to
humanize others

Moral expansion

One line of relevant research on self-morality and hu-
manization can be found in literature on moral expan-
sion, defined as the expansion of our concern and
obligation beyond our immediates toward relatively
distant others, such as outgroups, animals, plants, and
natural environments (i.e. a counterpart of moral exclu-
sion) [36,37]. Our moral circles are a metaphorical

boundary drawn around the entities we include in our
realm of moral concern and obligation, while those we
exclude from this realm of concern are conceptualized as
outside our moral circles [36-38], unworthy of moral
consideration and fair treatment [13]. Crimston and
colleagues demonstrated the link between expanding
moral boundaries and willingness to make personal sa-
crifices for the morally included, such as allocating time,
money, or other resources, defending or enacting rights,
and creating opportunities to benefit others [37]. Ex-
panding the moral concern and obligation toward others
that had been morally excluded may therefore imply
acknowledgment of their needs, rights, and status as
fully human (i.e. rehumanization). Accordingly, a recent
study found that asking participants to reflect on reasons
for including others in their moral circles (vs. reasons for
excluding others) led to greater inclusion of a rival group
within moral boundaries and reduced support for their
collective punishment [39]. Such a process of con-
templating the expansion of previously restricted moral
circles may reflect positively on the self and the ingroup,
highlighting their morality and humane virtues. This, in
turn, may reduce the willingness to exclude and punish
once distant or dehumanized others.

Moral conviction

Further support to our claim comes from research on
moral conviction, defined as a strong and intuitive mo-
tivation associated with people’s opinions on topics of
social discussion, such as ecuthanasia or death penalty
[40]. Attitudes charged with moral convictions (i.e. moral
mandates) are authority- and peer-independent, and
thus differ from personal preferences and group norms
for several unique characteristics, such as perceived ob-
jectivity and universality. Moral mandates are therefore
more resistant to change [41] and strongly connected to
intense emotional reactions (e.g. pride or anger) [40]. It
follows that moral conviction is intrinsically connected to
behavioral intents aimed at supporting one’s moralized
stance, such as collective action and activism on topics
such as social discrimination [42] and gender
equality [43]. Recent research [44] found a positive re-
lation between the perceived need to reduce economic
inequality (among those in favor of reducing it), and
support for government redistributive policies. These
findings hold even when controlling for attitude
strength, material interest (i.e. income and subjective
socioeconomic status), and economic system justifi-
cation.

Moral identity

In a similar fashion to moral conviction, moral identity
theory emphasizes the importance of focusing on the
moral self as a way to behave morally toward others.
Moral identity is a schema of moral values that build the
moral self [45] and predicts moral cognitions and beha-
viors [46]. In this way, research has shown that having
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morality salient on their identity makes people feel more
responsible to act morally, making them more prone to
help others and wanting to have a positive impact on
society [47]. There is also evidence that those who have
a salient moral identity tend to be more moral. Reed
et al. [48] explained this relationship arguing that being
empathetic and having concern for others is a moral
exemplar that works as a source of motivation to follow
that example. Furthermore, moral identity, or moral self,
can influence the way we treat others, even members of
the outgroup. Reed and Aquino found that a strong
moral identity (i.e. relevance of the moral self when
describing oneself) expands the circle of moral regard
[49]. By default, ingroup members are likely to fall
within said moral regard circle. However, a stronger
moral identity also implies that members of an outgroup
are considered deserving of the same moral regard [49].
T'o sum up, these findings show that making the moral
self salient can help bring individuals together and mi-
tigate outgroup derogation. We thus suggest that this
may also have a positive effect regarding dehumaniza-
tion, since expanding the circle of moral regard to
members of the outgroup may diminish the tendency to
dehumanize them.

Focusing on self or ingroup empathy to
humanize others

Defining empathy

When it comes to empathy, there are numerous defini-
tions and the term is widely used and confused with
different concepts. However, broadly speaking, “em-
pathy occurs when an observer perceives or imagines
someone else’s (i.e. the target’s) affect and this triggers a
response such that the observer partially feels what the
target is feeling” ([38] [page 82]). De Vignemont and
Singer [50] define empathy by four conditions: if
someone is empathic, this person is required to be (a) in
an affective state, (b) that state has to correspond to the
other person’s affective state, (c) it has to be the con-
sequence of the observation or imagination of the other
person’s affective state, and (d) the empathic person
must realize that the other person is the source of their
own affective state. The first two conditions allow us to
differentiate empathy from similar concepts such as
sympathy. One could argue that the latter might reduce
dehumanization of others, since it is strongly related to
(pro)social behavior. However, this might be relevant
only when focusing on empathy or sympathy toward an
outgroup. Sympathy can more precisely be described as
a ‘feeling for’ the other person, whereas empathy could
be described as ‘feeling as’ the other person feels
[51,52]. This distinction might be significant when it
comes to reducing dehumanization of others. We argue
that the emphasis on ‘feeling as’ someone else requires
the recognition that both individuals are similar at least
in some respect, possibly both being human, compared
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with ‘feeling for’ someone, which does not require the
same conclusion.

