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Introduction 

 

“�Don't give yourselves to brutes [�] machine 

men with machine minds and machine hearts! You 

are not machines! You are not cattle! You are 

men!” 

(The Great Dictator, 1940) 

 

According to Linnaeus, father of modern scientific categorization, all living beings 

are classified into a particular category that defines the species to which they belong. In 

our case, we all belong to the Homo Sapiens Sapiens category (Linneus, 1758), or, 

simply, we are all human beings. Then, at least at a scientific level, the distinction of man 

from other animal or plant species is considered universal and stands beyond cultures, 

traditions, places and climates; fundamentally, from Eskimos in Greenland to business 

men in Manhattan every man is a man. But, this is not the whole story: certain people or 

certain groups are considered less human than other ones. The tendency to deny a full 

human status to others is a general phenomenon across all human history. The ancient 

Greeks considered the slaves as animals by identifying them uniquely with the soma 

(body) in opposition with the logos (mind), a feature reserved to Greek adult males 

(Vignolo, 2009); European philosophy described pre-columbian peoples as beasts, wild 

barbarians, unintelligent, more similar to apes than to human beings (Stannard, 1992); 

similarly, scientific racism (see, e.g., Gobineau, 1855, 1977) has created the "inferior race" 

in which Africans were linked to the primates both in appearance and immorality of their 

behavior; for centuries, Arabs were described by Western societies as individuals 

characterized by strong instincts and immorality (Said, 1978); aristocrats, middle-class 

persons, and intellectuals reduced poor and proletarians to ignorant beings lacking of 

religiosity and humanity (Thomas, 1983). These are only a few examples and the list could 

be potentially endless. Moreover, dehumanization can take many forms. Across each 

civilization and historical period particular metaphors were used to deny a full human 

status to others: animal, spirit, object, biological and mechanistic metaphors. 

Dehumanization has been the target of many theoretical interpretations (see, e.g., 

Bandura, 1999; Bar-Tal, 1989; Opotow, 1990; Struch, & Schwartz, 1989), however, only in 

recent years, Social Psychology empirically investigated these phenomena (see, e.g., 

Goff, Eberhardt, Williams, & Jackson, 2008; Haslam, 2006; Leyens, Demoulin, Vaes, 

Gaunt, & Paladino, 2007). Considering different concepts and theorization of humanity, 
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such as secondary vs. primary emotions (Leyens et al., 2007), uniquely human vs. non-

uniquely human traits (Haslam, Loughnan, Kashima, & Bain, 2008), mind attributions 

(Gray, Gray, & Wegner, 2007), objectification (Fredrickson, & Roberts, 1997), research 

provided a huge amount of evidences that humanity attributions represent a relevant 

dimension in intergroup relations. In particular, it has been demonstrated that individuals 

tend to ascribe a full human status to the ingroup rather than to the outgroup. As a 

consequence, outgroups are perceived as not fully human. 

Along with processes and mechanisms leading to humanity denial, research has 

been recently interested in investigating negative consequences of dehumanization. 

Empirical evidences showed that perceiving other groups as not fully human produces 

detrimental outcomes, such as violence justification (Goff et al., 2008), inhibition of pro-

social behaviors (see, e.g., Carella & Vaes, 2006), impaired cognitive capacities 

(Fredrickson, Roberts, Noll, Quinn, & Twenge, 1998), increase of prejudice (Hodson & 

Costello, 2007). 

Despite the significant results achieved in the study of humanity attributions, some 

critical points still remain little investigated. The aim of the present research program is, 

indeed, to disentangle the role of humanity perceptions in three critical domains: violent 

behaviors, intergroup contact, and health contexts. In particular, the current work is 

organized in three separate parts in which we conducted two studies to investigate new 

potential consequences of humanity denial. 

In the first two parts, we consider Moroccans as the outgroup target, since they 

represent a consistent stigmatized minority in Italy. In the first part, our aim is to study the 

role of humanity perceptions in violence domain. We argue that perceiving the other as not 

fully human should lead to facilitate perceptions of threat and violent behavioral 

tendencies. Moreover, we consider the moderator role of behavioral control in the relation 

between violence and humanity. We expect that dehumanization would be positively 

related with increased perceptions of the outgroup as dangerous and with violent 

reactions. In addition, regarding this latter point, we believe that behavioral control plays a 

critical role: dehumanization lead to aggressive behaviors only for participants with low 

capacity to control their behavioral responses. 

In the second part, we investigate the causal link between humanity attributions and 

intergroup contact. Our purpose is to study whether humanity increase the tendency to 

seek contact with the outgroup or whether contact ameliorates humanity perceptions to the 
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ougroup. We hypothesize a mutual effect of the two constructs: both outgroup 

humanization and contact should have reciprocal effects.  

In the last part, we examine different samples of health practitioners, namely nurses 

and socio-sanitary workers, in order to study the effects of dehumanization in healthcare 

contexts, since they represent a sensible environment for dehumanization (Haque & 

Waytz, 2012). In particular, in a study we investigate whether the denial of a full human 

status to patient represents a strategy used by nurses to decreased stress reactions. In 

addition, we test the effects of commitment to hospital and to patients as potential 

moderators. We expect that denial of humanity to patients is used as a coping strategy 

only by high committed nurses (both to hospital and to patients). In a second study, 

considering socio-sanitary workers, we investigate the effects of humanity perception on 

behavioral tendencies toward mentally impaired individuals. We hypothesize that 

humanization of persons with intellectual disabilities should promote approaching 

behaviors, rather than avoidance. 

Our research represents an important contribution to the study of intergroup 

attributions of humanity and their consequences. In fact, to our knowledge, studies on 

these issues are few. Moreover, this research might have practical implication in everyday 

life. In fact, it may stimulate the development of specific interventions in order to counteract 

the negative effects of humanity denial and to promote harmonious intergroup 

relationships. 
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Chapter 1 

 

If This Is (Not) a Man: Attributions of Humanity in Intergroup Relations 

 

“Humanity is a superhuman feat” 

(Jean Giraudoux, 1933) 

 

1.1 – The Study of Humanity in Social Psychology 

The tendency to dehumanize others has been object of many interpretations in 

Social Psychology. In particular, denial of humanity has been included in theoretical 

models that investigated psychological strategies legitimizing violent acts toward others. 

Thus, several authors took into account the phenomenon of dehumanization giving it 

different interpretations (Bandura, 1999, 2002; Bar-Tal, 1989, 2000; Opotow, 1990; 

Schwartz & Struch, 1989). 

Bar-Tal (1989) proposed that humanity denial represents a strategy to delegitimize 

outgroups. Dehumanization is defined as “the categorization of a group as inhuman either 

by using categories of subhuman creatures such as inferior race and animals, or by using 

categories of negatively evaluated superhuman creatures, such as demons, monsters, and 

satans” (Bar-Tal, 1989, p. 172). Thus, according to this author, delegitimized groups do not 

belong to human category. Similarly with stereotypes and prejudices, delegitimization 

originates from group categorization (see, e.g., Rosch, 1978; Tajfel & Turner, 1979). 

However, it has some unique features that differentiate it from similar constructs. First of 

all, delegitimization is characterized by extreme negative features that allow to exclude 

dehumanized outgroups from moral community (Opotow, 1990). Moreover, 

dehumanization imply a permanent exclusion from the norms and the values that regulate 

society; conversely groups that are negatively stereotyped (see, e.g., Scottish in United 

Kingdom) may continue to be accepted inside the boundaries of society. Finally, 

dehumanized outgroups usually are target aggressive and harmful behaviors. 

Bar-Tal (1989) individuated four main functions of dehumanization. Mainly, this 

process justifies extremely negative and aggressive behaviors toward the outgroup: 

considering “others” such as demons, savages or gooks, provides a cognitive explanation 

to justify extremely aggressive actions perpetrated toward the outgroup. Moreover, 

dehumanization may occur either before or after committing a detrimental action. In the 

first case, denying humanity facilitates the use of violence; in the second case, 
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dehumanization is a cognitive justification for the detrimental conduct. A second function of 

delegitimization is to preserve intergroup differentiation. As reported above, this process 

sharpens intergroup differences to an extreme, since it completely excludes outgroups 

from commonly accepted groups. Moreover, a third function, dehumanization feeds the 

perception of ingroup superiority since it allows a convenient intergroup comparison due to 

the extreme negative features associated to the outgroups. Finally, dehumanization 

permits to maintain a certain degree of group uniformity (adherence to the beliefs and 

values) and cohesion (attraction to the prototypical group representation). 

Bandura (1999) argued that denial of humanity represents a strategy in the moral 

disengagement process. Specifically, perpetration of violent and aggressive behaviors 

toward the outgroup is determined by the deactivation of the ethical and moral values that 

regulates attitudes and behaviors of an individual or a group. From the earlier stage of 

development and socialization, individuals learn to regulate their behavior according to 

social and moral sanctions or rewards that define the boundaries of what is morally right 

and what is morally wrong. This latter point underlines the dual aspect of moral agency: an 

“inhibitive” aspect, namely the capacity of restraining from committing detrimental 

behaviors, and a “proactive” aspect, namely the capacity of acting accordingly to social 

values and norms. However, this mechanism does not have an automatic activation. Thus, 

under certain conditions and within particular contexts, some psychological strategies can 

defuse the exercise of moral agency and lead to the perpetration of negative conducts. 

Among these, dehumanization represents a strategy that permits to derogate the victim of 

the negative act. Interpersonal experiences during formative years develop the awareness 

that people experience joy and suffering forming, in this way, the foundation for empathic 

responsiveness to the plight of others (Bandura, 1986). Thus, humanity triggers empathic 

reactions trough perceived similarity and a feeling of moral responsibility. As a 

consequence, perceiving the other lacking of a full human status prevents the activation of 

empathetic emotional reactions making easier the use of violence and aggression.  

Similarly with Bandura, Opotow (1990) refers to dehumanization in terms of “moral 

exclusion”, and defines it as the psychological process that “occurs when individuals or 

groups are perceived as outside the boundary in which moral values, rules, and 

considerations of fairness apply” (Opotow, 1990, p.1). Thus, individuals who are morally 

excluded are perceived as not worthy to be part of the society based on moral values such 

as the obligation to avoid causing harm to human beings. In this way, moral exclusion 

makes it easier or even appropriate and right, for ingroup, to perform aggressive and non 
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acceptable behaviors. According to the author, the antecedents of moral exclusion are 

represented by a situation of conflict and by feelings of unconnectedness; in fact, 

perceiving the other as “unconnected” to oneself defuses empathic reactions and it is more 

likely to be violent and aggressive to others (see, e.g., Bandura, Underwood, & Fromson, 

1975; Deutsch, 1973). 

Moreover, Opotow argued that specific “symptoms” are also responsible for moral 

exclusion. In particular, “exclusion specific symptoms” (vs. “ordinary symptoms”1) 

represent a “signal that interpersonal or intergroup relation is taking a destructive course” 

(Opotow, 1990, p. 11). Dehumanization is included in these “exclusion specific” processes 

as it is defined as “repudiating others’ humanity, dignity, ability to feel, and entitlement to 

compassion” (Opotow, 1990, p. 10). 

According to Schwartz and Struch (1989), dehumanization depends on two distinct 

psychological processes. On the one hand, denial of humanity can occur when the 

outgroup is not perceived in terms of uniquely human traits (e.g., compassion, respect); on 

the other hand, dehumanization can result from the comparison between the basic values 

that regulate a specific society. Moreover, these values are organized hierarchically within 

societies: in fact, same values may be considered “primary” in some societies, whereas, in 

other communities, they may be perceived as “secondary”. For instance, western society 

considers “freedom” at the top of a values hierarchy and “obedience” at the bottom, 

whereas a collectivistic society considers “obedience” at the top and freedom at the 

bottom. As a consequence, the more the hierarchy of values is perceived different, more 

likely is that the outgroup is considered as morally distant, and, therefore, lacking of 

humanity. Moreover, the authors argued that two value domains are particularly important 

for humanity perceptions: “pro-social” values and hedonism. “Pro-social” values (e.g., 

equality, solidarity) are considered uniquely human values since they involve morality and 

sensitivity; instead, “hedonism” values (e.g., pleasure, an exciting life) express individual 

goals shared with infra-human species. Therefore, an outgroup can be dehumanized 

because its values are considered incongruent with ingroup values or because it lacks 

prosocial values. 

 

 

 

 

                                                 
1 “Ordinary symptoms” represent a series discrimination processes, toward the outgroup, that occur in everyday life but 
do not trigger moral exclusion (Opotow, 1990). Examples are psychological distance and deindividuation. 
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1.2 – Infrahumanization 

The theoretical models described in the previous paragraph present at least two 

common points: first, they did not focus specifically on dehumanization and denial of 

humanity has been included in models that studied intergroup violence; second, 

dehumanization has been investigated in particular contexts, characterized by extreme 

conflict between groups (see, e.g., Israeli vs. Palestinians; Hutu vs. Tutsi).  

Since the early 2000, Leyens and colleagues proposed the idea that attribution of 

humanity is not a limited phenomenon, present only in particular contexts, but it represents 

a dynamic dimension of social judgment that can be granted or denied (for a review see 

Leyens et al., 2007). Although their line of research was definitely stimulated by different 

interpretations of dehumanization (see Bandura, 1999; Bar-Tal, 1989; Opotow, 1990; 

Schwartz & Struch, 1989; Staub, 2006), they introduced the concept of 

“infrahumanization,” which moves away the phenomena previously analyzed. 

Infrahumanization indicates the tendency to perceive the ingroup as prototypical of human 

category; as a consequence, the outgroups are perceived as less human and more 

animal-like than the ingroup (Leyens et al., 2000, 2001, 2003, 2007). Moreover, 

infrahumanization represents a “daily” phenomenon, masked in everyday life routine. In 

fact, this process takes place outside of the individual awareness (Boccato, Cortes, 

Demoulin, & Leyens, 2007; Eyssel & Ribas, 2012; Paladino et al., 2002), and may also 

lead to “subtle” behavioral consequences (see Chapter 2). 

The theory originates from the integration of two social constructs: ethnocentrism 

(see, e.g., Sumner, 1906) and essentialist beliefs (see, e.g., Haslam, Rothschild, & Ernst, 

2002; Rothbart & Taylor, 1992). Ethnocentrism represents the universal beliefs that one’s 

own group is superior to other groups on a variety of dimensions, and, at the same time, 

that outgroups lack a number of important characteristics, in the same dimensions, in 

comparison with ingroup (Sumner, 1906; Leyens et al., 2007). Then, ethnocentrism 

incorporates two principal aspects, namely favoristism toward the ingroup (e.g., Diehl, 

1990) and outgroup derogation (e.g., Fein & Spencer, 1997). 

The concept of “psychological essentialism” was originally proposed by Medin (1989; 

Medin & Ortony, 1989) in his work on categorization processes. In the original formulation 

essentialism represents the tendency to endorse beliefs that things are what they are 

because of an intrinsic and underlying nature. Recently, this construct has been extended 

in social psychology and social stereotypes (in particular, see Haslam, Rothschild, & Ernst, 

2002; Yzerbyt, Rocher, & Schadron, 1997; Rothbart & Taylor, 1992) to indicate the belief 
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that people are what they are by substance and not by contingencies. Then, endorsing 

that essences account for differences between groups is in contrast with the idea that 

groups are social constructions. The belief that essences distinguish social groups leads to 

perceive the existence of immutable and stable boundaries between them. Different 

essences serve both to explain the intergroup differences and to enhance cohesion 

between group members (Campbell, 1958). Moreover, essences are based on different 

dimensions (Rothbart & Taylor, 1992): genetics (e.g., White vs. afro-American people), 

language (e.g., Roman vs. Germanic roots), religion (e.g., Muslim vs. Christian), culture 

(e.g., individualistic vs. collectivistic). 

Based on this perspective, Leyens and colleagues focused on a particular essence 

that should be common to all groups: “human essence” (Leyens et al., 2007). Thus, if 

ethnocentrism is a universal dimension and if different essences are attributed to explain 

intergroup differences, then individuals will ascribe a privileged “human essence” to groups 

they belong while, accordingly, an “infra-human essence” will be assigned to other groups. 

In other words, people will perceived the ingroup as prototypical of humanity, by ascribing 

to it different uniquely human features, namely characteristic that are not shared with other 

animals. Conversely, outgroups will be infrahumanized, namely they will be perceived as 

more characterized by non fully human qualities, namely by traits that humans share with 

other living beings. 

 

1.2.1 – Infrahumanization and Emotions 

In order to define which attributes defined the concept of “human essence”, Leyens 

and colleagues (2000; see also, Miranda & Gouveia-Pereira, 2006) asked French and 

Spanish students to list all the characteristics that, according to them, were typically 

human. Results showed, evenly, that three qualities were perceived as typical of humanity: 

intelligence, language and sentiments (vs. emotions). Since research in Social Psychology 

widely investigated the relation between intelligence/language and prejudice, Leyens and 

collaborators decided to focus on the “emotional” side of humanity. Moreover, the decision 

to study this particular aspect also depends on the fact that, while language and 

intelligence are influenced by cultural values, sentiments and emotions are not a social 

construction (but see, Harrè, 1986).  

Demoulin et al. (2004), in a cross-cultural study, investigated whether western people 

distinguish between uniquely human emotions – emotions that are experienced only by 

humans – and non-uniquely human emotions – emotions belonging both to humans and 
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other primates. Respondents were Spanish, French-speaking Belgians, Flemish-speaking 

Belgians and American students. Participants had to rate a list of emotional terms on 

several dimensions including the degree of human uniqueness (“In your judgment, is the 

ability to experience this characteristic exclusive to human beings or can animals also 

experience it?”). Results showed that participants considered some emotions belonging 

exclusively to the human category (uniquely human emotions); on the contrary, other 

emotions are associated both with humans and animals. Moreover, researchers found 

that, common to the four groups of participants, there are some features that define the 

distinction between uniquely and non-uniquely emotions. In particular, the characteristics 

given by participants are the same as emerged in literature (see, e.g., Ekman, 1992; 

Epstein, 1984; Izard, 1977; Sroufe, 1979) and defined “primary emotions” and “secondary 

emotions”. Primary emotions (e.g., anger, fear, pain, excitement, pleasure; see Table 1.1), 

concern both human beings and other highly evolved primates; besides, they involved low 

cognition processes, appear in the first stages of development (Ekman, 1992; Sroufe, 

1979), have a short duration, are caused by external factors and are easily recognizable. 

Secondary emotions (e.g., shame, melancholy, pride, serenity; see Table 1.1), are 

exclusive only to human beings and involve higher mental processes and the development 

of morality; moreover, they have a long duration, are less intense and are primarily caused 

by internal factors. At last, secondary emotions could be the results of complex social 

interaction or could be represented by the combination of primary emotions (Johnson-Laird 

& Oatley, 1989; Plutchik, 1994).  

The infrahumanization model stems from the dichotomy primary/secondary emotions: 

since people reserve for their own group a “fully human essence” and associate secondary 

emotions with the human category; it follows that individuals will perceive secondary 

emotion as typical of their ingroup. Regarding primary emotions, no prediction can be 

formulated, since they are associated both with the human and animal category (Leyens et 

al., 2007). 
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Table 1.1. Examples of primary and secondary emotions 

 

Primary Emotions Secondary Emotions 

Happiness Admiration 

Surprise Love 

Pleasure Hope 

Excitement Passion 

Calmness Optimism 

Rage Humiliation 

Anger Remorse 

Pain Resentment 

Irritation Help 

Fear Shame 

  
Note. From “Dimensions of uniquely and non uniquely human emotions,” by S. Demoulin, Leyens, et al., 

2004, Cognition and Emotion, 18, 71-96. Copyright 2004 by Taylor & Francis Journals. 

 

1.2.2 – Infrahumanization: Empirical Evidences 

The main hypotheses of infrahumanization have been tested using different 

techniques, different stimuli, and considering several intergroup relationships in order to 

establish its validity and generalizability (Leyens et al., 2007). However, in this paragraph, 

we concentrate on a few exemplary paradigms. 

The first empirical evidences were provided by a series of studies conducted by 

Leyens and colleagues (Leyens, Rodriguez, Demoulin, Paladino, & Rodriguez, 1999; 

Leyens et al., 2001), using a questionnaire and considering the relationship between 

Canary Islanders and inhabitants of Spanish peninsula. Participants had to complete a 

questionnaire containing a list of traits; these traits were primary emotions (e.g., pleasure, 

irritation), secondary emotions (e.g., happiness, melancholy) or “filler adjectives” (linked 

with competence and niceness). The task was to indicate which emotions were considered 

typical of the target group. Half of the participants had to choose from the list of traits 

which were most typical of ingroup, the other half which were most typical of outgroup 

(e.g., Canarian had to choose emotions typical of inhabitants of Spanish peninsula). 