Humanizing the outgroup via ingroup empathy

Not recognizing other people as fully human, or denying
them, their mental states will have a huge impact on
empathizing with them. It has been argued that the re-
duced attribution of mind to others is a form of dehu-
manization [53]. Indeed, the more participants
dehumanized someone else, the less empathy they
showed toward that person — both on a behavioral and
on a neural level [54,55]. It should be noted that most of
the studies in this domain have not considered the role
certain ingroup characteristics may play. Indeed, when
group membership was salient, empathic feelings for
individual members of a stigmatized outgroup improve
attitudes toward the group as a whole [56], such as help
intentions [57]. Having considered this, as well as the
general connection between empathy and dehumaniza-
tion, we argue that focusing on certain ingroup features
could be considered as a first step for humanization of
outgroups. In particular, support for our claim can be
found in two lines of research.

Empathic superiority

One line of work is focused on inducing empathic su-
periority of the ingroup [58]. This research showed that
perceiving the ingroup as superior to other groups in
empathy involved the paradox of having to recognize
outgroup feelings. This reduced infrahumanization of a
professional outgroup of superior status (psychiatrists) by
the ingroup (psychologists). More recent work [65] re-
plicated this effect in different intergroup contexts (i.e.
Spanish students vs. Ecuadorian and Germans, or un-
documented immigrants).

Ingroup Empathy Theory

A second line of work is based on Ingroup Empathy
Theory [59]. Research within this framework shows that
minority groups that experienced unfair treatment and
suffering are more likely to empathize with other groups.
Furthermore, higher empathy of minority group mem-
bers toward their own group was associated with higher
empathy toward outgroups. To summarize, perceiving
one’s group as empathic may contribute to expand em-
pathic concern beyond the limits of the ingroup.

The relationship between empathy and
morality, and its implications for (de)
humanization

While empathy and morality are both associated with
prosocial outcomes, the relationship between them is
complex. Empathy can provoke the necessary feelings to
motivate the cessation of a victim’s suffering, in-
dependent of their group membership. Decety and
Cowell argue that empathy may also prevent the
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rationalization of moral violations [60], for example,
priming affective empathy and social norms can decrease
harm-reinforcing behavior [61]. We claim this may be
because people already have internalized or incorporated
an aversion toward violent actions that comes from the
emotional component of empathy. But on the other
hand, it can contribute to partiality, favoring the mem-
bers of the group itself, and therefore interfering with
moral decision-making [60]. Furthermore, when ex-
ploring empathy in relation to moral foundations, per-
spective-taking has been positively related to ingroup
loyalty and negative feelings toward those who disrupt
that loyalty. However, high loyalty to the group can lead
to personal distress in situations of great pressure in the
face of conflicts or moral dilemmas. In addition, the
negative relationship between loyalty to one’s own group
and moral internalization may indicate that morality
based on identification with the group does not imply
empathy and moral identity and, therefore, moral be-
havior [62]. On the other hand, the frame could be im-
proved if the question was focused on knowing under
what conditions and for whom empathy develops, in-
stead of whether empathy promotes moral behavior [63].
In favor of this claim, previously cited research [44] in-
deed found evidence that the effect of moral conviction
on support for redistributive policies is partially medi-
ated by empathy felt toward the least wealthy part of the
population (in line with literature on dehumanization of
poor people) [64].

Conclusion

In this article, we proposed a new avenue that may po-
tentially contribute to reducing dehumanization of
others. Rather than changing the way others are per-
ceived, we suggested that focusing on the human qua-
lities of the self or ingroup may facilitate others’
humanization. In particular, we suggested that focusing
on self or ingroup morality or empathy may contribute to
humanization, since morality and empathy stand in
contrast to the negative treatment of others associated
with dehumanization. We reviewed various lines of re-
search that are consistent with this notion. Yet, to our
knowledge, only few studies to-date have directly ex-
amined the link between focusing on self or ingroup
morality or empathy and reduced dehumanization.
Future research should address these issues more ex-
tensively, which can hopefully expand our under-
standing of the factors that contribute to viewing others
as more human and possibly contribute to improving
relations between individuals and groups.

CRediT authorship contribution statement
All authors were involved in all parts of the research.

Conflict of interest statement
Nothing declared.

References and recommended reading

Papers of particular interest, published within the period of review, have
been highlighted as

e of special interest

ee of outstanding interest

1. Haslam N, Stratemeyer M: Recent research on dehumanization.
Curr Opin Psychol 2016, 11:25-29 (Oct 1).

2. Haslam N, Bain P, Douge L, Lee M, Bastian B: More human than
you: attributing humanness to self and others. J Pers Soc
Psychol [Internet] 2005, 89:937-950 (Available from:) (cited 2022
Dec 5) (Dec), (https://psycnet.apa.org/journals/psp/89/6/937).

3. Leyens JP, Paladino PM, Rodriguez-Torres R, Vaes J, Demoulin S,
Rodriguez-Perez A, Gaunt R: The emotional side of prejudice:
The attribution of secondary emotions to ingroups and
outgroups. Personality and social psychology review (2) 2020,
4:186-197.

4. Gray HM, Gray K, Wegner DM: Dimensions of mind perception.
Science (1979) 2007, 315:619 (Available from) (cited 2022 Dec 5)
(Feb 2), (https://www.science.org/doi/10.1126/science.1134475).

5. Kteily NS, Landry AP: Dehumanization: trends, insights, and
challenges. Trends Cogn Sci 2022, 26:222-240 (Mar 1).

6. Bruneau E, Kteily N, Laustsen L: The unique effects of blatant
dehumanization on attitudes and behavior towards Muslim
refugees during the European ‘refugee crisis’ across four
countries. Eur J Soc Psychol [Internet] 2018, 48:645-662 (Available
from) (cited 2022 Dec 5) (Aug 1), (https://onlinelibrary.wiley.com/
doi/full/10.1002/ejsp.2357).

7. Kteily N, Bruneau E: Backlash: the politics and real-world
consequences of minority group dehumanization. Pers Soc
Psychol Bull [Internet] 2017, 43:87-104 (Available from) (cited 2022
Dec 5) (Jan 1), (https://journals.sagepub.com/doi/10.1177/
0146167216675334).

8. Markowitz DM, Slovic P: Social, psychological, and demographic
characteristics of dehumanization toward immigrants. Proc
Natl Acad Sci USA [Internet] 2020, 117:9260-9269 (Available from)
(cited 2022 Dec 5) (Apr 28), (https://www.pnas.org/doi/abs/10.
1073/pnas.1921790117).

9. Kteily N, Hodson G, Bruneau E: They see us as less than human:
metadehumanization predicts intergroup conflict via reciprocal
dehumanization. J Pers Soc Psychol [Internet] 2016, 110:343-370
(Available from: /fulltext/2016-11945-001.html) (cited 2022 Dec 5)
(Mar 1).

10. Landry AP, Ihm E, Schooler JW: Hated but still human:
Metadehumanization leads to greater hostility than
metaprejudice. Group Processes & Intergroup Relations (2) 2022,
25:315-334.

11. Moore-Berg SL, Ankori-Karlinsky LO, Hameiri B, Bruneau E:
Exaggerated meta-perceptions predict intergroup hostility
between American political partisans. Proc Nat/ Acad Sci USA
[Internet] 2020, 117:14864-14872 (Available from) (cited 2022 Dec
5) (Jun 30), (https://www.pnas.org/doi/abs/10.1073/pnas.
2001263117).

12. Glazer G., Sharvit K: The contribution of moral exclusion,
dehumanization and delegitimization to support for collective
punishment in intergroup conflict, in EASP Small Meeting on
Dehumanisation: Celebrating 20 Years of Empirical Research.
Tenerife, Canary Islands, Spain. 2022.

13. Opotow S: Moral exclusion and injustice: an introduction. J Soc
Issues 1990, 46:1-20.

14. Lima-Nunes A, Pereira CR, Correia I: Restricting the scope of
justice to justify discrimination: the role played by justice
perceptions in discrimination against immigrants. Eur J Soc
Psychol 2013, 43:627-636.

15. Staub E: The Roots of Evil: The Origins of Genocide and Other
Group Violence. Cambridge University Press; 1989.

16. Bruneau E, Hameiri B, Moore-Berg SL, Kteily N: Intergroup
contact reduces dehumanization and meta-dehumanization:
cross-sectional, longitudinal, and quasi-experimental evidence

Current Opinion in Behavioral Sciences 2023, 51:101264

www.sciencedirect.com


http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2352-1546(23)00018-9/sbref1
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2352-1546(23)00018-9/sbref1
https://psycnet.apa.org/journals/psp/89/6/937
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2352-1546(23)00018-9/sbref3
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2352-1546(23)00018-9/sbref3
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2352-1546(23)00018-9/sbref3
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2352-1546(23)00018-9/sbref3
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2352-1546(23)00018-9/sbref3
https://www.science.org/doi/10.1126/science.1134475
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2352-1546(23)00018-9/sbref5
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2352-1546(23)00018-9/sbref5
https://onlinelibrary.wiley.com/doi/full/10.1002/ejsp.2357
https://onlinelibrary.wiley.com/doi/full/10.1002/ejsp.2357
https://journals.sagepub.com/doi/10.1177/0146167216675334
https://journals.sagepub.com/doi/10.1177/0146167216675334
https://www.pnas.org/doi/abs/10.1073/pnas.1921790117
https://www.pnas.org/doi/abs/10.1073/pnas.1921790117
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2352-1546(23)00018-9/sbref9
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2352-1546(23)00018-9/sbref9
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2352-1546(23)00018-9/sbref9
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2352-1546(23)00018-9/sbref9
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2352-1546(23)00018-9/sbref9
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2352-1546(23)00018-9/sbref10
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2352-1546(23)00018-9/sbref10
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2352-1546(23)00018-9/sbref10
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2352-1546(23)00018-9/sbref10
https://www.pnas.org/doi/abs/10.1073/pnas.2001263117
https://www.pnas.org/doi/abs/10.1073/pnas.2001263117
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2352-1546(23)00018-9/sbref12
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2352-1546(23)00018-9/sbref12
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2352-1546(23)00018-9/sbref13
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2352-1546(23)00018-9/sbref13
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2352-1546(23)00018-9/sbref13
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2352-1546(23)00018-9/sbref13
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2352-1546(23)00018-9/sbref14
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2352-1546(23)00018-9/sbref14

from 16 samples in five countries. Pers Soc Psychol Bull [Internet]
2021, 47:906-920 (Available from) (cited 2022 Jun 29) (Jun 1),
(https://journals-sagepub-com.ezproxy.haifa.ac.il/doi/full/10.1177/
0146167220949004).