Results confirmed the infrahumanization model: in fact, both Canary Islanders and 

inhabitants of Spanish peninsulas ascribed more uniquely human emotions to the ingroup 

than to the outgroup. Concerning primary emotions, no differences between groups 

emerged: participants equally attributed non-uniquely human emotions both to the ingroup 

and to the outgroup. 
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The same result was found considering primary and secondary emotions with 

positive and negative valence (Leyens et al., 2001; Study 2): participants associated to the 

ingroup more uniquely human emotions, regardless of the valence of these (see Figure 

1.1). As in the previous study, no differences were observed regarding primary emotions. 

This latter result is particularly interesting because differentiates infrahumanization effect 

from ingroup bias: in fact, people ascribe a “fully human essence” to ingroup, even if it 

implies attributing negative characteristics to their own group (negative secondary 

emotions). 

 

Figure 1.1. Mean number of positive and negative primary and secondary emotions attributed to ingroup and 

outgroup. 

 

 

 

Note. From “Psychological essentialism and the differential attribution of uniquely human emotions to 

ingroups and outgroups,” by J-Ph. Leyens et al., 2001, European Journal of Social Psychology, 31, 395-411. 

Copyright 2001 by John Wiley & Sons, LTD. 

 

The privileged association between ingroup and secondary emotions has also been 

studied considering automatic associations in order to investigate whether people are not 

aware of ascribing more uniquely human characteristics to ingroup and of considering 

outgroup as less human. 

According to social cognition, if two concepts are strongly associated in memory 

then, if one is made salient, the activation of the second one will be more rapid compared 

to when two concepts are weakly or not associated in mind (Jones & Gerard, 1967). These 

associations are triggered automatically in the presence of a relevant stimulus, without the 

need for person’s intention, knowledge or attention (Bargh, 1989; Bargh & Williams, 2006). 
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Paladino and collaborators (2002) tested implicit infrahumanization using the 

Implicit Association Test (IAT; Greenwald, McGhee, & Schwartz, 1998) and considering 

several ingroups (e.g., Spanish, Flemish) and outgroups (e.g., North-Africans, Walloons). 

The IAT measures the implicit attitudes by measuring automatic associations between two 

target categories (ingroup vs. outgroup) and two attributes (primary emotions vs. 

secondary emotions). If individuals associate humanity more to their own group than to 

other groups then they should be faster to categorize secondary emotions when 

associated with the ingroup than when associated with the outgroup. In four studies, this 

hypothesis was fully confirmed: people reacted more rapidly when the ingroup was 

associated to secondary emotions and the outgroup to primary emotions than the reverse. 

However, the IAT does not allow the identification of the specific factors responsible 

for the effect. In fact, it is not possible to test whether the effect depends on the greater 

association of the ingroup with humanity or on a stronger association between primary 

emotions and the outgroup. This alternative hypothesis was discarded by using a priming 

technique that allows to detect separately the strength of each type of association between 

the ingroup, the outgroup, primary and secondary emotions. In two studies, Boccato and 

colleagues (2007) found that respondents reacted faster when secondary emotions were 

preceded by the ingroup prime rather than when the same type of emotion was preceded 

by the outgroup prime.  

To conclude, these studies demonstrated that, both at an explicit (see, e.g., Leyens 

et al., 2001) and an implicit level (Paladino et al., 2002), the effect of infrahumanization 

depends only on the link between uniquely human emotions and ingroup. Conversely, 

non-uniquely human emotions, are not considered a strategy to differentiate between 

ingroups and outgroups, since they belong both to the human and the animal domain. 

 

1.3 – Two Senses of Humanness, Two Forms of Dehumanization 

More recently Haslam and collaborators have proposed a new perspective in the 

study of humanity attributions (Haslam, 2006; Haslam et al., 2008). According to these 

authors, infrahumanization model catches only a limited aspect of humanity. Some 

features defining humanity could be typical of humans, namely they could be shared with 

other animals. Moreover, humanness does not necessarily involve comparisons with other 

species but it could also be understood in a non-comparative way. In fact, humanness is 

composed of traits that are essentially and prototypically human and not necessarily 

distinguish the human beings from other animals (see Figure 1.2). Features such as 



 14

curiosity, warmth, friendliness, although belong both to humans and animals, are 

fundamental traits characterizing the concept of humanity. 

 

Figure 1.2. Schematic representation of uniquely human and human nature attributes. 

 

 

 

Note. From “Dehumanization: A new perspective” by N. Haslam, S. Loughnan, C. Reynolds, and S. Wilson, 

2007, Social and Personality Compass, 1, 409-422. Copyright 2007 by Blackwell Publishing Ltd. 

 

Based on these premises, Haslam and colleagues developed a model in which 

humanity is distinguished in two aspects, represented by two kinds of characteristics: 

those that are central and typical of humans (e.g., curiosity) – called human nature traits 

(HN) – and those that are exclusively of human beings (e.g., secondary emotions) – called 

uniquely human traits (UH). According to Gosling (2001), human uniqueness is 

characterized by cognitive openness (e.g., creativity, intelligence, culture) and by 

conscientiousness (e.g., planning, self-control, inhibition); furthermore, uniquely human 

traits are context and culture dependent because they result from learning and 

socialization. Secondary emotions (Demoulin et al., 2004, see paragraph 1.2.1) and 

prosocial values (Schwartz & Struch 1989, see paragraph 1.1) are part of human 

uniqueness. Human nature traits, instead, create the link between human beings and their 

own innate biological features and the natural world; moreover, human nature traits should 

be universal, then common among all groups and human societies regardless of the 

context and the culture. 
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Figure 1.3. Proposed links between conceptions of humanness and corresponding forms of dehumanization. 

 

 

 

Note. From “Dehumanization: An integrative review” by N. Haslam, 2006, Personality and Social Psychology 

Review,10, 252-264. Copyright 2006 by Lawrence Erlbaum Associates, Inc. 

 

If humanness is distinct in two aspects, then two distinct forms of dehumanization 

should occur when the respective properties are denied (see Figure 1.3). The denial of 

uniquely human traits leads as lacking in refinement, civility, moral sensibility and logic. As 

a consequence, people are perceived coarse, uncultured, lacking in self-control, and 

unintelligent and their behaviour is described as immature, akin to children, driven by 

instinct and mediated by others’ behavior. This kind of dehumanization has been called 

“animalistic” because are denied the features that separate humans from other living 

beings (Figure 1.3). Infrahumanization represents a specific and subtle kind of animalistic 

dehumanization because it considers a particular aspect of human uniqueness, namely 

secondary emotions. On the other hand, the denial of traits related to human nature leads 

to perceive others as lacking in emotionality, warmth, cognitive openness, individual 

agency, and depth. Consequently, dehumanized individuals appear inert, cold, passive 

and their behavior is considered as a cause-and-effect reaction rather than triggered by a 

genuine personal initiative. Haslam (2006; Haslam, Loughnan, Reynolds, & Williams, 



 16

2007) defined this form of dehumanization “mechanistic”. This kind of dehumanization is 

mainly non-comparative, nevertheless Haslam admitted the possibility that humans can be 

compared to machines or automata (see Figure 1.3). 

To test the validity of the model, Loughnan and Haslam (2007) conducted a research 

in which they assessed implicit associations between two groups (artists and 

businesspeople), the two senses of humanness, and the two kinds of dehumanization. 

Researchers hypothesized that artists may be perceived high in human nature dimension, 

thus characterize by traits such as creativity, instinct, drive, and lacking in uniquely human 

traits, such as rationality or organization; business people, instead, should be  perceived in 

terms of uniquely human traits, (e.g., coldness, organization) while they should lack human 

nature characteristics; these different associations might lead to associate businesspeople 

with automata (mechanistic dehumanization) and artists with animals (animalistic 

dehumanization). Moreover, it has been hypothesized that the two forms of 

dehumanization would be differentially associated with humanness traits (human nature 

vs. uniquely human traits). To assess automatic association the Go/No-go association test 

was used (GNAT; Nosek & Banaji, 2001). The GNAT measures the implicit attitude by 

assessing the strength of association between the target categories (artists vs. 

businesspeople) and humanity traits (human nature traits vs. uniquely human traits) and 

forms of dehumanization (animalistic vs. mechanistic). The strength of the association is 

given by a sensitivity index – d' – based on signal detection theory (SDT; Green & Swets, 

1966); the higher the d’ the stronger the association between the concept and the category 

(for further detail see Chapter 3). 

Results confirmed the hypotheses: a stronger association between artists and human 

nature traits and a stronger association between businesspeople and uniquely human 

traits was found. Moreover, artists were more associated with animalistic dehumanization 

than with mechanistic dehumanization; conversely, businesspeople were more associated 

with mechanistic dehumanization than with animalistic one (see Figure 1.4). Finally, 

uniquely human traits are more associated with mechanistic dehumanization and human 

nature traits are more associated with animalistic dehumanization (Figure 1.4).  

In a similar way with infrahumanization, researchers argued that the attribution or the 

denial of humanity to other groups is a subtle phenomenon and does not depend on 

prejudice toward groups. Thus, “these findings imply that the covert association of social 

groups with animals may be a common phenomenon that is independent of liking or 

disliking, occurs even for groups that are not stigmatized, and is based on stereotype 
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content rather than in-group/outgroup dynamics” (Saminaden, Loughnan, & Haslam, 2010, 

p. 93). 

 

Figure 1.4. Mean of d' values for corresponding GNAT blocks, described by target category pairs (Art = 

Artists, Bus = Businesspeople, HN = Human Nature, UH = Uniquely Human). 

 

 

 

Note. From “Animals and androids: Implicit associations between social categories and nonhumans” by S. 

Loughnan and N. Haslam, 2007, Psychological Science, 18, 116-121. Copyright 2007 by APS Journals. 

 

1.4 – Beyond Secondary Emotions and Traits 

Infrahumanization and dehumanization received an impressive support from 

empirical studies (Leyens et al., 2007; Volpato, 2011). Nevertheless, the two models 

focused on particular aspects of humanity, and recently the necessity emerged to 

investigate humanity perceptions in a broader perspective considering a more general 

concept of humanity, other forms of humanity denial, and different paradigms. 

Viki and colleagues (Viki et al., 2006) provided a first evidence that 

infrahumanization could occur outside the secondary emotions domain. In their research, 

the attribution to ingroup and outgroup of words commonly associated with humans (e.g., 

wife, humanity, person) and animals (e.g., creature, pet, wild) was explored both by using 

implicit techniques and explicit methods. In three studies stronger implicit associations 

between ingroup and humanity concepts than between outgroup and humanity were found 
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(Study 1 and 2). These results were further supported by a more explicit paper and pencil 

measure (Study 3). 

Boccato and collaborators (Boccato, Capozza, Falvo, & Durante, 2008; see also 

Goff et al., 2008) investigated whether people perceive their own group more prototypical 

of humanity than other groups. In order to detect direct associations in memory between 

groups and human and animal species, a sequential priming procedure was used. In 

particular, associations between ingroup and outgroup names with human and ape faces 

were measured. When primed with ingroup related stimuli participants identified human 

faces more rapidly than when the prime was represented by outgroup related stimuli. In 

contrast, in the identification of ape images, no differences between ingroup and outgroup 

primes were observed (Boccato et al., 2008, Study 1). Similar results were found with a 

different sequential priming procedure (Boccato et al., 2008; Study 2). When considering 

human/ape images as prime, participants recognized faster ingroup related stimuli, than 

outgroup related stimuli, when preceded by a prime representing human face; instead, ape 

images did not produce any effect on the identification of group related stimuli. 

Thus, research has demonstrated that people consider their own group more 

prototypical of humanity, even when the global concept of humanity is considered. 

 

1.4.1 – Mind Perception and Humanity 

Mind perception means attributing mental capacities to other entities (Waytz, Gray, 

Epley, & Wegner, 2010). Based on the “theory of mind” (see Frith, Morton, & Leslie, 1991; 

Premack & Woodruff, 1978) a recent body of research has investigated mind attributions in 

Social and Cognitive Psychology (see, e.g., Gray & Wegner, 2012; Gray, Young, & Waytz, 

2012; Waytz, Cacioppo, & Epley, 2010). According to Gray and collaborators (Gray et al., 

2007), individuals perceive others’ mind in terms of two different dimensions: experience, 

and agency (Figure 1.5). The first refers to the capacity to sense and feel, while the 

second refers to the capacity to plan and act. In other words, people think about others’ 

mind in terms of ability to “feel”, to “do”, or both (Waytz et al., 2010)2. Mental states 

attributions are used by people to explain both human and non-human deeds, namely to 

understand reality, and to create a sense of social connection with other entities. Since 

from research has emerged that adult human beings are perceived high in experience and 

                                                 
2
 A similar distinction can be found in Haslam et al.’s model (2008, see paragraph 1.3) and in the stereotype 

content model (SCM; Fiske, Cuddy, Glick, & Xu, 2002) where social evaluation is organized in two 
dimensions: warmth (corresponding to experience) and competence (corresponding to agency). 
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in agency (Gray et al., 2007); thus, the denial of a full human status occurs when one or 

both dimensions are denied to others. If people are perceived as not defined by 

experience, it follows that they will be perceived as not capable of feeling emotions; on the 

other hand, if the agency dimension is denied to individuals, thus they will be perceived as 

lacking of planning abilities, self-control, and morality. 

 

Figure 1.5. Ratings of different groups on the two dimensions of mind perception. 

 

 

 

Note. From “Dimensions of mind perception” by H. M. Gray, K. Gray, and D. M. Wegner, 2007, Science, 315, 

619. Copyright 2007 by American Association for the Advancement of Science. 

 

Available literature supports the idea that mind is organized in two dimension and 

that people assign different mental states to individuals, groups or entities (see, e.g., Gray 

et al., 2007; Haslam, Kashima, Loughnan, Shi, & Suitner 2007; Loughnan et al., 2010). In 

a study Gray and collaborators asked participants to compare pairs of targets characters 

on different mental capacities (e.g., capacity to feel pain); target characters included seven 

living human (e.g., 5-year-old girl, adult man, the respondent him- or herself), three non-

human animals (dog, frog, and wild chimpanzee), a dead woman, God, and a sociable 

robot. Correlations between capacities across characters were submitted to factor 

analysis. From results the two dimensions emerged, namely experience and agency; 

moreover results showed that people differentially attribute these states to different targets 

(see Figure 1.5). 
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Evidences of asymmetry in mental states attributions were also found by Haslam 

and colleagues (Haslam et al., 2007) in a study where they contrasted three social groups 

(Australians, Chinese, and Italians) with non-humans entities (animals, mechanical and 

supernatural agents). Results showed that animals, compared to humans, lack in agency 

while they are high in experience; mechanical agents (namely robots), instead, are 

perceived as low in both agency and experience and, finally, superhuman entities were 

rated as superior in experience and agency. 

These studies further confirmed that, similarly with other forms of humanity denial, 

individuals ascribe different minds to different targets. 

 

1.4.2 – (Sexual) Objectification 

Objectification represents a particular form of dehumanization. It implies to perceive 

and to treat a person as a thing, an object or goods. According to Nussbaum (1995) 

objectification involves seven aspects: a) instrumentality, the target is considered as a tool 

for somebody purposes; b) denial of autonomy, the target is perceived as lacking of 

autonomy and self-determination; c) inertness, the target is denied the capacity to plan 

and to act genuinely (agency); d) fungibility, the target is perceived as an interchangeable 

object with objects of the same or different types; e) violability, the target is not considered 

in his/her entirety but dived in parts, as something that could be broken up, smashed or 

broken into; f) ownership, the individual is treated as something that is owned by another 

and that can be bought or sold; g) denial of subjectivity, target’s experience and feelings 

are considered as negligible. Nussbaum argued that strumentality represents the most 

insidious dimension since it provokes a sort of attraction toward the objectifier. In fact, if 

the individual is used uniquely for a purpose then there will be a tendency to approach the 

objectified target, contrary to the other forms of dehumanization where the denial of a full 

human status provokes avoidant reactions toward the targets (Volpato, 2011). 

Recently, Social Psychology focused on a particular form of objectification, namely 

sexual objectification. Sexual objectification indicates the process by which persons are 

considered only for their sexual functions. In this way, humans beings sexuality, in 

particular women’s one (but see Loughnan et al., 2010), is underlined and separated from 

personality (Bartky, 1990). When objectified, individuals, in particular women, are treated 

as bodies available for others’ use and pleasure. Evidences from the relation between 

objectification and dehumanization were provided by Heflick and Goldenberg (2009). In a 

study, participants had to rate Angelina Jolie and Sara Palin (a political candidate for the 
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2008 U.S. elections) on humanity traits. Half of respondents were asked to focus on 

physical appearance (appearance-focus condition) and the other half to focus on the 

“person” (control condition). Results showed that the two targets were attributed less 

uniquely human traits in the appearance-focus condition than in the control condition. 

Similar results were found using different humanity measures, by Loughnan and 

collaborators (2010) in a research that investigated the role of depersonalization in 

objectification. Authors hypothesized that participants would have attributed less humanity 

to objectified targets. In a study (Loughnan et al., 2010; Study 1), respondents were 

presented with three photographs depicting either a woman’s full body (full-body), only her 

head (head-only), or only her body (body-only). For each image participants had to rate 

the target on two measures of mind attribution. Results showed lower levels of humanity, 

namely less mind attributions, in body-only image condition compared with the other 

condition. Moreover, differences were also found between the other two conditions: 

participants perceived the head-only target as more characterized by mental states than 

the full-body image. 

In conclusion, research had demonstrated the presence of a link between 

objectification and humanity attributions. Objectified targets are perceived as less human 

(Heflick & Goldenberg, 2009) and more depersonalized (Loughnan et al., 2010). 

 

1.4.3 – Attribute Based versus Metaphor Based Dehumanization 

From previous paragraphs emerged that the different theoretical approaches, in the 

study of humanity attributions has focused either on the denial of human attributes to 

others (Haslam et al., 2008; Leyens et al., 2007) or on the likening of others to nonhumans 

entities (Boccato et al., 2008; Goff et al., 2008; Viki et al., 2006). To investigate the relation 

between these two forms of humanity denial, Loughnan and collaborators (Loughnan, 

Haslam, & Kashima, 2009) conducted a research considering fictitious social groups. 

Authors hypothesized that the metaphorical likening of a group to nonhumans would lead 

to infer attribute-based dehumanization. On the other hand, they hypothesized that trait-

based dehumanization would lead to link the group to metaphor-based dehumanization. In 

a study (Study 1) participants learned about to fictitious groups (Hebians and Nopoes). 

Hebians were described, according to the experimental condition, as not characterized by 

uniquely human traits (low-UH condition) or not defined by human nature features (low-HN 

condition). The other target group was described by using metaphors. In animalization 

condition Nopoes were animalized directly by labelling them as animal-like and indirectly 
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by reference to their animal-like behaviors and appearance; in mechanization condition, 

Nopoes were described in a robot-like way both directly by using robot-like labelling and 

indirectly, namely trough reference to robotic behaviors. After manipulation, humanity was 

assessed, considering both traits and metaphors, by using an implicit and an explicit 

technique.  

Considering the explicit measures, hypotheses were confirmed. Participants in the 

animalized condition ascribed to Nopoes less uniquely human than human nature traits; 

conversely, participants, in the mechanized condition, rated the group as possessing less 

human nature than uniquely human traits. Same results were found considering the other 

target group: Hebians. In the low-HU condition, they were rated as more animal-like than 

robot-like; conversely, in the low-HN condition, the group was viewed as more robot-like 

than animal-like. Results from implicit measures, instead, partially confirmed the 

hypotheses. In the low-HN condition, participants did not associate Hebians more with 

robots than with animals; on the contrary, in the low-UH condition, the target group was 

more associated with animal metaphors than with robot metaphors. Regarding Nopoes, 

results showed an effect in the mechanization condition, namely a stronger association 

between group and uniquely human traits, rather than with human nature traits. No 

significant effect was found in the animalization condition. Results were replicated in a 

second study (Study 2). 

This research provides evidence that people can shift from one form of 

dehumanization to the other. In particular, individuals exposed to an attribute-based 

(metaphor-based) dehumanization are able to infer the corresponding type of metaphor-

based (attribute-based) dehumanization. Interestingly, this result was much stronger when 

explicit than implicit measures were used. According to authors, this latter result was due 

to the fact that implicit beliefs require stronger efforts to be formed. 

 

1.4.4 – Dehumanization and Social Neuroscience 

Advances in methods and instruments within neuroscience provided an important 

contribution to social psychology. Harris and Fiske (2006) investigated dehumanization 

focusing, in particular, on brain structures involved in the perceptions of social stimuli. 