17. Capozza D, di Bernardo GA, Falvo R: Intergroup contact and
outgroup humanization: is the causal relationship uni- or
bidirectional? PLoS One [Internet] 2017, 12:e0170554(Available
from) (cited 2022 Jun 29) (Jan 1), (https://journals.plos.org/plosone/
article?id=10.1371/journal.pone.0170554).

18. Falvo R, Capozza D, di Bernardo GA, Pagani AF: Can imagined
contact favor the “humanization” of the homeless? TPM: Test,
Psychom, Methodol Appl Psychol 2015, 22:23-30.

19. Capozza D, Trifiletti E, Vezzali L, Favara I: Can intergroup contact
improve humanity attributions? Int J Psychol [Internet] 2013,
48:527-541 (Available from) (cited 2022 Jun 29) (Aug), (https://
www-tandfonline-com.ezproxy.haifa.ac.il/doi/abs/10.1080/
00207594.2012.688132).

20. Albarello F, Rubini M: Reducing dehumanisation outcomes
towards Blacks: the role of multiple categorisation and of
human identity. Eur J Soc Psychol [Internet] 2012, 42:875-882
(Available from) (cited 2022 Jul 15) (Dec 1), (https://onlinelibrary.
wiley.com/doi/full/10.1002/ejsp.1902).

21. Prati F, Crisp RJ, Meleady R, Rubini M: Humanizing outgroups
through multiple categorization: the roles of individuation and
threat. Pers Soc Psychol Bull [Internet] 2016, 42:526-539 (Available
from) (cited 2022 Jun 29) (Apr 1), (https://journals-sagepub-com.
ezproxy.haifa.ac.il/doi/full/10.1177/0146167216636624).

22. McDonald M, Porat R, Yarkoney A, Reifen Tagar M, Kimel S, Saguy
T, et al.: Intergroup emotional similarity reduces
dehumanization and promotes conciliatory attitudes in
prolonged conflict. Group Process Intergroup Relat [Internet]
2017, 20:125-136 (Available from:) (cited 2022 Dec 5) (Jan 1),
(https://journals.sagepub.com/doi/10.1177/1368430215595107).

23. Costello K, Hodson G: Exploring the roots of dehumanization:
the role of animal—human similarity in promoting immigrant
humanization. Group Process Intergroup Relat [Internet] 2009,
13:3-22 (Available from) (cited 2022 Jun 29) (Nov 13), (https://
journals-sagepub-com.ezproxy.haifa.ac.il/doi/abs/10.1177/
1368430209347725).

24. Prati F, Vasiljevic M, Crisp RJ, Rubini M: Some extended
psychological benefits of challenging social stereotypes:
decreased dehumanization and a reduced reliance on heuristic
thinking. Group Process Intergroup Relat [Internet] 2015,
18:801-816 (Available from) (cited 2022 Jun 29) (Feb 25), (https://
journals-sagepub-com.ezproxy.haifa.ac.il/doi/full/10.1177/
1368430214567762).

25. Borinca |, Tropp LR, Ofosu N: Meta-humanization enhances
positive reactions to prosocial cross-group interaction. Br J
Soc Psychol [Internet] 2021, 60:1051-1074 (Available from) (cited
2022 Jul 15) (Jul 1), (https://onlinelibrary.wiley.com/doi/full/10.
1111/bjs0.12435).

26. Pavetich M, Stathi S: Meta-humanization reduces prejudice,
even under high intergroup threat. J Pers Soc Psychol 2021,
120:671 (Mar 1).

27. Zhang H, Chan DKS, Teng F, Zhang D: Sense of interpersonal
security and preference for harsh actions against others: The
role of dehumanization. J Exp Soc Psychol 2015, 56:165-171
(Jan 1).

28. Saguy T, Szekeres H, Nouri R, Goldenberg A, Doron G, Dovidio JF,
et al.: Awareness of intergroup help can rehumanize the out-
group. Soc Psychol Pers Sci 2015, 6:551-558 (Mar 11).

29. Smith JM, Pasek M, Vishkin A, Johnson KA, Shackleford C, Ginges
*  J: Thinking about God discourages dehumanization of religious
outgroups [Internet]. PsyArXiv 2021, (Available from) (cited 2022
Jul 5), (https://psyarxiv.com/dvpn4/).
In this article the authors demonstrated that, even though binding
foundations such as loyalty to the ingroup could culminate in derogation
or even violent behavior towards the out-group, moral identity plays a
key role in avoiding these negative consequences. Along a series of
studies, it was demonstrated that a stronger moral identity mitigates the
effect of the binding foundations that otherwise can allow people to

Focusing on the Self to Humanize Others Scatolon et al. 5

justify the use of torture against members of the out-group for the sake
of protecting the in-group.

30. de Waal F: The Age of Empathy. Crown; 2010.

31. Decety J, Cowell JM: The complex relation between morality
and empathy. Trends Cogn Sci 2014, 18:337-339 (Jul 1).

32. Krebs DL: Morality: an evolutionary account. Perspect Psychol
Sci [Internet] 2008, 3:149-172 (Available from) (cited 2022 Dec 5)
(May 1), (https://journals.sagepub.com/doi/full/10.1111/j.1745-
6924.2008.00072.x).

33. Eisenberg N, Fabes RA: Prosocial behavior and empathy: a
multimethod developmental perspective. - PsycNET. In
Prosocial Behavior [Internet]. Edited by Clark MS. Sage
Publications, Inc.; 1991:34-61 (Available from) (cited 2022 Jul 15),
(https://psycnet-apa-org.ezproxy.haifa.ac.il/record/1991-97117-
002).

34. Staub E: Positive Social Behavior and Morality vol. 1, Academic
Press; 1978.

35. de Groot J, Steg L: Morality and prosocial behavior: the role of
awareness, responsibility, and norms in the norm activation
model. J Soc Psychol [Internet] 2009, 149:425-449 (Available from)
(cited 2022 Jul 15), (https://www-tandfonline-com.ezproxy.haifa.
ac.il/doi/abs/10.3200/SOCP.149.4.425-449).

36. Kirkland K, Crimston CR, Jetten J, Rudnev M, Acevedo-Triana C,
Amiot CE, ... Bastian B: Moral expansiveness around the world:
The role of societal factors across 36 countries. Social
Psychological and Personality Science (3) 2023, 14:305-318.

37. Crimston D, Bain PG, Hornsey MJ, Bastian B: Moral

*  expansiveness: Examining variability in the extension of the
moral world. J Pers Soc Psychol (4) 2016, 111:636-653.

A paper focusing on the definition of moral expansion as a counterpart

of moral exclusion.

38. Singer T, Lamm C: The social neuroscience of empathy. Ann N Y
Acad Sci 2009, 1156:81-96.

39. Glazer G., Sharvit K.: Establishing the effect of moral exclusion

. on collective punishment, in the context of intergroup conflict,
in Annual meeting of the International Society of Political
Psychology. Online. 2021. A recent paper providing concrete proof
of the effectiveness of moral expansion.

A recent paper providing concrete proof of the effectiveness of moral

expansion.

40. Skitka LJ, Hanson BE, Morgan GS, Wisneski DC: The psychology

* of moral conviction. Annual Review of Psychology 2021,
72:347-366.

This article represent the most recent literature review on the topic of

moral conviction.

41. Luttrell A, Philipp-Muller A, Petty RE: Challenging moral attitudes
with moral messages. Psychol Sci [Internet] 2019, 30:1136-1150
(Available from) (cited 2022 Jul 15) (Aug 1), (https://journals.
sagepub.com/doi/full/10.1177/09567976198547067casa_token=
UBUFVgPA4AAAAAAA Y% 3AIJ1gttCoPNI-GhCk4LxLip6xOTt435Y-
znlk90-9a_T6_1frwH1aR5U-SQYcTJPCJQabaeGXtRZgeFE).

42. Van Zomeren M, Postmes T, Spears R, Bettache K: Can moral
convictions motivate the advantaged to challenge social
inequality? Extending the social identity model of collective
action. Group Processes & Intergroup Relations (5) 2011,
14:735-753.

43. de Cristofaro V, Pellegrini V, Giacomantonio M, Livi S, van Zomeren
M: Can moral convictions against gender inequality overpower
system justification effects? Examining the interaction
between moral conviction and system justification. Br J Soc
Psychol [Internet] 2021, 60:1279-1302 (Available from) (cited 2022
Jul 15) (Oct 1), (https://onlinelibrary.wiley.com/doi/full/10.1111/
bjso.12451).

44. Scatolon A, Paladino MP: Reducing economic inequality is ‘just

*e right’: moral conviction predicts support for redistributive
government policies (Available from), Br J Soc Psychol (2) 2022,
62:1076-1096, https://doi.org/10.1111/bjso.12620.