Specifically, Medial Prefrontal Cortex (MPFC; for a review, see Amodio & Frith, 2006) is 

the brain region most reliably involved in social cognition. From the available literature 

emerged that MPFC is highly activated when people are implicated in social judgments, 

concerning self or others. For instance, Harris, McClure, Van den Bos, Cohen, and Fiske 
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(2007; see also Mitchell, Banaji, & Macrae, 2005; Mitchell, Heatherton, & Macrae, 2004) 

showed that MPFC is differentially activated when people have to form an impression of a 

person rather than an object. Moreover, other studies (see, e.g., Castelli, Happé, Frith, & 

Frith, 2000; Fletcher et al., 1995) have shown an increased MPFC activity when 

individuals are engaged in theory of mind tasks, or when they are asked to make 

inferences about a person rather than an object (see Harris, Todorov, & Fiske, 2005). 

According to the Stereotype Content Model (SCM; Fiske et al., 2002) stereotypes 

are structured in two dimensions: competence and warmth. Social groups are evaluated 

as intending either help or harm (warmth) and as either capable or not of enacting those 

intentions (competence). The intersection of the two dimensions originates four different 

clusters also producing four different emotions (indicated in parenthesis): high 

competence/high warmth (pride); high competence/low warmth (envy); low 

competence/high warmth (pity); low competence/low warmth (disgust). According to the 

model, the most derogated groups are those with low levels of both competence and 

warmth, such as gypsies, homeless, drug addicted. Thus, authors hypothesized that 

low/low groups should lead to a different activation of MPFC compared to other groups, 

since they are not perceived as human. 

By using functional magnetic resonance imaging (fMRI) participants’ neural activity 

was recorded while they were presented with a series of pictures of social targets, 

belonging to each of the four clusters. Significant MPFC activity emerged when 

participants were exposed to social targets eliciting pity, envy or pride. Conversely, a not 

significant activation of this region was found when images belonged to groups rated low 

in both competence and warmth; these stimuli, instead, led to a significant activation of left 

insula and right amygdala, two brain regions activated in response to disgusting (insula) or 

frightening (amygdala) objects (see Figure 1.6). 
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Figure 1.6. Neural regions implicated in dehumanized perception. 

 

 

 

Note. From “Perceiving humanity: Dehumanized perception demonstrates social neuroscience approach,” by 

L. T. Harris, and S. Fiske, in press, in A. Todorov, S. Fiske, & D. Prentice (Eds.), Social Neuroscience: 

Toward Understanding the Underpinnings of the Social Mind. Copyright by Oxford University press. 
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Chapter 2 
 

In the Aftermath of Humanity Denial: Consequences of Dehumanization 

 

“Mankind is unacceptable” 

(Emile Cioran, 1983) 

 

2.1 – Introduction 

During one of the bloodiest episodes in recent history, the Rwandan genocide, the 

intensive Hutu propaganda depicted Tutsi as “inyenzi” (cockroach in Kinyarwanda 

language) that deserved to be exterminated. Without underestimating the role of political, 

colonial, and economical factors, this association contributed to causing almost one million 

of victims in an incredibly short period of time (from April to July 1994). In addition, the 

killings were committed with incredible cruelty and were often associated with episodes of 

violence against women and other forms of physical and psychological violence and 

torture (Staub, 2006). Thus, dehumanizing the other to disgusting creatures eliminated 

moral barriers allowing the use of extreme violence. 

Rwandan genocide, along with other similar episodes, such as Jewish holocaust 

(Lindqvist, 1998) or American Indian extermination (Drinnon, 1990), represents an extreme 

case of dehumanization outcome. Unfortunately, the consequences of humanity denial are 

not limited to intergroup contexts characterized by blatant conflicts. As underlined in 

Chapter 1, along with explicit forms of dehumanization that delegitimize individuals into 

extreme negative categories (Bar-Tal, 1989), more subtle expressions of humanity bias 

are present in society, such as infrahumanization (Leyens et al., 2007) or objectification 

(Nussbaum, 1995). These deceitful forms of humanity denial have proved to shape 

negative consequences for the outgroups, consequences that are not extremely 

detrimental but they have a substantially negative impact for the targets. In the current 

chapter we review the psychosocial contributions in understanding the consequences of 

humanity denial to other groups and individuals. 

 

2.2 – Dehumanization and Aggression-related Consequences 

Earlier psychosocial theoretical approaches that investigated humanity denial 

process emphasized its role in facilitating aggression and violence by defusing moral 

sanctions (for further details, see Chapter 1 and 3). With regard to this point, several 
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empirical researches tested the relation between humanity attributions and aggression 

against the outgroup. 

Bandura and colleagues (Bandura et al., 1975) investigated the effects of 

dehumanization, and personal responsibility on the Milgram paradigm (1974). Participants 

had to supervise for a three-member team of decision makers that had to perform a 

collective solutions assignment. In this task, respondents had to administer an electrical 

shock in order to punish poor proposals. Moreover, they could choose the intensity of the 

shock that ranged from mild to extremely painful. Before starting the supervision, humanity 

of the team member was manipulated. In the dehumanization condition, targets were 

described as animals; in the humanity condition, decision makers were depicted as 

perceptive and understanding; in the control condition, no evaluative references were 

given. Moreover, responsibility was manipulated: personal vs. collective. 

Results showed participants gave more roughly punishment when they perceived 

team members as non-humans, namely disengaged from moral protection. On the 

contrary, the lowest level of aggression was observed in humanization condition. Making 

salient the humanity of targets enhanced the moral action by strengthening the effect of 

empathy toward others’ suffering. 

Similar results were obtained by Struch and Schwartz (1989). In a study carried out 

in Israel, authors found that the denial of uniquely human traits to the outgroup 

(represented by ultraorthodox Jews) was positively related with increased aggression 

(e.g., support for overt aggressive actions, social distance). 

More recently, Moller and Deci (2009) investigated the relation between mechanistic 

dehumanization (Haslam et al., 2008), interpersonal control (see, e.g., Deci & Ryan, 

2008), and aggression, measured as a trait-level variable, namely the individual tendency 

to act aggressively (Buss & Perry, 1992). Interestingly, authors found that the perception of 

been controlled by other people led to increase the association between the self and 

machines that, in turn, influenced aggression. Coherently to Haslam’s model, the 

perception that it is not possible to control one’s actions is linked to lack of agency, a 

human nature trait, that is responsible of the mechanistic form of humanity denial.  

Further evidence that dehumanization affects aggressive reactions was provided by 

Greitemeyer and McLatchie (2011). In particular, the aim of the study was to test the 

effects of playing violent video games on humanity and aggression, assessed as the 

negative evaluation of a person who intended to apply for a job (Bushman & Anderson, 

1998). Participants initially were asked to write an essay about their attitudes toward the 
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British National Party, along with another participant (fictitious), and then played a video 

game that varied across condition, violent vs. non violent. Finally, after receiving the 

evaluation of the essay, allegedly made by the other participant, participants completed 

the humanity measures (traits and emotions) and were asked to rate the suitability of the 

fictitious participant for the job. Evaluations of the essays were all negative. From results 

emerged a mediation effect of dehumanization, namely playing a violent video game 

increased humanity denial to the other participant that, in turn, increased aggressive 

behavior against him. 

Castano and Giner-Sorolla (2006) provided some evidences of an indirect 

association between humanity attributions and violence. The purpose of the research was 

to investigate whether the perception of collective responsibility would have affected 

humanity attributions (primary vs. secondary emotions). Across three studies and 

considering different intergroup relations, ingroup responsibility for past misdeeds against 

the outgroup was manipulated. Results showed that, when ingroup responsibility was 

made salient, participants infrahumanized the outgroups more than in the condition where 

ingroup responsibility was not present. Thus, reminding individuals of the killing of 

outgroup members by their group led to enhance outgroup infrahumanization. In contrast, 

the denial of a full human status to the outgroup did not decrease collective guilt for past 

wrongdoings. 

Finally, further evidence that humanity affects violence has been provided by Motyl 

and colleagues (Motyl, Hart, & Pyszczynski, 2010). In particular, the relationship between 

Right-wing authoritarianism, infrahumanization, and support for violence from a Terror 

Management Theory perspective has been tested (Greenberg, Pyszczynski, & Solomon, 

1986). Terror Management Theory argues that people are motivated to elevate 

themselves above other animals as a strategy of denying their creatureliness and 

mortality. Thus, the fear of death should lead individuals to avoid non human behaviors 

because they would act as a reminder of the mortality nature of humans.  

In this study, authors hypothesized that infrahumanized violence should decrease 

support for aggression against a threatening outgroup (supporting war against Iran) only 

for high authoritarian participants (generally more supportive of detrimental actions toward 

other groups) and only when mortality is salient. To test their prediction mortality salience 

(present vs. non present) and violence (infrahumanized violence vs. humanized violence) 

were manipulated. In infrahumanized violence condition, participants read a brief text that 

underlined the similarity between violence perpetrated by humans with violence observed 
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in animal kingdom; conversely, in humanized violence condition, the difference between 

the two forms of violence was highlighted. The hypothesis was confirmed. In fact, in the 

mortality salience condition and infrahumanized violence condition high authoritarian 

respondents showed reduced support for war. Thus, animal-like violence and the 

remainder of death triggered the existential defense that led to avoid aggression and then 

lessened sustain for war. 

 

2.3. – Humanity Attributions, Attitudes and Discrimination 

Similarly to other forms of prejudice and outgroup derogation, humanity denial leads 

to unfavorable attitudes and discrimination. Evidence of these processes was found by 

using both correlational and experimental designs. For example, Hodson and Costello 

(2007) found a mediation effect of dehumanization between disgust sensitivity, social 

dominance orientation and negative attitudes toward immigrants. 

Results of the previous study were extended in a further research (Costello & 

Hodson, 2010). In two studies, considering the relation between Canadians and 

immigrants, Costello and Hodson investigated the role of human-animal similarity on 

dehumanization and prejudice toward immigrants. In Study 1, it was hypothesized that the 

enhancement of animal–human similarity would have predicted lower levels of immigrant 

prejudice through increased outgroup humanization, since similarity (vs. dissimilarity) 

generate positive outcomes (Gaertner & Bickman, 1971; Krebs, 1975) . Findings 

corroborated this prediction. In fact, the perception that humans are relatively similar to 

non-human animals increased the attributions of uniquely human traits that to immigrants, 

in turn, decreased prejudice toward immigrants. In Study 2, the role of human-animal 

similarity was further investigated. In one condition, it was emphasized that humans are 

similar to animals; in a second condition, it was stressed that animals are similar to 

humans. Findings revealed that perceiving animals similar to humans (but not the 

opposite) increased outgroup humanization that, in turn, increased empathy, promoted 

ingroup/outgroup re-categorization, and inhibited prejudice. 

Čehajić and collaborators (Čehajić, Brown, & Gonzalez, 2009) replicated the effects 

of dehumanization on empathy considering conflictual intergroup contexts (indigenous vs. 

non indigenous, in Chile, and Serbs vs. Bosnians, in Bosnia Herzegovina). In two studies 

authors found that humanity attributions, along with perceptions of collective responsibility 

for past atrocities, contributed to enhance empathy toward the victims. 
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The role of humanity perceptions in influencing public opinion about critical issues 

was explored in two studies. Pereira, Vala, and Leyens (2009) experimentally investigated 

the effect of humanity attributions to Turks on symbolic threat and opposition to the 

admission of Turkey to the European Union (measure of discrimination). In particular, 

outgroup humanity was manipulated. Participants read a bogus newspaper article 

describing how Turks express emotions. In the humanization condition, it was emphasized 

that the outgroup expresses more readily secondary than primary emotions; in the 

infrahumanization condition, it was told that Turks express more readily primary emotions; 

in control condition, no information were provided regard outgroup and emotions. As 

predicted, humanization of the outgroup decreased the opposition to Turkey admission to 

UE. Moreover, this relation was mediated by reduced perception of intergroup threat. 

Zebel and collaborators (Zebel, Zimmermann, Viki, & Doosje, 2008) investigated the 

role of dehumanization in influencing of collective guilt and support for reparation policies 

(Bosnians Muslims were the outgroup). In two studies authors hypothesized that humanity 

attributions would have been related to group-based guilt that, in turn, would have 

positively enhanced support for reparation policies. Humanity perceptions were assessed 

by considering, separately, ingroup and outgroup humanity, and ingroup and outgroup 

animality. In both studies, the valence of past ingroup’s behaviors (the role of Dutch 

soldiers in the former Yugoslavian war) was manipulated: negative vs. positive vs. neutral. 

In Study 1, humanity was assessed after the manipulation in order to measure 

dehumanization as a response to ingroup’s past misdeeds. In Study 2, humanity 

attributions were administered before the manipulation, in order to test the effect of 

individual differences in respondents’ tendencies to deny humanity to outgroup. Results 

were generally coherent with the hypothesis. In Study 1, attributions of humanity to 

outgroup, positively, and attributions of animality to the outgroup, negatively, influenced 

support policies. In Study 2, findings were partially replicated. Both outgroup and ingroup 

humanity/animality attributions influenced the dependent variable. In particular, ingroup 

and outgroup perceptions of humanity increased support for social policies through the 

mediation of increased collective guilt. 

 

2.4. – Infrahumanization and Pro-social Behaviors 

Research on infrahumanization provided several studies that investigated whether 

the tendency to reserve a fully human essence to one’s group can lead to negative effects 

on pro-social behaviors. According to Vaes and colleagues (Vaes, Paladino, Castelli, 
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Giovanazzi, & Leyens, 2003), observing outgroup members that express secondary 

emotions should lead to negative behaviors toward them. In fact, it can be perceived as an 

attempt to raise the outgroup to the privileged status of ingroup, threatening its fully human 

essence. Authors investigated this possibility considering helping behaviors (Carella & 

Vaes, 2006; Vaes et al., 2003). In one study, an adapted version of lost e-mail paradigm 

was used (Castelli, Zogmaister, & Arcuri, 2001; see also Milgram, 1977). A large number 

of e-mails were randomly sent to scientists involved in research from different Belgian 

universities. The sender requested help because he did not receive the grant he was 

hoping for. Depending on the group condition, the sender presented himself as a 

researcher coming from the university (ingroup member) or as a researcher coming from 

the private sector (outgroup member). Moreover, according to emotion condition, half 

participants received the e-mail containing a secondary emotion (indignation), the other 

half received the e-mail with a primary emotion (rage). The number of responses and the 

usage of second-person singular person were considered as dependent measures. In fact, 

the use of informal than formal pronouns was an index of empathy and solidarity (Brown, 

1970). Results showed no difference concerning the number of responses. Concerning the 

use of pronouns, the highest “solidarity score” was found when sender presented himself 

as an ingroup member using a secondary emotion; conversely, when an outgroup member 

expressed the secondary emotion, he was treated more formally. No differences in 

“solidarity score” were found as a function of group membership and primary emotions. 

Previous findings were further investigated and extended by Carella and Vaes (2006) 

considering the lost SMS technique. According to this paradigm, a number of SMS were 

randomly sent to a sample of Italians. The sender introduced himself as a supposedly 

Italian friend (ingroup member) or as a fictitious German friend (outgroup member) that 

was looking for help. According to the condition, helping request was expressed by using a 

secondary emotion (resentment) or a primary emotion (rage). Similarly to the previous 

study, SMS responses were more friendly and empathic when the sender was an ingroup 

member and used secondary emotion compared to when he was an outgroup member 

and used the same secondary emotion. No difference was found for the primary emotion. 

Cuddy and collaborators (Cuddy, Rock, & Norton, 2007) investigated inferences 

about humanity of ingroup and outgroup victims after a natural disaster, and their effects 

on intergroup helping. Data were collected just after Hurricane Katrina. Participants read a 

story about a mother whose child died during the hurricane. The characters of the story 

could be, according to the condition, ingroup or outgroup members. After the story, 
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respondents inferred the feelings, expressed as primary or secondary emotions, 

experienced by the mother. Finally, two items asked the intention to volunteer to Hurricane 

Katrina relief efforts, and past volunteering. From results emerged a positive relation 

between outgroup secondary emotions inference and intention to help victims of Hurricane 

Katrina. 

 

2.5 – Infrahumanization and Intergroup Forgiveness 

Intergroup forgiveness represents the ceasing to blame or hold resentment against a 

group that harmed the ingroup. Research has demonstrated that it is a powerful strategy 

for reconciliation (Staub, 2001). The role of humanity attributions in this process is tricky. 

One the one hand, outgroup humanization could act as catalyst that promotes forgiveness 

for past misdeeds; on the other hand, harmed groups could be mistrustful of expressions 

of secondary emotions from outgroups (Vaes et al., 2003, see also Paragraph 2.4) with the 

consequence that forgiveness could be inhibited. Tam and colleagues (2008; see also 

Tam et al., 2007) corroborated the first issues. Considering the relationship between 

Catholics and Protestants in Northern Ireland, authors found that infrahumanization, along 

with empathy and anger, mediated the relation between intergroup contact and 

forgiveness. Perceiving the outgroup in terms of uniquely human emotions enhanced the 

tendency to forgive past harmful acts. These findings were replicated by Whol and 

colleagues (Whol, Hornsey, & Bennett, 2012). Moreover, authors found that the relation 

between attributions of secondary emotions and forgiveness was mediated by empathy. 

In order to test the second line of thought, namely whether the expression of 

secondary emotions by the outgroup could lead to decreased forgiveness, further studies 

were conducted. For example, in a study (Whol et al., 2012), participants read a 

newspaper article reporting an official apology, offered by an Afghan minister (outgroup 

member), for the accidental killing of a Canadian soldier (ingroup member). According to 

the experimental condition, apology was expressed by using primary emotions (anger and 

sadness) or secondary emotions (shame and concern). As criterions, empathy and 

forgiveness were assessed. Results showed that the manipulation influenced both the 

dependent variables: participants reported less empathy and less forgiving in the 

secondary emotions condition. Moreover, a mediation model was successfully tested: 

uniquely human features decreased the tendency to forgive outgroup’s wrongdoing 

through the effect of reduced empathy. 
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2.6 – Dehumanization and Morality 

Morality is a core characteristic of humanity. In fact, it represents the most important 

dimension for positive group evaluation (Leach, Ellemers, & Barreto, 2007). In particular, 

being human involves having a moral status, namely: patiency (having the capacity to be 

recipient of morally relevant behaviors), agency (the desire to actively engage in moral 

behavior), and responsibility (the capacity to be responsible for immoral behavior). Thus, 

the denial of a fully human status to individuals should lead to damage evaluation of their 

morality. To test this possibility, Bastian and colleagues (Bastian, Laham, Wilson, Haslam, 

& Koval, 2011) conducted two studies considering the two sense of humanness proposed 

by Haslam (2006). In a study, authors intended to investigate the relation between 

humanity and formation of moral judgments. Target outgroups were selected considering 

the stereotype content model (Fiske et al., 2002). Participants first rated these groups on 

uniquely human and human nature traits, and then were asked to imagine a member of 

each social category had performed a series of behaviors, both moral (e.g., lending a hand 

to a person with a flat tire), and immoral (e.g., making a promise and not keeping it). 

Finally, respondents provided moral judgments, namely blame (linked to responsibility), 

praise (related to agency), and patiency, for each imagined behavior and were required to 

think about how much individuals generally would endorse “punishment” as reaction to the 

wrongful behavior of members of each group. They were also asked how much people 

would support “rehabilitation” to make clear the reasons why the behavior was 

inappropriate. Results confirmed the relation between humanity and morality attributions. 

In particular, the uniquely human traits affected positively blame and negatively patiency; 

human nature traits enhanced praise and patiency. Moreover, endorsing punishment was 

enhanced by perception of the outgroup as defined by uniquely human characteristics 

while rehabilitation was positively associated to human nature. Findings were replicated 

experimentally in a second study. 

If morality represents an important positive dimension for the concept of humanity 

then the awareness that animals share some features with human being should increase 

moral concern toward non-human entities. To test this possibility, Bastian and 

collaborators (Bastian, Costello, Loughnan, & Hodson, 2012) conducted three studies. 

Moreover, authors suggested that, according to previous research (Costello & Hodson, 

2009), salience should lead to expand moral concerns to the outgroup. In the first study, 

participants first wrote an essay on similarities between humans and animals, and then 

completed a humanity measure of mind attributions (see Paragraph 1.4.1) to a specific 
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animal, a cow. Results showed that, when participants underlined the animal-human 

similarity in the essays (e.g., “animals are motivated to avoid pain and to seek pleasure, 

just like humans”), humanity attributions to the target were higher than for participants that 

highlighted the human-animal similarity (e.g., “humans are motivated to avoid pain and to 

seek pleasure, just like animals”). Results were replicated in the second study with an 

experimental design. In a further study, findings were extended to human outgroups. 

Similarly with previous studies, participants completed an essay. According to the 

condition, participants were asked to focus on animal-human similarity or to focus on 

human-animal similarity. Also a control condition was provided. Then, moral concern for 

animals and marginalized human outgroups (e.g., Asians, Blacks) was assessed. From 

findings emerged that animal-human similarity, compared with the other conditions, 

enhanced moral concern for the outgroups. In addition, this relation was mediated by 

concern for animals.  