This work provides proof of moral conviction (a facet of morality) being a

unique predictor of attitude behavior (i.e. support for redistribution), as

www.sciencedirect.com

Current Opinion in Behavioral Sciences 2023, 51:101264


https://journals-sagepub-com.ezproxy.haifa.ac.il/doi/full/10.1177/0146167220949004
https://journals-sagepub-com.ezproxy.haifa.ac.il/doi/full/10.1177/0146167220949004
https://journals.plos.org/plosone/article?id=10.1371/journal.pone.0170554
https://journals.plos.org/plosone/article?id=10.1371/journal.pone.0170554
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2352-1546(23)00018-9/sbref17
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2352-1546(23)00018-9/sbref17
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2352-1546(23)00018-9/sbref17
https://www-tandfonline-com.ezproxy.haifa.ac.il/doi/abs/10.1080/00207594.2012.688132
https://www-tandfonline-com.ezproxy.haifa.ac.il/doi/abs/10.1080/00207594.2012.688132
https://www-tandfonline-com.ezproxy.haifa.ac.il/doi/abs/10.1080/00207594.2012.688132
https://onlinelibrary.wiley.com/doi/full/10.1002/ejsp.1902
https://onlinelibrary.wiley.com/doi/full/10.1002/ejsp.1902
https://journals-sagepub-com.ezproxy.haifa.ac.il/doi/full/10.1177/0146167216636624
https://journals-sagepub-com.ezproxy.haifa.ac.il/doi/full/10.1177/0146167216636624
https://journals.sagepub.com/doi/10.1177/1368430215595107
https://journals-sagepub-com.ezproxy.haifa.ac.il/doi/abs/10.1177/1368430209347725
https://journals-sagepub-com.ezproxy.haifa.ac.il/doi/abs/10.1177/1368430209347725
https://journals-sagepub-com.ezproxy.haifa.ac.il/doi/abs/10.1177/1368430209347725
https://journals-sagepub-com.ezproxy.haifa.ac.il/doi/full/10.1177/1368430214567762
https://journals-sagepub-com.ezproxy.haifa.ac.il/doi/full/10.1177/1368430214567762
https://journals-sagepub-com.ezproxy.haifa.ac.il/doi/full/10.1177/1368430214567762
https://onlinelibrary.wiley.com/doi/full/10.1111/bjso.12435
https://onlinelibrary.wiley.com/doi/full/10.1111/bjso.12435
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2352-1546(23)00018-9/sbref25
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2352-1546(23)00018-9/sbref25
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2352-1546(23)00018-9/sbref25
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2352-1546(23)00018-9/sbref26
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2352-1546(23)00018-9/sbref26
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2352-1546(23)00018-9/sbref26
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2352-1546(23)00018-9/sbref26
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2352-1546(23)00018-9/sbref27
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2352-1546(23)00018-9/sbref27
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2352-1546(23)00018-9/sbref27
https://psyarxiv.com/dvpn4/
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2352-1546(23)00018-9/sbref29
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2352-1546(23)00018-9/sbref30
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2352-1546(23)00018-9/sbref30
https://journals.sagepub.com/doi/full/10.1111/j.1745-6924.2008.00072.x
https://journals.sagepub.com/doi/full/10.1111/j.1745-6924.2008.00072.x
https://psycnet-apa-org.ezproxy.haifa.ac.il/record/1991-97117-002
https://psycnet-apa-org.ezproxy.haifa.ac.il/record/1991-97117-002
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2352-1546(23)00018-9/sbref33
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2352-1546(23)00018-9/sbref33
https://www-tandfonline-com.ezproxy.haifa.ac.il/doi/abs/10.3200/SOCP.149.4.425-449
https://www-tandfonline-com.ezproxy.haifa.ac.il/doi/abs/10.3200/SOCP.149.4.425-449
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2352-1546(23)00018-9/sbref35
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2352-1546(23)00018-9/sbref35
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2352-1546(23)00018-9/sbref35
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2352-1546(23)00018-9/sbref35
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2352-1546(23)00018-9/sbref36
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2352-1546(23)00018-9/sbref36
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2352-1546(23)00018-9/sbref36
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2352-1546(23)00018-9/sbref37
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2352-1546(23)00018-9/sbref37
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2352-1546(23)00018-9/sbref38
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2352-1546(23)00018-9/sbref38
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2352-1546(23)00018-9/sbref38
https://journals.sagepub.com/doi/full/10.1177/0956797619854706?casa_token=U6uFVqPA4AAAAAAA%3AiJ1gttCoPNI-GhCk4LxLip6xOTt435Y-znlk9O-9a_T6_1frwH1aR5U-SQYcTJPCJQa6aeGXtRZqeFE
https://journals.sagepub.com/doi/full/10.1177/0956797619854706?casa_token=U6uFVqPA4AAAAAAA%3AiJ1gttCoPNI-GhCk4LxLip6xOTt435Y-znlk9O-9a_T6_1frwH1aR5U-SQYcTJPCJQa6aeGXtRZqeFE
https://journals.sagepub.com/doi/full/10.1177/0956797619854706?casa_token=U6uFVqPA4AAAAAAA%3AiJ1gttCoPNI-GhCk4LxLip6xOTt435Y-znlk9O-9a_T6_1frwH1aR5U-SQYcTJPCJQa6aeGXtRZqeFE
https://journals.sagepub.com/doi/full/10.1177/0956797619854706?casa_token=U6uFVqPA4AAAAAAA%3AiJ1gttCoPNI-GhCk4LxLip6xOTt435Y-znlk9O-9a_T6_1frwH1aR5U-SQYcTJPCJQa6aeGXtRZqeFE
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2352-1546(23)00018-9/sbref40
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2352-1546(23)00018-9/sbref40
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2352-1546(23)00018-9/sbref40
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2352-1546(23)00018-9/sbref40
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2352-1546(23)00018-9/sbref40
https://onlinelibrary.wiley.com/doi/full/10.1111/bjso.12451
https://onlinelibrary.wiley.com/doi/full/10.1111/bjso.12451
https://doi.org/10.1111/bjso.12620

6 Dehumanization

well as providing starting proof of a connection between attitude mor-
alization and empathic concern.

45. Aquino K, Americus R: The self-importance of moral identity. J
Pers Soc Psychol 2002, 83:1423-1440.

46. Hardy SA, Carlo G: Moral identity. Handbook of identity theory and
research 2011,495-513.

47. Kaur S: Effect of religiosity and moral identity internalization on
prosocial behaviour. Journal of Human Values (2) 2020,
26:186-198.

48. Reed A, Aquino K, Levy E: Moral identity and judgments of
charitable behaviors. Journal of marketing (1) 2007, 71:178-193.

49. Reed A, Aquino KF: Moral identity and the expanding circle of
moral regard toward out-groups. J Pers Soc Psychol [Internet]
20083, 84:1270-1286 (Available from: /record/2003-00779-013)
(cited 2022 Jul 15) (Jun).

50. de Vignemont F, Singer T: The empathic brain: how, when and
why? Trends Cogn Sci 2006, 10:435-441 (Oct 1).

51. Lamm C, Ratgen M, Wagner IC: Imaging empathy and prosocial
emotions. Neurosci Lett 2019, 693:49-53 (Feb 6).

52. Schroeder, D. A., & Graziano, W. G. (Eds.). (2015). The Oxford
handbook of prosocial behavior.

53. Hackel LM, Looser CE, van Bavel JJ: Group membership alters
the threshold for mind perception: the role of social identity,
collective identification, and intergroup threat. J Exp Soc
Psychol 2014, 52:15-23 (May 1).

54. C‘ehajié S, Brown R, Gonzalez R: What do | care? Perceived
ingroup responsibility and dehumanization as predictors of
empathy felt for the victim group. Group Processes & Intergroup
Relations (6) 2009, 12:715-729.

55. Simon JC, Gutsell JN: Effects of minimal grouping on implicit
prejudice, infrahumanization, and neural processing despite
orthogonal social categorizations. Group Process Intergroup
Relat [Internet] 2019, 23:323-343 (Available from) (cited 2022 Jun
29) (May 6), (https://journals-sagepub-com.ezproxy.haifa.ac.il/doi/
full/10.1177/1368430219837348).

56. Batson CD, Polycarpou MP, Harmon-Jones E, Imhoff HJ,

] Mitchener EC, Bednar LL, et al.: Empathy and attitudes: can
feeling for a member of a stigmatized group improve feelings
toward the group? J Pers Soc Psychol [Internet] 1997, 72:105-118
(Available from: /doiLanding?doi=10.1037%2F0022-
3514.72.1.105) (cited 2022 Dec 5).

Seminal work showing how inducing empathy towards individual

members of stigmatized groups, (a young woman with AIDS, homeless

man and a convicted murderer) lead to more positive attitudes toward
the stigmatized groups of people with AIDS and Homeless. In the case

of convicted murderers, a highly stigmatized group, there was only a

weak immediate effect but strong evidence o improved attitudes 1- 2

weeks later.

57. Batson CD, Chang J, Orr R, Rowland J: Empathy, attitudes, and
action: Can feeling for a member of a stigmatized group

motivate one to help the group? Personality and Social
Psychology Bulletin (12) 2002, 28:1656-1666.

58. Casal CH, Lépez AB. El efecto de la induccion en superioridad
empatica sobre la Ingrahumanizacién. InPsicologia social y
problemas sociales 2005 (pp. 271-278). Biblioteca Nueva.

59. Sirin C v, Valentino NA, Villalobos JD: The social causes and

** political consequences of group empathy. Polit Psychol
[Internet] 2017, 38:427-448 (Available from) (cited 2022 Jul 15) (Jun
1), (https://onlinelibrary.wiley.com/doi/full/10.1111/pops.12352).

Research within the Ingroup Empathy theory shows that empathy felt

between members of a minority group relates to the way outgroups are

judged and improves intergroup attitudes, when outgroup experiences

have a connection with unfair treatment suffered by ingroup members.

60. Decety J, Cowell JM: Friends or foes: is empathy necessary for
moral behavior? Perspect Psychol Sci [Internet] 2014, 9:525-537
(Available from) (cited 2022 Dec 6) (Sep 1), (https://journals.
sagepub.com/doi/full/10.1177/1745691614545130?casa_token=
LKkYthVV44iEAAAAA%3AbTiqgTWUAV1fbzsfyQpsRngqg-
UpUNPTbkV3G_RtRvYUEtA3BTXEb7EyDiSCp-luXhyD11h_
r583-T).

61. Kozubal M, Szuster A, Barlinska J: Cyber bystanders, affective
empathy and social norms. Stud Psychol 2019, 61:120-131.

62. Dawson KJ, Han H, Choi YER: How are moral foundations
associated with empathic traits and moral identity? Curr
Psychol [Internet] 2021, 1:1-13 (Available from) (cited 2022 Jul 15)
(Oct 12), (https://link.springer.com/article/10.1007/s12144-021-
02372-5).

63. Cameron CD, Conway P, Scheffer JA: Empathy regulation,
prosociality, and moral judgment. Curr Opin Psychol 2022,
44:188-195 (Apr 1).

64. Sainz M, Loughnan S, Martinez R, Moya M, Rodriguez-Bailén R:
Dehumanization of socioeconomically disadvantaged groups
decreases support for welfare policies via perceived
wastefulness. Int Rev Soc Psychol [Internet] 2020, 33:1-13,
https://doi.org/10.5334/irsp.414 (Available from) (cited 2022
Jun 29).