 

2.7 – The Negro-Ape Metaphor 

Historical representations explicitly associated African-Americans to primates. This 

phenomenon has largely disappeared in the United States, at least at an explicit level. 

Nevertheless, Goff and collaborators demonstrated that, at an implicit, unaware, level, 

Blacks are still linked with apes. In a study, it was tested whether this association would 

have led to negative consequences, namely justification of violence against African-

Americans (Goff et al., 2008, Study 5). White participants were subliminally primed with 

ape-related words or with big cat-related words. Afterwards, participants watched footage 

of a group of police officers violently beating a suspect. Depending on the condition, the 

suspect was an African-American or a White individual. After the footage, participants 

rated how much the beating was justified. Data analysis showed that participants, who 

watched the video in the Black suspect condition, perceived the violence more justified 

when the ape category was made salient rather than the big-cat category. Conversely, in 

the White suspect condition, the prime did not affect respondent’s judgments of legitimacy. 

Moreover, this effect was not moderated by an individual implicit prejudice against Black 

people. 

Rattan and Eberhardt (2012) demonstrated that the Negro-Ape metaphor could 

influence individual perceptions to visual stimuli. Inattentional blindness represents the 

failure to notice an unexpected stimulus that is in plain sight. An example of this 

phenomenon was provided by Simon and Chabris (1999). They showed participants a 
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video of 2 teams with 3 players each, passing balls to one another and asked them to 

count the number of passes made among the players in white shirts. At same point in the 

video, someone wearing a gorilla costume entered the scene and remained visible for a 

few seconds, directly through the participant's visual field, clearly visible to anyone not 

counting the passes. Results showed that 42% of viewers saw the gorilla; thus, more than 

half of participants did not detect the big-ape because their attentional resources were 

allocated to another task. Rattan and Eberhardt found that when the association between 

African-Americans and primates was activated, attentional bias was significantly reduced. 

Thus, the Negro-Ape metaphor led respondents’ visual system towards associated visual 

information that would otherwise be overlooked. 



 35

Chapter 3 

 

When Dehumanization Wounds:  

The Role of Humanity Attributions and Executive Functions in the 

Decision to Shoot 

 

“We must understand the evil inside us 

 rather than condemn only the violence outside us” 

(Bruno Franchi, 2011) 

 

3.1 – Introduction 

Acting violently against a human being is, in any case, a reprehensible action. Over 

several years, a large number of episodes of meaningless violence toward disadvantaged 

minorities have shaken public opinion. For example, in February 1999, Amadou Diallo, a 

young West African immigrant, received 41 gunshots from two police officers that 

erroneously believed that he was armed; in 2006, two plain-clothes police officers fired 50 

times toward the 23-years-old unarmed African American Sean Bell; in Parma, Emmanuel 

Bonsu, a Ghanaian student, was repeatedly beaten by seven municipal police officers on 

suspicion of possessing drugs. The young student was just walking in a park in front of his 

school waiting for the start of lessons. Episodes like these stimulated research in Social 

Psychology in attempting to understand the mechanisms underlying these actions. 

Empirical evidences have shown that negative acts toward unarmed individuals are 

triggered by the stereotypical association between the group and the perception of danger 

(Payne, 2001; 2005). Nevertheless, the role of humanity denial in this perception has been 

little investigated. Moreover, dehumanization could have also driven the extreme reactions 

toward the outgroup members. In fact, it has been widely demonstrated that humanity 

denial has negative consequences for groups and individuals (see Chapter 2). Among 

these unfavourable effects, the most dangerous are probably represented by 

violent/aggressive actions (see, e.g., Bandura et al., 1975). 

The aim of the current chapter is to investigate the role of humanity attributions in 

violence domain. Two studies were carried out to unfold the relation between 

dehumanization and the perception of threat, a dimension linked to aggressive reactions 

(Correll, Park, Judd, & Wittenbrink, 2002; Payne, 2005), and the relation between 

humanity denial and violent behaviors considering also the effects of behavioral control 
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(Govorun & Payne, 2006). In both studies, Moroccan outgroup will be considered because 

it represents a consistent minority in Italy. 

 

3.2 - Study 1: Dehumanization and Perceptions of Threat 

One of the first attempt to unfold violent phenomena against the outgroup was 

provided by Payne (2001). In particular he proposed a weapon identification task to study 

whether race could influence the misperception of an object as a gun (for further details 

see Paragraph 3.2.1.1). In his pioneering research, Payne (2001) found that participants 

were faster to discriminate weapons from tools when they were preceded by a face of an 

outgroup member, rather than when arms were preceded by a face of an ingroup member. 

Moreover, results showed a greater error rate when participants had to identified a tool 

before the presentation of outgroup related stimuli. This particular bias has been called 

Weapon Bias. This effect has been found considering different outgroups (e.g., African 

Americans: Payne, Shimizu, & Jacoby, 2003; Middle-Easterns: Fleming, Bandy, & Kimble, 

2010). Moreover, literature found that this bias is driven by: cultural stereotypes (Correll et 

al., 2002); explicit (Payne, 2001) and implicit (Payne, 2005) negative attitudes; gender of 

the target (Jones & Fazio, 2010; Plant, Goplen, & Kunstman, 2011); phenotypic racial 

stereotypicality (Barsamian Kahn & Davies, 2010); exposure to mass media (Latrofa, 

Vaes, & Arcuri, 2012); mortality salience (Bradley & Kennison, 2012). The aim of the 

present study is to investigate the role of humanity denial in the perception of the outgroup 

as dangerous. In fact, the relation between humanity attributions and perception of danger 

is little investigated (but see Delgado, Rodríguez-Pérez, Vaes, Leyens, & Betancor, 2009). 

However, dehumanization may lead to enhance the dangerousness of the outgroup 

because this particular stereotype is associated with lacking of morality, a uniquely human 

characteristic, lacking of control and rationality (Haslam et al., 2008). As a consequence, 

perceiving the others as less human should increase the perception that they could act 

immorally. Therefore, we hypothesized that the denial of humanity should be positively 

related to perception of danger, assessed by employing the weapon bias paradigm. Since 

this is, to our knowledge, the first study investigating the effects of humanity attributions on 

danger, we considered different measures of humanity. We also provided an explicit 

measure of threat to control the results. 
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3.2.1 – Method 

 

3.2.1.1 - Participants 

Sixty-eight Italian participants (48 female, 19 male, 1 missing data; Mage = 23.88; SD 

= 3.08) attending a large Italian university took voluntarily part in the study. 

 

3.2.1.2 - Measures 

Humanity Go/No-go association test (GNAT). The GNAT is an implicit technique that 

allows researchers to measure the automatic mental associations between a category 

(e.g., Moroccans) and a concept (e.g., humanity). In this task (see Capozza, Andrighetto, 

Di Bernardo, & Falvo, 2012), participants had to discriminate signals from distracters. 

Stimuli were represented by five Italian names (e.g., Marco, Matteo) vs. five Moroccan 

names (e.g., Yakub, Mohammed) and five humanity concepts (e.g., bachelor, citizen) vs. 

five animal concepts (e.g., cub, fauna). The test was composed of four blocks so each 

combination of categories was analyzed: Moroccan names/human-related words; 

Moroccan names/animal-related words; Italian names/human-related words; Italian 

names/animal-related words. Each block included 40 trials presented in a randomized 

order and each stimulus was presented twice. Moreover, participants completed several 

practice trials in which they learnt to discriminate Moroccan names from Italian names and 

human-related words from animal-related words. To identify the blocks, two target labels 

were shown in the upper left and upper right quadrants of the screen to remind 

respondents of the target group and the target attribute  to be identified (e.g., Moroccan 

names/animal-related words). In each block, the contrasting group and the contrasting 

attribute represented the distracters. Respondents had to press the spacebar (go), as 

quickly as possible, for stimuli belonging to the categories indicated by labels; conversely, 

for stimuli representing the distracter categories, participants had not to press any key (no-

go). Target stimuli remained visible on the screen for 800 ms. An accuracy feedback 

appeared during the 400 ms interstimulus interval: a correct response, namely a hit 

(pressing the space bar for a target item) or a correct rejection (not pressing it for a 

distracter item), was followed by a green “O”; an error, namely a false alarm (pressing the 

space bar for a distracter item) or a miss (not pressing it for a target item), was followed by 

a red “X”. 

Humanity attributions. To measure humanity perceptions toward the ingroup (Italians) 

and the outgroup (Moroccans), four uniquely human (UH, reasoning, rationality, morality, 
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intellective abilities) and four non-uniquely human traits (N-UH, instinct, drive, 

impulsiveness, impetus) were used (Capozza, Trifiletti, Vezzali, & Favara, 2012). In a pre-

test, participants evaluated a number of traits on the following 9-point scales: uniquely 

animal versus uniquely human (shared by humans and animals was the mid-point); 

positive versus negative (neither positive nor negative was the mid-point). Eight traits were 

selected: four rated as uniquely human and four as non-uniquely human, namely shared 

by humans and animals. Both uniquely and non-uniquely human traits were evaluated as 

slightly positive. 

Participants rated first the outgroup and then the ingroup on the eight items, 

presented in a fixed random order. Alphas ranged from .77 to .84. 

Crime rates. Respondents indicated the percentage of six different crimes (e.g., 

robbery, car theft) committed by Moroccans in Italy. We provided different percentages 

that varied across items. Responses were coded from 1, the lowest percentage value, to 

6, the highest. Alpha was .91. 

 

Figure 3.1. Stimuli sequence in the weapon task. 
 

 
 

 

Weapon task. To assess perceptions of threat, we used a supraliminal priming task, 

a modified version of the “Weapon Bias” Task (Payne, 2001). In the center of a computer 

screen we presented a series of prime faces (Moroccan faces vs. Italian faces) followed by 

objects (weapons vs. tools). Both faces and objects were presented one at a time. 

Participants were instructed to classify, as quickly and accurately as possible, each target 

as either a gun or a tool by pressing the appropriate key. Each trial started with a fixation 

point (+), then, a prime face appeared for 200 ms followed by the 200 ms target object. 

Finally, a warped mask covered the object and remained on the screen until a response 
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was given (see Figure 3.1). In a 64 trials block participants had to press “m” key to classify 

weapons and “z” key to classify tools; in another 64 trials block the response keys were 

inverted. Before the two critical blocks, participants received 80 practice trials to become 

acquainted with the faces (40 trials) and with the objects (40 trials). 

 

3.2.1.3 - Procedure 

To ensure not to raise suspicion regarding the aim of the study, experimental 

procedure was split in two parts. In the first part, participants completed independent 

measures, namely the GNAT (Nosek & Banaji, 2001) and a questionnaire assessing 

humanity and crime attributions ratings. In the second part, carried out from one to four 

days later, participants executed the modified weapon task (Payne, 2001) and then 

provided some personal information. Finally, participants were thanked and debriefed. 

 

3.2.2 - Results 

Humanity GNAT. For each of the four blocks, a sensitivity index (d′) was computed, 

following the algorithm proposed by Green and Swets (1966; see also Banaji & 

Greenwald, 1995). This index indicates the capacity to discriminate targets from 

distracters; thus higher d′ scores express greater sensitivity and, consequently, a stronger 

mental association between the two critical categories. D-prime values equal or below 0 

were discharged from analysis since they represent the incapacity to discriminate targets 

from distracters or to perform the task correctly (Nosek & Banaji, 2001). 

D-prime values were submitted to a 2 (Target Group: Italians vs. Moroccans) × 2 

(Target Attribute: human-related vs. animal-related) repeated measures ANOVA. Results 

did not reveal any significant main effect, Fs < 1. The Target Group × Target Attribute 

interaction was significant, F(1, 67) = 72.46, p < .001, η2
p = .52. From simple effect 

analysis emerged that participants associated the Italian group (M = 2.77, SD = .79), more 

than the Moroccan group (M = 2.13, SD = .75), to humanity, F(1, 67) = 38.84, p < .001, η2
p 

= .37; moreover, the ingroup was more associated with humanity than with animality, F(1, 

67) = 36.29, p < .001, η2
p = .35. In contrast, the outgroup (M = 2.91, SD = .92) was more 

associated than the ingroup (M = 2.23, SD = .78) with animality, F(1, 67) = 36.29, p < .001, 

η2
p = .35. Finally, the outgroup was more associated to animality than to humanity, F(1, 

67) = 39.82, p < .001, η2
p = .37. 

Traits. In order to create the trait-based humanity measure, we averaged the four UH 

traits and the four N-UH traits separately for each group; scores were then submitted to a 
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2 (Target Group: Italians vs. Moroccans) × 2 (Traits: UH vs. N-UH) repeated measures 

ANOVA. Analysis revealed a main effect for trait, F(1,67) = 17.32, p < .001, η2
p = .20, but 

not for group: participants ascribed more N-UH traits than UH traits. By the way, this effect 

was qualified by the Target Group × Traits interaction, marginally significant, F(1,67) = 

3.33, p = .07, η2
p = .05. Simple effects analysis showed that respondents attributed to the 

ingroup more N-UH traits (M = 4.84, SD = .81) than UH traits (M = 4.53, SD = .91), F(1,67) 

= 4.44, p < .05, η2
p = .06; similarly, the outgroup was more defined by N-UH (M = 4.94, SD 

= .93) traits than UH traits (M = 4.25, SD = .94), F(1,67) = 16.20, p < .001, η2
p = .20. 

Moreover, UH traits were ascribe more to Italians than to Moroccans, F(1,67) = 4.19, p < 

.05, η2
p = .06; no significant effect was found N-UH traits, F < 1. 

 

Table 3.1. Mean reactions times (in millisecond) in identifying weapons and tools. 
 
 

 Prime 

 Moroccan Target  Italian Target 

Target M SD  M SD 

Weapon 356 a 83  370 b 88 

Tool 372 b 85  372 b 88 

      
 
Note. A different subscript in the same row or column indicates that the two means are significantly different, 

p < .001. 

 

Weapon task. To investigate the weapon bias effect, we examined response 

latencies (RT) when respondents discriminated weapons and tools within each priming 

condition. In data reduction, we excluded error responses and latencies higher than 3 

standard deviations from the overall mean, and then remaining latencies were log-

transformed (Ratcliff, 1993). Finally, we computed the four means, one for each 

group/prime combination and we applied a 2 (Target Group: Italians vs. Moroccans) × 2 

(Object: weapon vs. tool) repeated measures ANOVA. From results emerged a main effect 

for Group Target, F(1,67) = 8.00, p < .01, η2
p = .11, and for Object, F(1,67) = 17.80, p < 

.001, η2
p = .21. However, these effects were qualified by the two-way interaction Target 

Group × Object, F(1,67) = 12.15, p < .001, η2
p = .15. Simple effects analyses revealed that 

participants were faster in individuating weapons when preceded by a Moroccan prime 

than when preceded by an Italian prime, F(1,67) = 15.46, p < .001, η2
p = .19; moreover, for 

Moroccans primes, respondents were faster in categorizing weapons than objects, F(1,67) 
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= 33.03, p < .001, η2
p = .33. No other significant effect emerged in the other comparisons, 

F < 1. Means and standard deviations of reaction times are provided in Table 3.1. 

Regression Analysis. In order to investigate our main hypothesis, first we computed a 

weapon bias index by subtracting the RT when identifying weapons in the Moroccan prime 

condition from RT when identifying weapons in the Italian prime condition3. Higher scores 

indicate a greater association between weapons and Moroccan targets than between 

weapons and Italian targets. Moreover, we averaged the six crime ratings in order to 

create a composite score expressing the perceptions that Moroccans are responsible for 

crimes in Italy. 

We ran a hierarchical regression in which we first used humanity attributions (trait-

based measure and Go/No-go) to Moroccans (Step 1) and then entered the crime rate 

scale (Step 2). At Step 1, predictors accounted for a significant amount of variance, R2 = 

.11*, p < .05. As indicated in Table 3.2, the association between Moroccans and animality, 

measured with the GNAT, and the attribution of N-UH traits were significant predictors of 

the weapon bias index. These effects remained significant after controlling for the crime 

rate measure. Thus, the introduction of a further predictor at Step 2 did not add a 

significant portion of explained variance in the association between weapons and the 

outgroup, ∆R2 = .02, ns. 

 
Table 3.2. Results of hierarchical regression analysis; dependent variable: Weapon Bias Index. 
 
 

 Step 1  Step 2 

Predictors  β t(63)  β t(62) 

UH Moroccans  .10 .816  .14 1.10 

N-UH Moroccans  .33** 2.28  .29* 2.34 

d’ Moroccans/Humanity  .12 .87  .11 .911 

d’ Moroccans/Animality  .28* 2.29  .27* 2.25 

Crime Rates  - -  .14 1.07 

 
 
Note. R2 = .11* - Step 1; ∆R2 = .02 - Step 2. * p < .05; p < .01. Weapon Bias index is computed as the 

difference between RT Italian faces/weapons and RT Moroccan faces/weapons. 

 
 

 

                                                 
3 We considered the log-transformed RTs 
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3.2.3 - Discussion 

Study 1 provided some new insights on the effect of humanity denial on perceptions 

of the outgroup as dangerous. First, the Weapon Bias effect was replicated in a different 

context and with a different intergroup relation. Results showed the facilitation effect of 

outgroup-related primes in recognition of dangerous stimuli. It is worth noting that, in Italy, 

the use and the presence of fire arms in everyday life is not as widespread as in other 

nations, in particular in the United States, where the majority of studies in this domain has 

been carried out. Thus, our results showed that the association of Moroccans with danger 

is consistent since it has been found considering stimuli, namely weapons, not familiar in 

Italian context. 

Moreover, we found that this bias is related to humanity attributions to the outgroup. 

In particular, the association between Moroccans and arms was significantly related to 

different humanity measures, namely the attribution of N-UH traits and the association 

between the outgroup and animality, in the GNAT. This result was confirmed when 

considering crime rates as a covariate. On the other hand, we found no effect of UH traits 

and the association between the outgroup and humanity concepts. Thus, we argue that 

the perception of the outgroup as dangerous is not related directly to humanity but it is 

affected by lacking of it, namely by the attributions to the outgroup of features that humans 

share with other animals and by the outgroup/animality association. Moreover, research 

has demonstrated that self-control, capacity for inhibition, responsibility for positive and 

negative behaviors, represent morally relevant traits that people use to evaluate others’ 

morality (Alicke, 2000; Fincham & Jaspars, 1980; Knobe, 2003; Pizzarro, Uhlman, & 

Salovey, 2003; Shaver, 1985; Weiner, 1995), a characteristic strongly associated with 

humanity (Opotow, 1993). In particular, the capacity to be responsible for negative actions 

is related to humanity perception (Bastian et al., 2011). Thus, perceiving Moroccans as 

instinctive and impulsive, namely not fully human, could trigger the perception that their 

behavior is not driven by rationality or sense of responsibility. In this way, individuals may 

interpreting outgroup intentions and actions as detrimental for the ingroup. This process 

may contribute to increase the perception of danger. 
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3.3 - Study 2: Humanity Attributions and Violent Acts Against the Outgroup. 

The Moderator Role of Executive Functions 

In Study 2 our aim is to further investigate the relation between dehumanization and 

aggression by considering the effects of humanity attributions on violent behaviors. 

Dehumanization and violence/aggression are linked processes (see, e.g., Greitemeyer & 

McLatchie, 2012; Motyl et al., 2010): the denial of a fully human status to others leads to 

defuse moral self-sanctions from detrimental actions (Bandura, 1999; see also Chapter 2). 

Humanity denial, in fact, represents a process that allows individuals to harm others 

without experiencing negative psychological implications. When individuals evaluate their 

behavior as violating moral standards endorsed by society, they usually engage in self-

condemnation and apply self-sanctions, which maintain behavior in accord with moral 

standards. In fact, perceiving the other as a human being triggers empathic reactions that 

make it difficult to harm without enabling psychological states of discomfort (Volpato, 

2011). Dehumanization prevents the application of self-sanctions under certain 

circumstances, and thus allows us to enable harmful behaviors, which would be avoided 

under different circumstances. However, many theoretical approaches investigating 

dehumanization focused on humanity denial in conflictual intergroup contexts (Bandura, 

1999; Bar-Tal, 1989; Opotow, 1990; Struch & Schwartz, 1989). We argue that humanity 

denial is related with increased violence against the outgroup even in environments where 

conflict is not blatant. In fact, empirical evidences have demonstrated that humanity is 

positively related to aggression in civil society. For example, Moller and Deci (2009) found 

that dehumanization was positively related to interpersonal violence; Greitmeyer and 

McLatchie (2012) found that humanity perception increased the opposition to favor a 

candidate for a job. Even if evidences that humanity denial is related to aggression are 

consistent, to our knowledge the relation between dehumanization and violence measured 

at an implicit level, considering a split-second shooter task, is not present in literature. 

Thus, in the current study we investigated the effect of humanity denial on automatic 

violent responses against the outgroup. 

Moreover, we considered the moderation effect of executive functions. In fact, since 

we live in societies that condemn detrimental acts that could harm other individuals, 

people should exercise control over their behavior when they have to decide how to react 

to situations that may lead to undesirable consequences. 
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3.3.1 – Executive Functions 

Executive functions represent “a set of general-purpose control processes that 

regulate one’s thoughts and behaviors” (Miyake & Friedman, 2012, p. 8). These functions 

are a critical component of self-control and self-regulation abilities, namely “willpower”, that 

have important implications in individuals’ actions and behaviors. Moreover, executive 

functions enable us to create plans and goals; remember these goals across time; choose 

and initiate actions to help us achieve these goals; and monitor and adjust our behavior, 

as necessary, until we complete or fail in achieving them (Aron, 2008). 

According to Miyake and Friedman (2012) there are three executive functions: 

updating, inhibition and shifting. Updating refers to the ability to examine a specific 

situation and rapid add or delete contents in working memory; shifting represents the 

ability to switch flexibly between different tasks or mental sets; inhibition is the ability to 

suppress dominant or prepotent responses. In the current study we focused on this latter 

aspect of executive functions, first, because research had demonstrated that inhibition 

tasks (e.g., Stroop test, antisaccade task) best catch the abilities that are common in the 

three executive functions dimensions (Miyake & Friedman, 2012) and, second, because 

inhibition probably represent the process triggered by individuals to suppress the effect of 

negative attitude on outgroup-oriented behaviors. In our case, since it is easier to harm 

dehumanized targets, participants have to inhibit the effects of humanity denial on violent 

reactions, namely when they had to shoot Moroccan targets. 

Individual differences in executive functions are related to performances on tasks that 

require self-regulation or goal-directed behavior: individuals with effective executive 

functions generally perform better than individuals with low executive control (Hinson, 

Jameson, & Whitney, 2003). According to Unsworth and Engle (2007) differences in 

executive capacities derive from the inability to maintain and retrieve relevant task 

information in the presence of highly interfering competitors. More importantly, these 

limited abilities are linked to the capacity to control and suppress aggressive thoughts and 

responses (Gianicola, 2002). Research, in fact, has demonstrated that executive functions 

are a reliable predictor of aggressive behavior (see, Fishbein, 2000). 

Recently, psychology has been interested in studying the role of executive functions 

in decisions to shoot. However, findings available in literature do not allow to drawn clear 

conclusions on the role of behavioral control in split-second decisions tasks. On the one 

hand, Kleider and Parrot (2008) found that working memory capacity influenced 

participants’ decisions to shoot an outgroup member. In particular, individuals with low 
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working memory capacity demonstrated more aggressive shooting behavior relative to 

their high working memory capacity counterparts. On the other hand, Govorun and Payne 

(2006) found that executive functions did not influenced weapon recognition. The authors 

investigated the effects of ego-depletion on the automatic and controlled components of 

stereotype–based responses at the weapon recognition task (Payne, 2001). In a study, 

self-control was manipulated by using a Stroop test (Stroop, 1935). In the No Depletion 

condition participants responded to a 30 trials task while, in the Depletion condition, 

respondents completed a 300 trials task. Result showed that Depletion manipulation did 

not affect stereotype-congruent trials: participants did not misperceive tools when primed 

with outgroup related stimuli. However, authors found that the manipulation affected the 

controlled component of responses but not the automatic one, in particular for respondents 

who showed strong automatic stereotype activation. 

We conducted two studies to investigate the effects of dehumanization on violent 

behavioral tendencies considering the role of executive functions. In Study 2a, we 

hypothesized that dehumanization should lead to more violent behavioral tendencies only 

for individuals with less efficient control on behavior, namely less effective executive 

functions. In Study 2b, to further investigate the effect of behavioral control in the relation 

between humanity denial and violent behaviors we manipulated the executive functions by 

creating two experimental conditions, high vs. low executive functions depletion. We 

hypothesized that dehumanization should lead to more violence against the outgroup for 

participants whose executive functions are temporarily depleted. 

 

3.4 - Study 2a 

 

3.4.1 – Method 

 

3.4.1.1 - Participants 

Participants were 26 university students (12 female; Mage = 23.52 years, SD = 3.31) 

that voluntarily took part in the study. 

 

3.4.1.2 - Procedure 

The study was structured in three computer tasks. To avoid that cognitive loading of 

the Stroop test affected the performance of the other tasks, we divided the study in two 

parts, completed in separate days. Thus, participants completed a Stroop test (Stroop, 
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1935) the first day, while, in the second part, carried out from one to four days later, 

participants executed, respectively, a humanity Single Category Association Task (SC-IAT; 

Karpinski & Steinman, 2006), and a simulated Shooting Task. 

 

3.4.1.3 - Measures 

SC-IAT. To assess perceptions of humanity toward the immigrants we used the SC-

IAT (Karpinski & Steinman, 2006). The SC-IAT is structurally similar to the IAT (Greenwald 

et al., 1998) with the difference that only one target category is presented during the task. 

We employed the stimuli used in the GNAT, namely five human-related words, five animal-

related words, and five Moroccan names. In a critical block, participants responded to 72 

practice trials in which they were instructed to categorize animal concepts and Moroccan 

names with the same response key (green)4, and humanity concepts with another key 

(blue). Moroccan names, animal concepts and humanity concepts were presented in a 

7:7:10 ratio, so that 58% of the correct responses were on the blue key, and 42% of the 

correct responses were on the green key. In another critical block of 72 trials, participants 

had to categorize Moroccan names and humanity concepts with the same response key 

(blue), and words representing animality with another response key (green). Moroccan 

names, humanity concepts and animal concepts were presented in a 7:10:7 ratio. The 

order of presentation of the two blocks was counterbalanced across participants. Before 

each critical block, participants completed a practice block consisting in 24 trials (see 

Table 3.3). Category label reminders were positioned on the upper left and upper right 

parts of the screen and remained visible during the entire task. Stimuli appeared on the 

screen until participants responded or for 1,500 ms. If participants failed to respond within 

1,500 ms, a reminder “Please respond more quickly” appeared on the centre of the 

screen. A feedback about accuracy was provided: correct responses were followed by a 

green “O”, while errors were followed by a red “X”. Presentation of stimuli and data 

collection was controlled by Inquisit software package (Version 2.0, 2006). 

Stroop Task. In the Stroop task participants were instructed to indicate the color of a 

stimulus word by pressing the appropriate color coded key. Stimuli were represented by 

four color names and by a string of letter “Xs”. Each target appeared in one of the following 

colors: red, blue, green and yellow. Incompatible trials were those in which the color name 

appeared in a color other than its semantic meaning (e.g., red in blue type); in the 

compatible trials the color was coherent with the color word (e.g., red in red type); Control 

                                                 
4 “W” key was coloured in blue and the “P” key was coloured in green. 
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trials were those in which the “Xs” string appeared one of the four type. A practice block of 

16 trials preceded the critical block of 120 trials, namely 40 trials for each kind of stimuli. 

Stroop interference was computed by subtracting mean RT for compatible trials from the 

mean RT for incompatible trials. Higher scores indicated a greater Stroop interference, 

namely weaker executive control. Presentation of stimuli and data collection was 

controlled by E-Prime software package (Version 2.0.8.73, 2009). 

Shooting Task. To asses violent behavioral tendencies we used a priming shooting 

task, a modified version of the “Weapon task“(Payne, 2001; see also Correll et al., 2002) 

used in the previous study. Participants were instructed to react to potential dangerous 

situations. Instructions explained that if a face was followed by a weapon it meant that the 

individual was dangerous and ready to shoot. Participants, then, had to shoot the target, 

by pressing the appropriate key, in order to defend themselves. Conversely, if the face 

was followed by a tool, participant had not to shoot the target: they had to press another 

key. Each trial started with a fixation point (+), then, a prime face appeared for 200 ms 

followed by the 200 ms target object. Finally, a warped mask covered the object and 

remained on the screen until a response was given. To make the simulation more realistic 

we associated a gunshot sound to the “shoot” key and a neutral sound (a click) to the “no 

shoot” key. In a 64 trials block participants had to press “m” key to shoot and “z” key to 

“not shoot”; in another 64 trials block the response keys were inverted. Before the two 

critical blocks began, participants received 40 practice trials to become acquainted with the 

faces. Presentation of stimuli and data collection was controlled by E-Prime software 

package (Version 2.0.8.73, 2009). 

 

Table 3.3. Sequence of trial blocks in the humanity SC-IAT 

 

 
 

 

 

Block  Function  Left-key response (Blue)  Right-key response (Green)  Trials 

1  Practice  
Humanity Concepts + Moroccans 
Names 

 Animal Concepts 
 

24 

2  Test  
Humanity Concepts + Moroccans 
Names 

 Animal Concepts 
 

72 

3  Practice  Humanity Concepts  
Animal Concepts  +  Moroccans 
Names 

 
24 

4  Test  Humanity Concepts  
Animal Concepts  +  Moroccans 
Names 

 
72 

         



 48

3.4.2 – Results 

Humanity SC-IAT. To measure humanity bias toward Moroccans we compute a D-

score by using the algorithm proposed by Greenwald, Nosek and Banaji (2003; see also, 

Karpinski & Steinman, 2006). Higher values of the D-score indicated stronger associations 

of the outgroup with animality. The mean of D (M = -.06, SD = .41) was not reliably 

different from zero, t < 1. 

Shooter Task. After dismissing error responses and latencies above three standard 

deviations from the mean we log-transformed remaining latencies and we computed the 

four means, one for each combination. A 2 (Target Group: Italians vs. Moroccans) × 2 

(Action: shoot vs. no shoot) repeated measure ANOVA, with both factors varying as within 

participants, was performed. Analyses showed a main effect for action, F(1,25) = 8.99, p < 

.01, η2
p = .26, but not for group. Participants were faster in shooting armed targets rather 

than not shooting unarmed ones. By the way, this effect was qualified by the interaction 

Target Group × Action, F(1,25) = 4.60, p < .05, η2
p = .16. Participants were faster in 

shooting Moroccan targets than in avoiding to shoot them, F(1,25) = 18.45, p < .001, η2
p = 

.42. Moreover, faster shooting latencies were observed when the target was represented 

by an outgroup member than when the target was an ingroup member, F(1,25) = 6.22, p < 

.05, η2
p = .20. Means and standard deviations of reaction times are provided in Table 3.4. 

 

Table 3.4. Mean reactions times (in millisecond) in shooting armed targets and not shooting unarmed ones. 
 
 

 Target 

 Moroccan Target  Italian Target 

Object M SD  M SD 

Weapon 449 a 83  460 b 110 

Tool 472 b 85  469 b 117 

      
 
Note. A different subscript in the same row or column indicates that the two means are significantly different, 

p < .05. 

 

Moderation analyses. To test the moderator effect of executive functions in the 

relation between dehumanization and violent behavior we performed a hierarchical 

regression. At Step 1, we entered as predictors Stroop interference and dehumanization 

D-score; at Step 2, we added the interaction between the two independent variables. As 

criterion variable we considered the “Shooter Bias” index, namely the difference between 
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the RT used to shoot Italian targets and the RT used to shoot Moroccan targets (Payne, 

2001; Correll et al., 2002). The first model explained a significant portion of variance in 

shooting actions, R2 = .29, p < .05, but no main effects were found. In the second step, the 

interaction between humanity D-score and Stroop interference added a significant portion 

of variance explained, ∆R2 = .13, p < .05. Simple slope analysis (see Figure 3.2) confirmed 

our hypothesis: dehumanization of Moroccans predicts greater shooter bias only for 

participants with high Stroop interference, namely less efficient cognitive control (B = .10, p 

< .05); conversely, the same result was not found in respondents with effective executive 

functions, namely low Stroop interference (B = 0.5, ns). 

 

Figure 3.2. Shooter Bias as a function of dehumanization at high (+ 1SD) versus low levels (- 1SD) of 

executive functions. 
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3.4.3 – Discussion 

The present research provided new evidences in the study of antecedents of 

aggressive shooting behavior. We found a relation between dehumanization and violence 

toward the outgroup. In particular, results showed that this relation is moderated by 

executive functions. Literature supports the theoretical basis of our results. In fact, many 

studies demonstrated that executive functions impacts decision making (Payne, Jacoby, & 

Lambert, 2005). Individuals with low executive functions are presumably more impulsive 

and tend to have less control of negative attitudes. As a consequence, this lack of control 

may lead to detrimental consequences, such as aggressive shooting behaviors. In other 

words, participants with less effective executive functions had more difficulty to inhibit the 

effects of dehumanization when they had to shoot Moroccan targets. 
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3.5 – Study 2b 

In the previous study we considered behavioral control as an individual difference 

variable. Nevertheless, since contextual factors, such as stress (Richeson & Shelton, 

2003), cognitive loading (Webb & Sheeran, 2003), anxiety (Birtel & Crisp, 2012), could 

impair the capacity to manage effectively our own’s actions, in Study 2b we aim to 

replicate findings of the previous study by manipulating the depletion of executive 

functions. We, therefore, hypothesize that, in a condition where executive functions are 

impaired, dehumanization should be linked with aggressive behavior. Moreover, we 

hypothesize that, in a no depletion condition, humanity denial should not be related with 

violence against the outgroup. 

 

3.5.1 – Method 

 

3.5.1.1 – Participants 

Forty Italian university students (16 male, 23 female, 1 missing data; Mage = 24.92; 

SD = 4.85) took part in the experiment on voluntary basis. Half of participants were 

assigned to the high executive function depletion condition, the other half to the low 

executive function depletion condition. 

 

3.5.1.2 – Procedure 

In order not to raise any suspicion regarding the aim of the study, we divided the 

experimental procedure in two parts, carried out in different days. In the first part, 

participants completed the humanity SC-IAT employed in Study 2a, while, in the second 

part (from one to four days later), participants completed first the manipulation, then the 

shooter task. Finally, after providing some personal information, respondents were 

thanked and debriefed. To manipulate participants’ executive functions we adopted two 

modified versions of the Stroop Task used in the previous study. Research has shown that 

completing the Stroop task does have depleting effects (Webb & Sheeran, 2003). In the 

high depletion condition, participants completed a test consisting in 80 incompatible trials 

and 40 neutral trials (the string of “Xs”); in the low depletion condition incompatible trials 

were replaced by 80 compatible ones. 
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3.5.2 – Results 

SC-IAT. We compute the humanity D-score (Greenwald et al., 2003). Higher values 

of the D-score indicate stronger associations of the outgroup with animality. The mean of 

D (M =.75, SD = .59) was reliably different from zero, t(39) = 8.02, p < .001, indicating a 

stronger association between Moroccans and animality concepts. 

Shooter task. Reaction times of correct responses that were more than three 

standard deviations above the mean were treated as outliers and excluded from analyses. 

Remaining latencies were log-transformed and averaged in order to create the four 

composite scores that were analyzed by a 2 (Group: Italians vs. Moroccans) × 2 (Action: 

shoot vs. no shoot) × 2 (Condition: Depletion vs. No Depletion) mixed ANOVA. Results 

showed a main effect of Group, F(1,38) = 4.14, p < .05, η2
p = .10, and a main effect of 

Action, F(1,38) = 4.98, p < .05, η2
p = .12, indicating that participants responded faster 

when the target were outgroup members and when they had to shoot armed individuals. 

No significant effects of manipulation emerged. 

Regression analysis. Since we were interested in testing the effect of 

dehumanization, and manipulation on shooter bias (see paragraph 3.4.2) a hierarchical 

regression analysis was conducted. The first step included the main effects, the second 

step the interaction. The Condition was dummy coded (0 = No Depletion, 1 = Depletion). 

Result showed no significant amount of variance explained for the dependent variable. 

Manipulation did not affect performances on the shooter task. 

 

3.5.3 – Discussion 

Findings of Study 2b did not replicate those of Study 2a. Manipulation did not 

influence participants’ responses to the shooter task. A possible explanation is that Stroop 

test failed because it was not too demanding for individuals’ cognitive resources. In fact, 

similar results were obtained by Govorun and Payne (2006). Also in their case, Stroop did 

not influenced responses in the weapon identification task. For this reason, it is necessary, 

in future studies, to use a more effective task for depleting executive functions.  

 

3.6 – General Discussion 

In the current chapter we provided new evidence that link dehumanization to 

violence. First, we found that humanity denial is related to the perception of the outgroup 

as a danger and, second, results showed that dehumanization facilitates violent reactions 

against the outgroup. Moreover, we observed that this process is moderated by executive 
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functions: when executive control is high, it is possible to inhibit the tendency to be violent 

toward a dehumanized outgroup; conversely, when executive control is low, it is more 

likely that individuals do not control humanity bias in split-second decision making task. 

However, we did not replicate these findings in the last study, when executive functions 

have been manipulated. Despite these new and potentially important results, there are 

limitations in our findings. The correlational nature of Study 1 and Study 2a do not allow us 

to drawn a final conclusion on the relation between humanity and violence. Future studies 

should consider experimental designs in which outgroup humanity and perceptions of 

danger are manipulated. Moreover, it is important to replicate our findings considering 

different intergroup relations. In fact, Moroccans in Italy represent a stigmatized group and 

it is possible that may have partially affected our results. To replicate the study considering 

groups created ad-hoc, such as minimal groups, should help to further unfold the 

humanity/violence relation controlling for cultural and contextual factors. Finally, since the 

manipulation did not affect shooting decisions, future research should replicate Study 2b 

by using a different task to deplete executive functions, for example by asking participants 

to retain a series digits in their memory until the completion of the experiment (Coull, 

Yzerbyt, Castano, Paladino, & Leemans, 2001). 

Finally, our research has important practical implications, in particular for the police 

forces. On the one hand, as to the perception of the outgroup as not fully human, 

individuals should be made aware of this bias. They should be helped, and motivated to 

engage in self-regulatory processes, in which they consider outgroup members more in 

uniquely human than non-uniquely human terms. In fact, it has been found that self-

regulatory processes can inhibit implicit bias even in the long term (see Monteith, Arthur, & 

Flynn, 2010). On the other hand, our results suggest the importance of training individuals 

to face potential dangerous situations so as to overcome factors that could impair the 

efficiency of behavioral control system. 
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Chapter 4 

 

Dehumanization and Contact 

 

“My humanity is bound up in yours, for we can only be human together” 

(Desmond Tutu, 1989) 

 

4.1 – Introduction 

The purpose of the studies in the current chapter is to investigate the causal link 

between humanity attributions and tendency to seek contact by manipulating, respectively, 

outgroup humanity (Study 1) and contact behaviors (Study 2). As tendency to seek contact 

with the outgroup we considered approach/avoidance behaviors by adapting the “manikin 

task” (De Houver, Crombez, Baeyens, & Hermans, 2001; see also, Krieglmeyer, & 

Deutsch, 2010) a technique used to assess behavioral tendencies toward a specific target. 

Although contact hypothesis (Allport, 1954) is more complex than motor responses to 

specific stimuli (see Paragraph 4.2), we argue that approach/avoidance behaviors could 

anyway represent a basic and initial process to start and to stimulate the tendency to seek 

contact with an outgroup member. To overcome this potential limitation of our findings we 

shaped manikin task in a way to make it more near to a simulation of an actual contact 

situation. However, psychosocial research demonstrated that other forms of contact (see, 

e.g., imagined contact, Crisp & Turner, 2009), other than direct contact, produce positive 

effects in improving intergroup relations. Moreover, Kawakami and collaborators 

(Kawakami, Phills, Steele, & Dovidio, 2007) found that an extensive approach training 

toward the outgroup resulted in an increased openness for communication with an 

outgroup interaction partner. Thus, we argue that the two process, contact and 

approach/avoidance behaviors, share same basic processes.  

In Study 1, we manipulated outgroup humanity in order to verify whether it would 

have enhanced contact toward the outgroup; in Study 2, we manipulated contact, in order 

to test its effects in ameliorating humanity attributions to the outgroup. The Moroccan 

outgroup have been considered because it represents a consistent minority in Italy. We 

hypothesize a reciprocal positive effects of the two constructs, namely we argue that 
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humanity should have positive effects on contact and contact, in turn, should be positive 

related to the attribution of uniquely human features to the outgroup5. 

 

4.2 – Intergroup Contact and Humanity Attributions 

Intergroup contact represents one of the most well-known and effective tools to 

reduce prejudice. According to contact hypothesis (Allport, 1954), positive and cooperative 

interactions between members of different groups can improve intergroup relations. In over 

50 years of intensive testing, contact received an impressive empirical vindication so that 

the majority of its statements have been well supported by correlational designs (for a 

review, see Pettigrew & Tropp, 2006), longitudinal studies (see, e.g., Binder et al., 2009; 

Vezzali, Giovannini, & Capozza, 2010), and laboratory experiments (see, e.g., Ensari & 

Miller, 2002; Van Oudenhoven, Groenewoud, & Hewstone, 1996). 