65. Bustillos, A. , Huici, C.: The paradoxical effects of being more
ee empathic than theoutgroup, in Paper presented to the EASP
Meeting: Celebrating 20 Years of Empirical Research. Tenerife,
Canary Islands, Spain. 2022;28-30. (April, 2022). This work
provides consistent evidence of the positive effects of inducing
ingroup empathic superiority for the reduction of outgroup
infrahumanization in different intergroup contexts involving national
groups (Spaniards versus Germans or Ecuadorians), professional
groups (psychologists versus psychiatrist and social workers) or in
the context of immigration (Spaniards versus undocumented
immigrants in Spain).
This work provides consistent evidence of the positive effects of indu-
cing ingroup empathic superiority for the reduction of outgroup infra-
humanization in different intergroup contexts involving national groups
(Spaniards versus Germans or Ecuadorians), professional groups (psy-
chologists versus psychiatrist and social workers) or in the context of
immigration (Spaniards versus undocumented immigrants in Spain).

Current Opinion in Behavioral Sciences 2023, 51:101264

www.sciencedirect.com


http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2352-1546(23)00018-9/sbref43
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2352-1546(23)00018-9/sbref43
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2352-1546(23)00018-9/sbref44
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2352-1546(23)00018-9/sbref44
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2352-1546(23)00018-9/sbref45
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2352-1546(23)00018-9/sbref45
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2352-1546(23)00018-9/sbref45
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2352-1546(23)00018-9/sbref46
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2352-1546(23)00018-9/sbref46
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2352-1546(23)00018-9/sbref47
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2352-1546(23)00018-9/sbref47
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2352-1546(23)00018-9/sbref47
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2352-1546(23)00018-9/sbref47
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2352-1546(23)00018-9/sbref48
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2352-1546(23)00018-9/sbref48
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2352-1546(23)00018-9/sbref49
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2352-1546(23)00018-9/sbref49
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2352-1546(23)00018-9/sbref50
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2352-1546(23)00018-9/sbref50
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2352-1546(23)00018-9/sbref50
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2352-1546(23)00018-9/sbref50
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2352-1546(23)00018-9/sbref51
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2352-1546(23)00018-9/sbref51
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2352-1546(23)00018-9/sbref51
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2352-1546(23)00018-9/sbref51
https://journals-sagepub-com.ezproxy.haifa.ac.il/doi/full/10.1177/1368430219837348
https://journals-sagepub-com.ezproxy.haifa.ac.il/doi/full/10.1177/1368430219837348
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2352-1546(23)00018-9/sbref53
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2352-1546(23)00018-9/sbref53
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2352-1546(23)00018-9/sbref53
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2352-1546(23)00018-9/sbref53
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2352-1546(23)00018-9/sbref53
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2352-1546(23)00018-9/sbref53
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2352-1546(23)00018-9/sbref54
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2352-1546(23)00018-9/sbref54
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2352-1546(23)00018-9/sbref54
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2352-1546(23)00018-9/sbref54
https://onlinelibrary.wiley.com/doi/full/10.1111/pops.12352
https://journals.sagepub.com/doi/full/10.1177/1745691614545130?casa_token=LkYthVV44iEAAAAA%3AbTjqTWUAV1fbzsfyQpsRngq-UpUNPTbkV3G_RtRvYuEtA3BTXEb7EyDiSCp-luXhyD11h_r583-T
https://journals.sagepub.com/doi/full/10.1177/1745691614545130?casa_token=LkYthVV44iEAAAAA%3AbTjqTWUAV1fbzsfyQpsRngq-UpUNPTbkV3G_RtRvYuEtA3BTXEb7EyDiSCp-luXhyD11h_r583-T
https://journals.sagepub.com/doi/full/10.1177/1745691614545130?casa_token=LkYthVV44iEAAAAA%3AbTjqTWUAV1fbzsfyQpsRngq-UpUNPTbkV3G_RtRvYuEtA3BTXEb7EyDiSCp-luXhyD11h_r583-T
https://journals.sagepub.com/doi/full/10.1177/1745691614545130?casa_token=LkYthVV44iEAAAAA%3AbTjqTWUAV1fbzsfyQpsRngq-UpUNPTbkV3G_RtRvYuEtA3BTXEb7EyDiSCp-luXhyD11h_r583-T
https://journals.sagepub.com/doi/full/10.1177/1745691614545130?casa_token=LkYthVV44iEAAAAA%3AbTjqTWUAV1fbzsfyQpsRngq-UpUNPTbkV3G_RtRvYuEtA3BTXEb7EyDiSCp-luXhyD11h_r583-T
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2352-1546(23)00018-9/sbref57
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2352-1546(23)00018-9/sbref57
https://link.springer.com/article/10.1007/s12144-021-02372-5
https://link.springer.com/article/10.1007/s12144-021-02372-5
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2352-1546(23)00018-9/sbref59
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2352-1546(23)00018-9/sbref59
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2352-1546(23)00018-9/sbref59
https://doi.org/10.5334/irsp.414

	Focusing on the self to humanize others: the role of empathy and morality
	Introduction
	Focusing on self or ingroup morality to humanize others
	Moral expansion
	Moral conviction
	Moral identity


	Focusing on self or ingroup empathy to humanize others
	Defining empathy
	Humanizing the outgroup via ingroup empathy
	Empathic superiority
	Ingroup Empathy Theory


	The relationship between empathy and morality, and its implications for (de)humanization
	Conclusion
	CRediT authorship contribution statement
	Conflict of interest statement
	References and recommended reading