Recently, research has been interested in testing positive effects of intergroup 

contact on humanity attributions. Even if the literature is scarce, empirical evidence found 

that contact is effective in enhancing the outgroup humanization. 

Tam and colleagues (2008) examined the relationship between Catholics and 

Protestants in Northern Ireland to study the effects of contact on post-conflict reconciliation 

(see also Chapter 2). In particular, they hypothesized that perceptions of humanity 

(assessed by the attributions of secondary emotions), along with anger and empathy, 

mediate the relation between contact and outgroup forgiveness for past wrongdoings. 

Results confirmed the predictions: intergroup contact significantly reduced outgroup 

infrahumanization. Similar results were obtained by Andrighetto and collaborators 

(Andrighetto, Mari, Behluli, & Volpato, 2012) by using a different form of contact, namely 

extended contact, in a different post-conflictual  intergroup context, namely Serbians and 

Albanians in Kosovo. Extended contact (Wright, Aron, McLaughlin-Volpe, & Ropp, 1997) 

represents an indirect form of contact, namely the knowledge that an ingroup member has 

a positive relationship with an outgroup member. Its effectiveness in reducing prejudice 

has been widely proved (see, e.g., Paolini, Hewstone, & Cairns, 2007). In this study, it was 

hypothesized that extended contact would have reduced infrahumanization, which, in turn 

would have decreased ingroup victimhood. Results confirmed the predictions: knowing an 

ingroup member that holds positive interactions with an outgroup member reduced 

infrahumanization. Also the effect of reduced infrahumanization in decreasing victimhood 

had been confirmed.  

                                                 
5
 I would like to thank my supervisor for suggesting me the current design and the experimental manipulations. 
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The positive effects of contact have also been proved considering non-conflictual 

intergroup relationships. Capozza et al. (2012) in two studies, considering the relation 

between Italians and immigrants (Study 1) and between Northerners and Southerners in 

Italy (Study 2), confirmed the contact effects in enhancing outgroup humanization. 

Moreover, in the research authors found that this relation was mediated by anxiety 

empathy, and group representations. 

Finally, Visintin (2013) extended and confirmed previous findings by considering the 

effect of different forms of contact, such as contact trough mass media (Schiappa, Gregg, 

& Hewes, 2005), positive and negative contact (Pettigrew, 2008), and extended contact 

(Wright et al., 1997), on attributions of uniquely human traits. 

Some evidences of the causal relation between humanity and contact are also 

available in literature. In a longitudinal study, examining state school students attitudes 

toward private school students, Brown and collaborators (Brown, Eller, Leeds, & Stace, 

2007) found that the amount of contact with an outgroup member was negatively related to 

infrahumanization (Leyens et al., 2007) of the outgroup as a whole. In fact, authors 

demonstrated that contact over a period of 14 days increased the attributions of secondary 

emotions to private school students. Moreover, they provided first evidences of the causal 

relation between contact and humanity. In fact, while contact at T1 reduced 

infrahumanization at T2, the reverse path, namely infrahumanization at T1 to contact at 

T2, was non significant suggesting that positive interactions with outgroup members have 

beneficial effects on attributions of humanity. 

More recently, Vezzali and collaborators (Vezzali, Capozza, Giovanni, & Stathi, 

2012) employed imagined contact (Crisp & Turner, 2009) to reduce immigrants 

infrahumanization (Leyens et al., 2007) in fourth-graders children. Authors administered a 

three-week intervention in which children had to simulate a mental interaction with an 

outgroup member. One week after the last session of imagined contact, participants 

completed an infrahumanization measure, namely attributions of primary and secondary 

emotions, and a measure of trust. A control condition, in which children did not perform 

any contact session, was also provided. Results showed an indirect effect of contact in 

humanity perceptions. In fact, imagined contact condition did not alter the attribution of 

uniquely human emotions to the outgroup. However, a mediation effect of trust emerged. 

Thus, mental imagery did not influence directly the attribution of secondary emotions but 

indirectly, through the mediation of trust.  
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To sum up, despite several empirical evidences, the causal relation between contact 

and humanity attributions still remains unclear. The aim of the current chapter is to fill this 

gap by providing experimental evidence of the causal link between humanity attributions 

and contact tendencies. 

 

4.3 – Approach/Avoidance Behaviors 

A great deal of psychological theories considers approach and avoidance as basic 

responses to the environment (Lang, Bradley, & Cuthbert, 1990; Lewin, 1935; Zajonc, 

1980). According to an evolutionary perspective these behaviors are vital for organism 

survival: dangerous/negative stimuli must be avoided whereas pleasant/positive stimuli 

should be approached (LeDoux, 1996). Thus, stimuli valence triggers the motivational 

system to approach or avoid a specific target (Bargh, 1997). 

Research in social psychology has extended this field of study to intergroup relations 

(see, e.g., Kawakami et al., 2007; Paladino & Castelli, 2008; Wyer, 2010). For example, 

Paladino e Castelli (2008) found that participants were faster in approaching ingroup-

related stimuli than in approaching outgroup related-stimuli; in addition, they found faster 

avoidance behaviors when the target was the outgroup. Moreover, experimental evidence 

showed that an extensive training to approach a specific group improves positive attitudes 

toward the group (Kawakami et al., 2007). Concerning the opposite path, namely whether 

attitude manipulation has effects on behavioral tendencies toward social stimuli, at our 

knowledge, no evidence in literature is available (but see Phills, Kawakami, Divecha, 

Steele, & Dovidio, unpublished manuscript). 

The relation between humanity and behavioural tendencies has been tested by Vaes 

and collaborators (2003, Study 4). In a study, authors employed an impression-formation 

task to manipulate humanity. In one condition participants were asked to form an 

impression of “Marco” (ingroup member), and “Almad” (outgroup member). Respondents 

read, on a computer screen, a series of emotions that the target recently experienced. 

According to experimental condition, emotions were all primary or all secondary (Leyens et 

al., 2007). To measure behavioral tendencies the task developed by Castelli and Paladino 

(2002) was used. Participants approached target stimuli, presented on the center of the 

screen, by extending the arm to press a button next to the computer monitor. Conversely, 

avoidance behavior was represented by the flexion of the arm to press the key farther from 

the monitor. Results showed that participants were faster in approaching ingroup related 

stimuli, rather than outgroup related stimuli, and slower in avoiding the ingroup than the 
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outgroup. Moreover, participants were faster in avoiding than approaching, the outgroup 

when it expressed secondary emotions. According to the authors, perceiving an outgroup 

member expressing uniquely human emotions created a sense of threat to the ingroup as 

it represented an attempt to enhance the outgroup to the ingroup level. 

 

4.4 – Study 1 

The aim of Study 1 is to investigate the effects of humanity attributions on contact 

tendencies toward the outgroup by using an approach/avoidance technique. In particular, 

we manipulated outgroup perceptions of humanity by creating two experimental 

conditions: outgroup humanization vs. outgroup dehumanization. 

Differently from Vaes and collaborators (2003) we argued that outgroup 

humanization should facilitate contact behaviors such as approach tendencies. We think 

that a shared humanity creates a link between ingroup and outgroup that should promote 

contact; moreover, it has been demonstrated the effectiveness of humanity in promoting 

prosocial behaviors such as outgroup forgiveness (Tam et al., 2008), support for 

reparation policies (Zebel et al., 2008) and helping intentions (Cuddy et al., 2007). Then, 

our study, first, did not consider merely approach/avoidance behavior but we attempted to 

integrate the contact experience with behavioral tendencies, and, second, we consider a 

global concept of humanity, not only emotions. Moreover, since Vezzali and colleagues 

(2012) did not find a direct influence of contact on humanization, the humanity to contact 

link should not be excluded. 

Thus, in Study 1 we hypothesize that, in the outgroup humanization condition, 

participants should approach outgroup targets faster than in outgroup dehumanization 

condition (Hypothesis 1); moreover, we hypothesize that, only in outgroup humanization 

condition, Moroccan/approach latencies should be faster than Moroccan/avoidance 

response latencies. (Hypothesis 2). 

 

4.4.1 – Method 

 

4.4.1.2 – Participants 

Sixty Italian university students (41 female, 18 male, 1 missing data; Mage = 22.6; SD 

= 2.14) took part in the experiment. Respondents were randomly assigned to one of the 

two conditions: 31 in the dehumanization condition and 29 to the humanization condition. 
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4.4.1.2 – Procedure 

Participants were tested individually. To manipulate outgroup humanity we adopted a 

subliminal priming measure (see, Bargh, Raymond, Pryor, & Strack, 1995; Goff et al., 

2008). Participants were told that the first part of the experiment consisted in a “facial 

interference task” that measures whether the presentation of outgroup faces distract 

participants’ attention. Participants were instructed to indicate, by pressing the appropriate 

key, the position of a target stimulus that could appear above or below a fixation point. 

Fixation point was represented by a Moroccan face or by an oval (neutral stimulus); it 

remained visible on the screen until participant response. Target stimuli consisted of a 20 

ms pre-mask (a series of “X”) followed by the prime (40 ms) and finally a 250 ms post-

mask (identical to the pre-mask). Stimuli were presented parafoveally, namely they were 

positioned 2°, above or below, from the fixation point (see Bargh & Chartrand, 2000). The 

task consisted in pressing the “8” button, on the numeric keypad, if the stimulus appeared 

above the fixation point or the “2” button if it appeared below the fixation point. Prime 

stimuli varied according to the experimental condition: six primary emotions (three positive, 

e.g., pleasure; three negative, e.g., rage), four non-uniquely human traits (e.g., drive, 

impulsiveness), and five animal related words (e.g., cub, animals) for dehumanization 

condition; six secondary emotions (three positive, e.g., pride; three negative e.g., 

remorse), four non-uniquely human traits (e.g., reasoning, morality), and five human 

related words (e.g., citizen, humans) for humanization condition. Task was organized in 

two blocks: a practice block consisting in eight trials and an experimental block consisting 

in 120 trials6.  

After completing the manipulation, participants performed the manikin task (De 

Houver et al., 2001; Krieglmeyer & Deutsch, 2010). Respondents had to move a little 

figure (a manikin) on a screen towards or away from a stimulus (placed on the center of 

the screen) by pressing two directional keys, one to move upwards (↑, key “8”) and one to 

move downwards (↓, key “2”), on the numeric keyboard. Thus, depending on the position 

of the figure, moving upwards or downwards meant approach or avoidance, respectively. 

As this task requires two categories, in our case, we considered, in addition to Moroccan 

names (e.g., Mohammed, Yakub), a neutral category represented by names of geometric 

figures (e.g., triangle, hexagon). Each trial started with a fixation point (+) on the center of 

the screen. After 500 ms the manikin appeared and participant had to press the key “5” in 

order to pop up the stimulus. To complete the trial participants pressed three times the 

                                                 
6 Manipulation material included six images of Moroccan faces and two ovals. Each image was paired once with each of 
the fifteen primes, for a total of 120 trials. 
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arrow key to move the manikin. Each key press moved the manikin 15 mm. By alternating 

the length of the manikin’s legs each time it appeared in a new position, and the 

impression of walking was evoked. Five hundred ms after the third key press all stimuli 

were deleted from the screen. The inter-trial interval was 1000 ms. The task consisted in 

two critical blocks of 80 trials each. In a block, participants had to move the manikin away 

from Moroccan names and approach neutral stimuli; in a second critical block, participants 

approached Moroccan names and avoided geometrical figures. Before each critical block, 

participants executed eight practice trials. Block order was counterbalanced across 

participants. To simulate a contact situation using an approach/avoidance paradigm, 

instructions told participants to identify themselves with the manikin, and, in approaching 

Moroccans, to imagine a positive interaction with the target. The use of mental imagery 

has been proved to be an effective strategy to simulate intergroup contact (Crisp & Turner, 

2012). Asking individuals to imagine a positive interaction with an outgroup member 

ameliorate attitudes and behaviors toward the target (see, e.g., Pagotto, Visintin, De Iorio, 

& Voci, 2012). 

Finally, respondents provided some personal information then they were thanked and 

debriefed. 

 

4.4.2 – Results 

Latencies from trials with errors, and higher than 1500 ms were discharged from the 

analysis (Krieglmeyer & Deutsch, 2010). In order to test out hypotheses we compute four 

different scores for each target/action combination, and we submitted the composite 

scores to a 2 (Target: Moroccans vs. geometrical figures) × 2 (Action: approach vs. 

avoidance) × 2 (Condition: dehumanization vs. humanization) repeated measure ANOVA 

with Target and Action as within-participants variables and Condition as a between- 

participants variable. The relevant latencies are reported in Table 4.1. ANOVA revealed a 

significant main effect for Target, F(1, 59) = 22.53, p < .001, η2
p = .28, and a significant 

main effect for Action, F(1, 59) = 33.00, p < .001, η2
p = .36. Participants were faster in 

reacting to Moroccan names and they were faster in behaviors of approaching. Moreover, 

we found that the two way interaction Action × Condition was significant, F(1, 59) = 6.50, p 

< .05, η2
p = .10, along with the interaction Group × Action, F(1, 59) = 10.55, p < .01, η2

p = 

.15. By the way, the two way interactions were qualified by the three-way interaction, 

Target × Action × Condition, F(1, 59) = 4.01, p < .05, η2
p = .06. Since we were interested in 

investigating the effect of the manipulation on contact tendencies, we performed a 2 
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(Action: approach vs. avoidance) × 2 (Condition: dehumanization vs. humanization) 

ANOVA for the Moroccan target. Results showed a significant interaction, F(1, 59) = 9.09, 

p < .01, η2
p = .13. Contrary to our predictions, participants in the humanization condition 

did not show faster latencies in approaching Moroccan names, compared to the 

dehumanization condition, t(59) = 0.46, ns. Similar results emerged for avoidance 

latencies, t(59) = -1.68, ns. Regarding neutral stimuli, no significant effect emerged from 

the analysis, t < - 0.46, ns. 

Simple effects analysis showed that, in the humanization condition, participants 

where faster in seeking contact rather than avoiding it, F(1, 30) = 38.75, p < .001, η2
p = 

.56. In contrast, in the dehumanization condition, approach latencies did not significantly 

differ from avoidance latencies, F(1, 30) = 3.80, ns (Table 4.1). 

 

Table 4.1. Mean reactions times (in millisecond) in approaching or avoiding Moroccan targets. 
 
 

 Behavior 

 Approach  Avoidance 

Condition M SD  M SD 

Humanization 692 a 120  800 b 140 

Dehumanization 708 a 162  742 ab 126 

      
 
Note. A different subscript in the same row or column indicates that the two means are significantly different, 
p < .001. 

 

4.4.3 – Discussion 

Hypothesis 1 was not confirmed. In fact, there was no difference between condition 

for approach or avoidance tendencies. However, there was difference within each 

condition. In humanization, approach was rapid and avoidance slow. In dehumanization, 

approach was not more rapid or slow than avoidance. Thus, data supported Hypothesis 2. 

A positive outcome of humanization emerged: perceiving Moroccans in human terms 

influenced the motivation to seek contact rather than avoid it. This latter result confirmed 

the positive consequences of ascribing humanity to other groups. As we stressed above, a 

perceived shared humanity could have enhanced ingroup/outgroup similarity that 

facilitated approach behaviors.  

To sum up, humanity could not be a sufficient factor that triggers the motivation to 

seek an interaction with the outgroup but it probably represents a catalyst that, along with 

other variables, facilitates this process. 
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4.5 – Study 2 

In Study 2 we investigated the opposite path, namely whether contact tendencies 

improve humanity attributions. Research had provided evidences that it is possible modify 

attitudes toward ordinary objects by training individuals to approach them (Cacioppo, 

Priester, & Berntson, 1993). Through the same process, it is possible to change attitudes 

toward outgroups (Kawakami, et al., 2007). Another mechanism concerning 

approach/avoidance behaviors is related to the self. In fact, there is evidence that the 

repetition of approach behaviors increases the association between the self and the target 

group (Phills, Kawakami, Tabi, Nadolny, & Inzlicht, 2011) resulting in reduced prejudice. 

Since humanity represents a subtle form of discrimination (Leyens et al., 2007), and since 

individuals are generally less aware of this bias (Eyssel & Ribas, 2012; Leyens et al., 

2007), a training focused on approaching outgroup-related stimuli could indirectly 

ameliorating humanity perceptions of the outgroup. In our case, we aimed to integrate the 

potential positive benefits of approach/avoidance behaviors with contact by creating an ad-

hoc manipulation. Thus, in this study we manipulated contact tendencies toward 

Moroccans by creating two experimental conditions: outgroup contact vs. control. We 

hypothesized that in the contact condition participants should attribute more uniquely 

human traits to the outgroup compared to the control condition (Hypothesis 1). A second 

aim of the study was to replicate experimentally the effect of contact on outgroup attitudes, 

by using semantic differential as a measure of attitude. 

Moreover, since research had shown increasingly attention to affective factors as 

processes underlying contact effects (Pettigrew & Tropp, 2006, 2008), in this study we 

also concentrated on intergroup anxiety (Stephan & Stephan, 1985) and intergroup 

empathy (Batson et al., 1997). Intergroup anxiety represents a feeling of discomfort and 

awkwardness in anticipation of an interaction with outgroup members (Stephan & Stephan, 

1985); empathy represents the capacity to provide proper emotional responses to the 

emotions experienced by outgroup members (Batson et al., 1997). The meta-analyses by 

Pettigrew and Tropp indicated that these two emotions are among the most important 

mediators of contact effects. Moreover, Capozza and collaborators (2012) found that 

empathy and anxiety are significant mediators in the relation between contact and 

humanity attributions. 

Finally, we proposed trust as a further influential construct since it has been widely 

considered in contact research. Trust allows individuals to avoid the perception that the 

outgroup holds negative intentions toward the ingroup (Mitchell, 2000), producing an 



 62

improvement in intergroup attitudes, promoting the exchange of knowledge between 

groups, and developing cooperative and altruistic behaviors (Kramer & Carnevale, 2001). 

Empirical evidence indicates that positive contact enhance trust toward the outgroup (see, 

e.g., Hewstone, Cairns, Voci, Harmberger, & Niens, 2006). 

Thus, in Study 2, we investigated the effects of manipulated contact tendencies on 

anxiety, empathy, trust, and attitude. We hypothesized that contact should increase 

empathy, trust, and outgroup evaluations, while it should decrease anxiety (Hypothesis 2). 

Finally, we tested, at an exploratory level, the meditational effect of emotions, trust in the 

relation between contact and humanity attributions to the outgroup. 

 

4.5.1 – Method 

 

4.5.1.1 – Participants 

To run the experiment we recruited 40 Italian university students (25 female, 15 

male; Mage = 25.4; SD = 5.09) that voluntarily accepted to complete the three tasks. Half of 

participants were assigned to the contact condition, while, the second half to the control 

condition. 

 

4.5.1.2 – Measures 

Contact manipulation. To manipulate contact we adopted a modified version of the 

manikin task used in Study 1. Stimuli varied across conditions: in the contact condition, 

participants executed 72 approach to the outgroup trials (stimuli were Moroccan faces, see 

Study 1) and 24 avoidance of geometrical figures trials, (two ovals painted in grey); in the 

control condition, respondents completed 72 approach to neutral stimuli trials, represented 

by images of pieces of furniture, and 24 avoidance of geometrical figures trials. As in the 

previous study, instructions asked participants to identify themselves with the manikin, 

and, in approaching Moroccans, to imagine a positive interaction with the target. 

Humanity attributions. Outgroup humanity was assessed by using four uniquely 

human traits (UH, e.g., rationality, reason) and four non-uniquely human traits (N-UH, e.g., 

impetus, instinct). Participants had to indicate whether each trait was typical of Moroccans 

(see Chapter 3). The response scale ranged from 1 (definitely false) to 7 (definitely true), 

with 4 (neither true, nor false) as the midpoint. Alpha were .84 for UH traits and .73 for N-

UH traits. 
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Anxiety. We used the intergroup anxiety scale developed by Stephan and Stephan 

(1985). Participants had to indicate what their feelings when thinking about interacting with 

Moroccans were. Twelve anxiety-related terms (e.g., nervous, comfortable) were used. 

Scale anchored from 1 (not at all) to 7 (extremely). Higher scores indicate greater 

intergroup anxiety. Alpha was .87. 

Empathy. Four items assessed empathy toward Moroccans (Capozza et al., 2012). 

Respondents rated, on a seven-point scale (1 = not at all; 7 = extremely), to what extent, 

when thinking about Moroccans, they “feel in tune with them”, ”feel they share their 

emotions”, “understand their feelings”, and “share their joys and sorrows”. Higher scores 

reflect greater empathy. Alpha was .84. 

Trust. Participants rated intergroup trust on four items. Sample items are: “I trust 

Moroccans”, “I think Moroccans are unreliable” (reverse coded). Responses ranged from 1 

(not at all) to 7 (extremely). Higher scores expressed higher trust. Alpha was .82. 

Attitude. We provided a semantic differential (Osgood, Suci, & Tannenbaum, 1957) 

to assess the evaluation of Moroccans. Respondents rated the outgroup on a set of items 

anchored by opposite adjectives pairs (e.g., good-bad, pleasant-unpleasant). Answers 

were given on a 7-point scale ranging from 1 (the negative pole) to 7 (the positive pole). 

Alpha was .79. 

 

4.5.1.3 – Procedure 

Participants completed the experiment individually. They first performed the 

computerized task, and then completed the questionnaire containing the dependent 

variables: the humanity measure, anxiety, empathy, trust, and attitude.  

Finally, prior to be debriefed and thanked, participants provided some personal 

information. 

 

4.5.2 – Results 

For UH traits, N-UH traits, anxiety, empathy, trust, and attitude, a composite score 

was computed by averaging the respective items. To test whether manipulation affected 

the attributions of humanity to the outgroup, we conducted a 2 (Traits: UH vs. N-UH) × 2 

(Condition: contact vs. control) repeated measures ANOVA, with Condition as between-

participants variable. Main effects of Condition, F(1, 38) = 10.12, p < .01, η2
p = .21, and 

Traits, F(1, 38) = 10.55, p < .01, η2
p = .22, were qualified by the two-way interaction Traits 

× Condition, F(1, 38) = 4.65, p < .05, η2
p = .11. As predicted, participants ascribed more 
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UH traits to Moroccans in the Contact condition than in Control condition, F(1, 38) = 13.36, 

p < .001, η2
p = .26. No differences were found considering N-UH traits, F < 1, (Table 4.2). 

Moreover, in Control condition, participants assigned more N-UH traits than UH traits to 

the outgroup, F(1, 19) = 19.25, p < .001, η2
p = .50; conversely, in the Contact condition, 

respondents did not differentiate between the two types of traits for Moroccans, F(1, 19) = 

0.48, ns. 

 

Table 4.2. Means and standard deviations of uniquely human traits. 
 
 

 Traits 

 Uniquely Human  Non-Uniquely Human 

Condition M SD  M SD 

Contact 4.62 a .89  4.85 a .93 

Control 3.64 b 85  4.75 a .88 

      
 
Note. A different subscript in the same row or column indicates that the two means are significantly different, 
p < .001. 

 

Effects of the condition on the other dependent variables were tested by applying 

independent-samples t-test. Results are reported in Table 4.3. Findings showed that the 

Contact condition reduced anxiety, t(38) = -2.41, p < .05,  increased trust, t(38) = 2.32, p < 

.05, and enhanced positive evaluations of Moroccans, t(38) = 3.20, p < .01. No differences 

were found for empathy, t < 1, ns. 

 

Table 4.3. Means and standard deviations of anxiety, empathy, trust, and attitude. 
 
 

 Condition 

 Contact  Control 

Criterion M SD  M SD 

Anxiety 3.38 a .80  3.99 b .79 

Empathy 3.70 a 1.16  3.44 a 1.23 

Trust 4.71a .82  3.99 b 1.89 

Attitude 4.62 a .73  3.85 b .79 

      
 
Note. A different subscript in the same row indicates that the two means are significantly different, p < .05. 
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Mediation analysis. To test the mediation, a path-based analysis was conducted 

using Process macros (Hayes, in press). The model considered the experimental condition 

(dummy coded, 0 = Control; 1 = Contact) as the predictor, anxiety, empathy, and trust as 

parallel mediators, and, attribution of UH traits as the dependent variable. Results showed 

that the model accounted for a significant portion of variance for the criterion variable, R2 = 

.32, p < .001. From bootstrapping procedure, using 1,000 resamples, emerged that the 

point estimate for the indirect effect via trust equated .149, with a 95% bias corrected 

confidence interval of [.001, .459]. Since the confidence interval excludes zero a significant 

mediation of trust is present. No other significant mediation effects emerged. 

 

4.5.3 – Discussion 

Consistent with our hypotheses, Study 2 showed that stimulating contact with the 

outgroup had beneficial effects on humanity attributions. We also found positive effects of 

the manipulation in reducing anxiety, increasing trust and improving attitudes. Therefore, 

the present study experimentally replicated findings present in the literature, obtained with 

correlational (see, e.g., Capozza et al., 2012), longitudinal (Brown et al., 2007; Vezzali et 

al., 2010), and experimental designs (Wilder, 1984) according to which intergroup contact 

affects outgroup perceptions (Pettigrew & Tropp, 2006). Moreover, from results a 

mediation effect of intergroup trust emerged, namely contact enhanced outgroup 

humanization through the effect of trust. In contrast, anxiety and empathy did not mediate 

this relation. 

These results are generally coherent with the available literature. First, we confirmed 

and extended Vezzali and collaborators’ findings (2012). On the one hand, we replicated 

the mediation effect of trust considering a different sample, namely adult participants. On 

the other hand, we proved positive consequences of contact on humanity attribution to the 

outgroup. In addition, our results are in line with Visintin (2013) findings. In fact, he found 

that trust, but not anxiety and empathy, positively mediated to contact/humanity relation. 

Not surprisingly, empathy did not affect Moroccans humanity. In fact, Čehajić and 

collaborators (2009) found that dehumanization represents an antecedent, rather than a 

consequence, of empathy (see Chapter 2). Finally, a single study found the effect of 

anxiety on humanity attributions (Capozza et al., 2012). Since, in this research actual 

contact that participants had with outgroup members is investigated it is possible that 

reduced anxiety requires more profound and direct forms of contact to have a significant 

impact on humanity attributions. 
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4.6 – General Discussion 

The two laboratory experiments reported here shed new light on the causal relation 

between intergroup contact and outgroup humanization. Although previous studies (see, 

e.g., Brown et al., 2007; Vezzali et al. 2012) provided evidences that contact influences 

humanity attributions, at our knowledge, no studies have been carried out to investigate 

experimentally the causal relation between the two constructs. To achieve this, we 

conducted two lab experiments in which outgroup humanity and contact tendencies were 

manipulated. We expected to find a reciprocal effect, namely we thought that humanity 

would have influenced contact, and contact would have improved humanity perceptions. 

Our predictions were partially confirmed. In Study 1, outgroup humanization did not 

enhance contact tendencies compared to outgroup dehumanization, namely no 

differences between the two experimental conditions were observed in approaching 

behaviors. However, in humanization condition, but not in dehumanization condition, 

participants were faster in approaching Moroccans than avoiding them. In Study 2, 

instead, our hypothesis was fully confirmed. In fact, stimulating contact with the outgroup 

increased attribution of uniquely human features to Moroccans. Furthermore, in the 

contact condition, respondents ascribed more uniquely human, than non-uniquely human, 

qualities to outgroup; this difference did not emerged in the control conditions. Finally, we 

found a mediation effect of trust, namely contact increased humanity through enhanced 

trust. 

Keeping together, our results help to clarify the relation between contact and 

humanity bias. In keeping with predictions of contact hypothesis, when individuals 

experience contact under certain conditions (Allport, 1954), outgroup perceptions 

positively improve (see, e.g., Dovidio, Eller, & Hewstone, 2011; Turner, Hewstone, & Voci, 

2007). Our results, in fact, showed a stronger effect when contact was manipulated than 

when humanity was manipulated. In addition, in Study 2, along with humanity, contact 

affected anxiety, trust, and attitudes. In this sense, our results are promising: even 

considering a basic form of intergroup interaction we obtained positive outcomes. On the 

other hand, manipulation did not influence empathy. Probably, developing a sense of 

shared emotions with the outgroup requires more deep and profound interactions. 

On the contrary, in Study 1, our predictions were only partially confirmed, namely 

humanity did not affect contact tendencies toward Moroccans. However, in our opinion it 

would be too hasty to discard the hypothesis that humanity does not influence contact. 

Enhancing humanity perceptions resulted in a greater motivation to seek contact with 
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Moroccans rather than avoid them. Thus, it is possible that outgroup humanity stimulated 

positive affective processing (Neumann & Strack, 2000) that influenced participants’ 

behavior, but not so strongly to enhance the motivation to seek interaction with an 

outgroup member. Nevertheless, Moroccans represents a highly stigmatized group, 

strongly associated with animality or features that man share with other living beings (see, 

e.g., Chapter 3, Study 1). In this sense, it is possible that our manipulation was not so 

effective in strengthening outgroup/humanity associations because Moroccans 

dehumanization is deeply crystallized in individuals’ minds. So, further studies, considering 

different outgroups or minimal groups, are required in order to further investigate the 

humanity-to-contact hypothesis. 

 However, since our studies are the first attempt to investigate these processes, 

further studies should be conducted. In particular, it would be interesting to test the effects 

of actual contact that individuals hold with the outgroup to confirm this processes. In 

addition, using other humanity measures, such as computerized tasks (e.g., IAT, GNAT), 

would extend our findings. 

Finally, our results have practical implications. In fact, since contact manipulation 

affected outgroup perceptions, it could be useful to implement it as a new form of 

simulated contact, namely as a “preparatory” strategy, along with other forms of contact, 

before the real face to face interaction. In particular, this intervention could be useful in 

intergroup contexts characterized by negative or conflictual relationships, namely relations 

in which direct contact could be difficult or counterproductive. This technique could be 

useful also because it may integrate the effects of the indirect forms of contact. In fact, the 

manikin task involves the active participation of the individual in moving the manikin, while 

other strategies such as extended contact (Wright et al., 1997), vicarious contact 

(Mazziotta, Mummendey, & Wright, 2011), contact trough mass-media (Schiappa et al., 

2005) represent more passive forms of intergroup interaction. Thus, the combination of 

these strategies (active and passive) could results in more positive effects on outgroup 

perceptions. 
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Chapter 5 

 

Dehumanization in Health Contexts 

 

“You treat a disease, you win, you lose.  

You treat a person, I guarantee you,  

you’ll win, no matter what the outcome” 

(From the movie Patch Adams, 1998) 

 

5.1 – Introduction 

Most research on infra- and dehumanization has considered ethnic (e.g., Boccato et 

al., 2007), regional (e.g., Capozza, Boccato, Andrighetto, & Falvo, 2009), or minimal 

groups (e.g., Capozza et al., 2012). The study of dehumanization in health context, in 

contrast, has received little attention in Social Psychology. However, modern medicine and 

care represent a fertile environment for humanity denial (Haque & Waytz, 2012). Indeed, 

many aspects of modern health care systems are associated with a dehumanized 

representation of patients (Haslam, 2006): patients’ individuality is denied, and great 

importance is placed on technology. For instance, in psychiatry (Fink, 1982; Fleck, 1995; 

Ghaemi, 2010), especially in biological psychiatry, a discipline based on deterministic 

explanations and coercive treatments, patients’ autonomy and patients’ responsibility for 

their actions are denied (Szasz, 1973).  

Denial of humanity in health contexts is not necessarily a product of caretaker 

intention; it is more likely, instead, that dehumanization is a product generated 

unconsciously from the widespread social practices and functional requirements in health 

care institutes (Haque & Waytz, 2012). Since the denial of a full human status to other 

represents a universal phenomenon (Leyens et al., 2007) it is possible that several factors 

of modern medicine/caring may magnify this process. In this direction Haque and Waytz 

(2012) discussed six potential antecedents of dehumanization in health context, three 

functional to medical environment and three non-functional. Functional caused of 

dehumanization are: mechanization, namely thinking of individuals as mechanical systems 

made up of interacting parts (Haslam, 2006; Haslam et al., 2008); moral disengagement, 

namely “the disengagement of moral self-sanctions from inhumane conduct” (Bandura, 

1999, p. 193; see paragraph 1.1) derived from the need to minimize the guilt of inflicting 

pain; empathy reduction, namely the inability to take the perspective of others. The non-
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functional causes are: deindividuation (Zimbardo, 1969), namely the “anonymization” of 

the individual; impaired patient agency (Gray et al., 2007; see paragraph, 1.4.1); power 

asymmetry (Lammers & Stapel, 2011). 

In the present chapter we provide first evidence of dehumanization process and its 

effects in health contexts. In particular, in two studies considering two different categories 

of professionals, namely nurses and socio-sanitary workers, we aimed to investigate 

attribution of humanity toward individuals that receive healthcare assistance, namely 

hospitalized patients and mentally disabled persons. Moreover, a second aim was to study 

whether denial of humanity may serve as a coping strategy to reduce stress (Study 1) and 

whether it may increase avoidant (vs. approach) behavioral tendencies (Study 2). 

 

5.2 – Study 1: Patients are not Fully Human. A Nurses’ Coping Response to 

Stress 

Nurses frequently experience stress because of the nature of their work and contact 

with patients and death (Landa, López-Zafra, Berrios Martos, & Aguilar-Luzón, 2008). 

Besides the negative effects on nurses’ physical and psychological health, stress in 

nursing can result in financial costs for the employing organization as well as in poor 

quality of patients’ care. Therefore, over the last years, growing attention has been 

devoted to the investigation of coping strategies used by nurses (see, e.g., Schreuder et 

al., 2012; Tyson et al., 2002). Nurses, in fact, encounter suffering in a wide variety of forms 

across different practice settings. Dealing every day with death, pain, and patients’ 

negative emotions may have detrimental effects on physical and mental health, and, as a 

consequence, on the entire health care institution; patients can ultimately suffer from these 

negative effects as well (Kipping, 2000). Thus, nursing is, by its very nature, a stressful 

occupation (Hingley, 1984; Lewis, Yarker, Donaldson-Feilder, Flaxman, & Munir, 2010; 

Rogers, 2003) and for this reason researchers have expressed growing interest for stress 

in this critical domain (for reviews see, e.g., Chang, Hancock, Johnson, Daly, & Jackson, 

2005; Lambert & Lambert, 2001; Lim, Bogossian, & Ahern, 2010). In the present study, we 

aim to investigate whether the perception of patients as not fully human may serve as a 

coping strategy for reducing stress symptoms among nurses. Another aim of this study is 

to examine whether affective organizational commitment and affective commitment to 

patients may moderate the relationship between humanity perceptions and stress 

symptoms. 
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5.2.1 – Job Stress and Coping Strategies 

Stress is a general, unspecific alarm response occurring whenever there is a 

disparity between the individual’s resources and the demands of the environment 

(Lazarus, 1991; Ursin & Eriksen, 2004; for a recent review of stress theories, see Meurs & 

Perrewé, 2011). Central in the cognitive models of stress (see Lazarus, 1991; Ursin & 

Eriksen, 2004) is the concept of cognitive interpretation, implying that the same stimulus 

can be perceived as pleasant or threatening, depending on individual’s appraisal of the 

situation. 

The increased arousal associated with stress responses is an inevitable but desirable 

reaction; in fact, resources are mobilized to handle demands coming from environment. 

However, persistent arousal may have negative consequences for the individual’s well-

being (Ursin & Eriksen, 2004) and may show up in a variety of symptoms (Bourne & 

Yaroush, 2003), for instance, increased heart rate, headache, anxiety, memory problems. 

Notably, the effects of stress on health largely depend on the adequacy of coping 

strategies (Harris, 1989). A coping strategy is the cognitive or behavioral effort made to 

overcome a stressful condition caused by internal or external demands that tax or exceed 

individual resources (Lazarus & Folkman, 1984). Effective coping responses generally 

result in the resolution of the stressful situation and reduction of stress symptoms; 

conversely, ineffective coping responses increase the negative consequences of stress 

(Lazarus & Folkman, 1984). Lazarus (1991, 1993) identified two types of coping 

responses: problem-focused and emotion-focused. When problem-focused coping is 

activated, efforts are made to modify one’s relationship with the environment or to 

eliminate the source of stress. Improving one’s abilities and seeking for social support are 

examples of coping responses focused on the problem. Emotion-focused coping (or 

cognitive coping, see Lazarus, 2006), on the other hand, changes the way we interpret the 

situation; cognitive efforts are made to regulate the emotional responses generated by 

stressors. Avoiding thoughts about the sources of distress, positive thinking, or keeping an 

optimistic and positive attitude, in dealing with everyday problems, are examples of 

emotion-focused strategies. According to Lazarus, choosing the type of coping depends 

on both individual (e.g., personality) and contextual factors (e.g., availability of social 

support; for a personality, trait-oriented, theory of coping, see Krohne, 1993, 2001). 

Studies on occupational stress, particularly in healthcare professions, have shown 

that problem-focused coping is the most adaptive way of dealing with stress (Ceslowitz, 

1989; Schreuder et al., 2011; Tully, 2004), while reappraisal strategies may temporarily 
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reduce emotional distress, but can in the long run be detrimental to health (Chang et al., 

2006; Lim et al., 2010; Schreuder et al., 2012; Tyson & Pongruengphant, 1996; see also 

Stanton, 2011). 

 

5.2.2 – Job Stress and Humanity 

Research investigating the relation between humanity denial and stress reduction is 

scarce. A first evidence that dehumanization can be used to cope with stress was provided 

by Schulman-Green (2003). In Schulman-Green’s study, physicians regularly working with 

dying patients reported using dehumanization as a coping mechanism to deal with 

discomfort. However, this study only considered physicians of dying patients, who are 

likely to evoke intense emotional reactions. We argued that denial of full humanness to 

patients is a more general phenomenon, not necessarily related to death. Therefore, in the 

current study, we examined a sample of hospital nurses working with different types of 

hospitalized patients. In addition, Schulman-Green did not test whether patients’ 

dehumanization (namely, patients defined as “cases”) was effective in reducing stress. 

More recently, Vaes and Muratore (2012) found that ascribing to patients uniquely human 

emotions resulted in increased burnout and reduced work engagement. Moreover, authors 

found a moderator effect of contact: only participants – represented by professional staff 

(nurses, medical doctors, socio-sanitary workers and trainees) working in four different 

health care institutes – with frequent contact with patients experienced more severe 

burnout when assigning a higher human status to them. However, Vaes and Muratore did 

not analyze the effects of organizational variables. It has been demonstrated that the 

relation between staff and organization plays a critical role in influencing different 

outcomes, such as well-being, turnover intentions, altruism and, exactly, burnout and 

stress (for review see Meyer, Stanley, Herscovitch, & Topolnytsky, 2002). Thus, in this 

study, we investigated the effects of commitment (see Paragraph 5.2.3) on the association 

between stress and humanity attributions. Moreover, we considered a different measure of 

stress and a different measure of humanity. Thus, we aimed to investigate whether stress 

may be reduced by denying a fully human status to patients, namely by assigning them 

more the traits that humans share with animals than the uniquely human traits. According 

to Lazarus’ (1991, 1993) taxonomy of coping mechanisms, dehumanization may be 

regarded as an emotion-focused strategy, based on reappraisal processes. Patients’ 

suffering and excessive workload may be important sources of stress among nurses. By 

denying a fully human status to patients, nurses can both justify not sufficient cares and 
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achieve a greater detachment from suffering, thus alleviating the symptoms of stress. 

Therefore, we hypothesized (Hypothesis 1) that the denial of a fully human status to 

patients should be negatively associated with reported symptoms of stress. 

 

5.2.3 – Moderator Variables 

 

5.2.3.1 - Affective Organizational Commitment 

According to a dominant approach (the three-component model by Meyer & Allen 

1991; see also Meyer et al., 2012; Meyer et al., 2002), organizational commitment is a 

psychological state associated with employees' relationship with the organization; 

commitment has important consequences on the decision to remain in the organization or 

to leave. Meyer and Allen identified three forms of commitment: affective commitment, 

namely the emotional attachment to the organization, based on identification with 

collective goals and values; continuance commitment, referring to the perceived costs 

associated with leaving the organization; normative commitment, a felt moral obligation to 

maintain one’s membership. 

Three different approaches have been used to analyze the relation between stress 

and organizational commitment. According to the first, organizational commitment is an 

antecedent, namely a predictor of physical and psychological well-being (Meyer, 2009); in 

particular, researchers found that affective commitment is related to a reduction in self-

reported stress (e.g., Boyas & Wind, 2010; Meyer et al., 2002) and burnout (e.g., Boyas & 

Wind, 2010; Falvo, Trifiletti, Andrighetto, & Capozza, 2006). According to the second 

approach, organizational commitment is a consequence of employees’ experiences within 

the organization (Glazer & Beehr, 2005; O’Driscoll, Ilgen, & Hildreth, 1992); for instance, 

dealing with stressors in the workplace may result in reduced commitment (see Antón, 

2009). In the last perspective, organizational commitment has been conceptualized as a 

moderator of the relation between stress-related feelings and behaviors (e.g., Begley & 

Czajka, 1993; Schimdt, 2007). A moderation effect may be expected, for instance, for the 

relation between job-related anxiety (a reaction to job stressors) and intention to leave the 

organization (Glazer & Kruse, 2008). In a study, conducted with nurses working in 

hospitals, Glazer and Kruse noted that the association between anxiety and turnover 

intentions was weaker in nurses with high affective commitment; similar findings were 

observed when the moderator was continuance commitment. Probably, organizational 

commitment functions as an adaptive resource helping employees to make sense of the 
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stressful situation, thus alleviating the negative effects of stressors (for a similar view, see 

Antonovsky, 1979; Kobasa, 1982; Schmidt, 2007). 

Thus, high-committed nurses react differently from their low-committed colleagues to 

job-related stressors. Moreover, at the two commitment levels, different strategies to cope 

with stress may be used. In the current study, we tested the moderator effect of affective 

organizational commitment (AOC). We decided to focus on this component, because 

research has shown that, compared to normative and continuance commitment, affective 

commitment correlates with more outcome variables and more strongly with each of them 

(Meyer & Herscovitch, 2001; Meyer et al., 2002). We expected that the denial of full 

humanness to patients would reduce the symptoms of stress when AOC is high but not 

when it is low. Highly committed nurses, given their identification with organizational goals, 

should work hard in favor of the organization and their patients (see Allen & Grisaffe, 

2001). Thus, not being able to meet certain standards of care, because of insufficient 

professional skills or work overload, and patients’ suffering (see Chan, So, & Fong, 2009) 

should be significant stressors for them. The denial of a fully human status to patients 

could be a strategy high-committed nurses employ to alleviate the symptoms of stress. 

Thus, we hypothesize (Hypothesis 2) that AOC should moderate the relationship between 

humanity attributions to patients and stress symptoms; namely, the relationship between 

denial of full humanness to patients and lower stress symptoms should only emerge 

among nurses with high AOC. 

 

5.2.3.2 – Affective Commitment to Patients 

Commitment to patients is a conceptual adaptation of commitment to customers 

(Vandenberghe et al., 2007). Service employees are likely to experience commitment to 

both the organization and customers (Siders, George, & Dharwadkar, 2001). Based on the 

generalized model of commitment (Meyer & Herscovitch 2001), Vandenberghe et al. 

suggested that commitment to customers entails three components: the desire to pursue 

courses of actions of relevance to customers, in order to satisfy their expectations 

(affective commitment); the perceived obligation to meet customers’ expectations 

(normative commitment); and, finally, the perceived cost of failing in meeting customers’ 

expectations (continuance commitment). 

According to Vandenberghe et al. (2007), an emotional contagion is present between 

employees with a strong affective commitment to customers and customers. This empathic 

contagion may also characterize the relationship between nurses with high affective 
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commitment to patients (ACP) and their patients. High-committed nurses, therefore, 

should be stressed by patients’ suffering and demands more than low-committed nurses. 

As a consequence, they should use patient-focused strategies to cope with stress more 

than their low-committed colleagues. One of these strategies could be the denial of full 

humanness to patients. We, therefore, hypothesized (Hypothesis 3) that ACP should 

moderate the relationship between humanity attributions and stress symptoms; namely, 

the relation between denial of full humanness to patients and lower stress symptoms 

should only concern nurses with high ACP. 

 

5.2.4 – Method 

 

5.2.4.1 – Participants and Procedure 

One-hundred and nine nurses working in a hospital in a central Italy town participated 

in the study on a voluntary basis. The gender distribution was 54 men and 54 women (1 

missing data). The majority of respondents were between 31 and 50 years (56.9%), 7.3% 

were aged between 21 and 30 years, and 35.8% were over 50. 

A survey package, including a questionnaire and a return envelope, was 

administered. The questionnaire was accompanied by a letter, explaining the aims of the 

research and guaranteeing anonymity and confidentiality of responses. Participants were 

informed that the study explored the relationships between organizational climate, 

organizational commitment, and job-related stress. Indeed, the questionnaire presented 

the relevant measures for this study together with other measures. Upon completion of the 

survey, participants placed the questionnaire in the envelope and dropped them in a 

collection box. A total of 220 questionnaires were delivered, with a return rate of 49.54%. 

 

5.2.4.2 – Measures 

For all variables except stress symptoms, participants rated each item on a 7-point 

scale, anchored by 1 (definitely false) and 7 (definitely true), with 4 (neither true, nor false) 

as the midpoint. 

Humanity attributions. To measure humanity attributions to ingroup (nurses) and 

outgroup (patients), four uniquely human and four non-uniquely human traits were used 

(see Chapters 3 and 4). Participants rated first the ingroup and then the outgroup on the 

eight items, presented in a fixed random order. The introductory sentence was: “In this 

hospital, nurses (patients) are characterized byd” Alphas ranged from .67 to .84. 
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Affective organizational commitment. We used the six-item scale by Meyer, Allen, 

and Smith (1993). Sample items are: “I do not feel emotionally attached to this hospital” 

(reverse code); “This hospital has a great deal of personal meaning for me” (α = .83). 

Affective Commitment to Patients. The affective component of the commitment to 

customers scale (Vandenberghe et al., 2007) was adapted to the category of patients. The 

scale consisted of six items, such as: “I feel close to my patients”; “My patients mean a lot 

to me” (α = .83). 

Reported Stress Symptoms. Fourteen symptoms – physical (e.g., headache, 

increased heart rate, muscle tension) and psychological (anxiety, generalized fear, 

memory problems) – were selected from the scale of strain developed by De Carlo, Falco, 

and Capozza (in press). Participants indicated on a 7-point scale (1 = never; 7 = always) 

how frequently, during the previous 12 months, they experienced each symptom as a 

consequence of situations related to work (α = .93). 

 

5.2.5 - Results 

For stress symptoms, AOC, a composite score was computed by averaging the 

respective items. As to humanness attributions, we computed two composite scores 

separately for the nurses’ ingroup and the patients’ outgroup, averaging the four UH traits 

and the four N-UH traits, respectively; to these data a 2 (Target: nurses vs. patients) × 2 

(Traits: UH vs. N-UH) repeated measures ANOVA was applied. Means, standard 

deviations, and correlations for the study variables are provided in Table 5.1.  

The 2 (Target) × 2 (Traits) ANOVA applied to humanness attributions revealed a 

main effect for target, F(1,108) = 52.55, p < .001, η2
p = .33, and a main effect for traits, 

F(1,108) = 11.45, p = .001, η2
p = .10, which were qualified by the two-way interaction 

Target × Traits, F(1,108) = 7.23, p < .01, η2
p = .06. Simple effects analysis showed that 

participants assigned both uniquely human and non-uniquely human traits to nurses more 

than to patients, Fs(1,108) > 13.64, ps < .001, η2
p > .11: for the UH traits, M = 5.33 (SD = 

1.03), when nurses were the target, and M = 4.68 (SD = 0.98), when patients were the 

target; for the N-UH traits, M = 4.86 (SD = 1.06) and M = 4.52 (SD = 0.89), respectively. 

Moreover, participants perceived nurses as more defined by UH than N-HU traits, F(1, 

108) = 20.53, p < .001, ηp
2 = .16, while they did not differentiate between the two types of 

traits for patients, F(1, 108) = 2.12, ns. 
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Table 5.1. Descriptive statistics and correlations for the main study constructs. 

 

Variable M SD 1 2 3 4 5 

1. UH traits (patients) 4.68 0.98 -     

2. N-UH traits (patients) 4.52 0.89 .16 -    

3. AOC 4.59 1.23 .40** -.09 -   

4. ACP 4.90 1.14 .31** -.10 .36** -  

5. Stress symptoms 3.11 1.33 .29* -.27* -.03 .28* - 

 

Note. UH traits: uniquely human traits; N-UH traits: non-uniquely human traits; AOC: affective organizational 

commitment. 

* p < .01. ** p ≤ .001. 

 

In testing the hypotheses, we used the difference between patients’ N-UH and UH 

traits as a measure of full humanness denial: the higher the positive score, the more 

patients are perceived in terms of instinct and impulsiveness rather than self-control and 

rationality. In other words, the higher the positive score, the more strongly patients are 

denied a fully human status. The predicted moderation effect was tested using hierarchical 

regression: stress symptoms were the outcome variable. Results of the moderation 

analyses are presented in Table 5.2. First, we describe findings of the hierarchical 

regression involving the humanity measure (N-UH – UU traits) and AOC (Model 1). At 

Step 1, denial of full humanness to patients and AOC were both associated with a 

decrease in stress symptoms (β = -.52, p < .001, and β = -.23, p < .02, respectively). 

Results on denial of full humanness supported Hypothesis 1. At Step 2, the interaction 

between the two predictors was significant (β = -.57, p < .001; ∆R2 = .17, p < .001). Simple 

slope analysis (Figure 5.1) revealed that denial of full humanness to patients was 

associated with a reduction in stress among nurses with high AOC, B = -0.75, t (108) = 

7.87, p < .001. Among nurses with low AOC, denial of full humanness was, in contrast, 

associated with an increase in stress, B = 0.40, t (108) = 2.01, p < .05. Findings regarding 

high-AOC nurses, thus, supported Hypothesis 2. 
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Figure 5.1. Stress symptoms as a function of denial of full humanness to patients at high (+ 1SD) versus low 

levels (- 1SD) of affective organizational commitment (AOC). Full humanness denial is computed as the 

difference between non-uniquely human traits and uniquely human traits. 
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Similar results were obtained when ACP was the moderator (Model 2). At Step 1, 

denial of full humanness to patients predicted the decrease in stress symptoms (β = -.38, p 

< .001) (Hypothesis 1). The effect of ACP was nonsignificant (β = .16, ns). At Step 2, as 

expected, a significant interaction emerged (β = -.40, p < .001, ∆R2 = .09, p < .001). 

Simple slope analysis (Figure 5.2) revealed that the denial of full humanness to patients 

was negatively related to stress symptoms in nurses with high ACP, B = -0.53, t (108) = 

5.31, p < .001, while it was not associated with stress symptoms in nurses with low ACP, B 

= 0.32, t (108) = 1.42, ns. These results supported Hypothesis 3. 
 

Figure 5.2. Stress symptoms as a function of denial of full humanness to patients at high (+ 1SD) versus low 

levels (- 1SD) of affective commitment to patients (ACP). 
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5.2.6 - Discussion 

Findings confirmed the expected association between the attribution of a lower 

human status to patients and the reduction in stress symptoms; they also demonstrated 

the moderator effect of AOC and ACP. Reduced patients’ humanization was associated 

with reduced stress symptoms in nurses with high organizational commitment or high 

commitment to patients. In contrast, one unexpected result concerns AOC: when AOC 

was low, the more nurses perceived patients as defined by non-uniquely rather than 

uniquely human traits, the stronger were the symptoms of stress. Maybe for nurses with 

low AOC, not having enough time to devote to patients, and patients’ suffering were not 

the main sources of job-related stress. As a consequence, for these nurses, assigning 

patients a lower human status was not functional to reduce stress.  

Being unjustified, dehumanization could have negative effects, such as a decrease 

in self-esteem and hedonic tone (Watson, Clark, & Tellegen, 1988), which increased the 

symptoms of stress. Low-AOC nurses are likely to use other strategies to cope with stress, 

such as: limiting prosocial actions (citizenship behaviors; Organ, Podsakoff, & MacKenzie, 

2006), that require extra efforts, and making use of absenteeism or counter-productive 

behaviors (for the relationship between high/low organizational commitment and these 

behaviors, see, e.g., de Reuver & van Woerkom, 2010). These are dysfunctional coping 

responses; however, both low- and high-committed nurses may also use problem-focused, 

adaptive responses, such as planning and taking actions aimed to change the stressful 

situation (Carver, 1997). 

Findings from the present study complement the existing literature about stress in 

nursing by providing empirical evidence to the contention that according a lower human 

status to patients works as a coping mechanism protecting nurses from stress, especially 

when AOC or ACP are high. 

Attributing a lower human status to patients, however, may impair communication, 

thus reducing the likelihood of a collaborative care planning (Schulman-Green, 2003). 

Nurses, therefore, should be encouraged to engage in more productive, problem-focused 

strategies. For instance, the United Kingdom Central Council (1996) has recommended a 

period of regular clinical supervision. Other well-known interventions are: organizational 

development (Golembiewski, Hilles, & Daly, 1987), stress inoculation training 

(Meichenbaum, 1985), video-feedback (La Barbera, Andrighetto, & Trifiletti, 2006), and 

relaxation techniques (for a meta-analysis, see van der Klink, Blonk, Schene, & van Dijk, 

2001). 
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As to the perception of patients as not fully human, nurses should be made aware 

of this bias. They should be helped, and motivated to engage in self-regulatory processes, 

in which they consider patients more in uniquely human than non-uniquely human terms 

(see Chapter 3, Paragraph 3.6). 

A limitation of this study is its correlational design which does not allow us to draw 

definitive conclusions about the causal relationship between constructs. Future research 

should overcome this limit by using longitudinal surveys or experimental designs. Further 

studies should also replicate our findings, using other measures of humanity attributions, 

based, for instance, on primary and secondary emotions (see Leyens et al., 2007); 

response time tasks, like the IAT, can also be used (Greenwald et al., 2003). It must be 

mentioned, however, that our humanity measure has already proved its effectiveness in 

the field of interethnic relationships (Capozza et al., 2012). A final comment concerns the 

work context; participants were employed in different hospital departments. Results might 

be different if data were collected in high- or low-stress departments. Probably, in low-

stress units, nurses do not apply the humanity bias to cope with stress, while in high-stress 

units this coping strategy is also used by low-committed nurses. Future research should 

investigate these hypotheses. 
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Table 5.2. Results of hierarchical regression 

Model 1: Predictors 
Dependent Variable: 

Stress symptoms 
 

Model 2: Predictors 
Dependent Variable:  

Stress symptoms 

Step 1   Step 1  
N-UH – UH (patients)  -.52***  N-UH – UH (patients) -.38*** 
AOC -.23**  ACP .16 
R2 .23  R2 .21 
F 15.89***  F 13.93*** 
df (2,106)  df (2,106) 

Step 2   Step 2  
N-UH – UH (patients)   -.163  N-UH – UH (patients)   -.10 
AOC -.30***  ACP .18* 
N-UH – UH (patients) × AOC -.57***  N-UH – UH (patients)  × ACP -.40*** 
R2 .40  R2 .30 
F 23.67***  F 14.70*** 
df (3,105)  df (3,105) 
Fchange 30.41***  Fchange 13.07*** 
df (1,105)  df (1,105) 

 

Note. Standardized regression coefficients are reported. UH = uniquely human traits; N-UH = non-uniquely human traits; AOC = affective organizational 

commitment; ACP = affective commitment to patients. 

* p < .05. ** p < .02. *** p < .001. 
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5.3 – Study 2: Dehumanization Takes You Away. Avoidance (vs. Approach) of 

Persons with Intellectual Disabilities in Relation to Humanity Denial 

Research has consistently shown that people generally endorse negative attitudes 

toward people with intellectual disabilities (e.g., Handler, Bahrdway, & Jackson, 1994; 

Pittock & Potts, 1988; Yasbeck, McVilly, & Parmenter, 2004). In particular, negative 

attitudes have been found among: different professions such as health and social care 

practitioners (Nursey, Rhode, & Farmer, 1990), and police officers (Gendle & Woodhams, 

2005; Henshaw & Thomas, 2012), different classes of ages such as children (Novicki, 

2006), and adolescents (Hastings, Sjöström, & Stevenage, 1998), and across different 

national contexts (Siperstein, Norins, Corbin, & Shriver, 2003). Moreover, it has been 

demonstrated that negative attitudes toward mentally disabled persons may create 

barriers in everyday life and in attainment of their goals (Antonak & Livneh, 2000) 

worsening the general quality of life in domains such as education, employment, housing, 

and social interactions (Siperstein et al., 2003). These effects have also a negative impact 

on disabled themselves; in fact, mentally disabled persons are generally aware both of 

being discriminated and to be target of prejudice (Abbott & McConkey, 2006; Cooney, 

Jahoda, Gumley, & Knott, 2006; Gorfin & McGlaughlin, 2005). This awareness may 

produce negative self-evaluations, feelings of powerlessness, and frustration (Jahoda & 

Markova, 2004). For these reasons, there is a broad concern for the condition of people 

with intellectual disabilities in society. For example, UNESCO (1990) stressed the 

importance of promoting an equal education by learning support and by meeting individual 

needs; Italian government passed a law to promote the disables’ right to work (legge 

68/99). Also in Psychology the issue is particularly sensitive and several interventions 

have been developed to improve attitudes toward individuals with mental disabilities (see, 

e.g., Doody, Slevin, & Taggart, 2012; Jones, McLafferty, Walley, Toland, & Melson, 2008). 

Along with unfavourable attitudes, we propose that humanity perceptions may 

represent a critical dimension that negatively influences attitudes toward mentally disabled 

individuals. Since mentally disabled often attend health care facilities, we argue that 

humanity bias toward this specific target should be observed. Furthermore, humanity 

attributions are sensitive to power (Lammers & Stapel, 2011) and status (Capozza, et al., 

2012): both individuals who hold power and high status groups tend to deny a full human 

status to less powerful/low status person/group. In our case, mentally disabled are 

generally perceived as a low status group. In fact, research has demonstrated that 

individuals tend to underestimate skills and abilities of mentally impaired persons believing 
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that they should live with their families and work in segregated workshops (Siperstein et 

al., 2003). Thus, we hypothesize that individuals with mental disabilities are perceived as 

not fully human (Hypothesis 1). 

In the current research we aimed to investigate whether the denial of a full human 

status may have behavioral negative consequences for mentally disabled persons. Since 

the target does not represent a dangerous or threatening outgroup, that can elicit extreme 

negative reactions, we decided to focus on a more subtle and basic tendency, namely 

approach/avoidance behavior (see, e.g., Cacioppo et al., 1993). We hypothesize that the 

attribution of uniquely human traits positively affects approaching behaviors and negatively 

affects avoidance behaviors toward the mentally disabled persons (Hypothesis 2). 

In the current study we considered different samples of professionals working with 

individuals with intellectual disability. Study 2a investigated, at an explorative level, 

whether mentally disable persons are perceived as not fully human. To our knowledge, 

this is the first time that humanity perceptions are studied considering this target. For this 

reason, we decided to assess humanity by using two different measures: emotions 

(Leyens et al., 2007) and traits (see Haslam et al., 2008). Study 2b tested whether a 

reduced humanity may results in negative behavioral tendencies, namely less approach 

and more avoidance behaviors. In both studies we provided measures of attitude, namely 

semantic differential (Osgood et al., 1957; Study 2a, 2b) and a valence SC-IAT (Study 2b). 

 

5.4 – Study 2a 

 

5.4.1- Method 

 

5.4.1.1 - Participants and Procedure.  

Participants in this study were 40 health workers recruited in 12 different regional 

services for people with intellectual disabilities. The sample included 35 women and 5 

men. Regarding age, 25% of respondents were between 30 and 40 years, 45% were 

between 41 and 50 years, 25% were between 51 and 60 years and 5% were over 60. 

Participants were informed that the study investigated care staff attitudes toward 

mentally disabled persons, and then completed a questionnaire including the measures. 
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5.4.1.2 - Measures 

Emotions. Participants were presented with a list of words presented in a random 

order. Of the words, three were positive secondary emotions (e.g., pride), three were 

negative secondary emotions (e.g., shame), three were positive primary emotions (e.g., 

pleasure) and three were negative primary emotions (e.g., fear). The remaining words 

were filler. Participants were asked to select the characteristics that were typical of 

persons with intellectual disabilities.  

Traits. We used the UH and N-UH traits considered in the previous studies (see 

Chapter 3). Participants had to report the extent to which each trait characterized persons 

with intellectual disabilities. Answers were given on a 7-point scale, anchored by 1 (totally 

disagree) and 7 (totally agree), with 4 (neither agree, nor disagree) as the midpoint. Alpha 

were .68 for UH traits and .72 for N-UH traits. 

Attitude. Attitude toward mentally disables persons was assessed by using the 

semantic differential scale. Research has demonstrated that this instrument is appropriate 

to measure attitudes toward people with disabilities (Ahlborn, Panek, & Jungers, 2008; 

Panek & Jungers, 2008; Panek & Smith, 2005). Participants completed a set of five 

semantic differential scales (e.g., good-bad, pleasant-unpleasant). Answers were given on 

a 7-point scale ranging from 1 (negative pole) to 7 (positive pole). Alpha was .70. 

 

5.4.2 - Results 

For semantic differential, UH traits, and N-UH traits, a composite score was 

computed by averaging the respective items. From the means (Table 1), it appears that 

health care providers perceived persons with intellectual disabilities not fully human, 

namely more characterized by N-UH traits than UH traits, F(1, 39) = 96.81, p < .001, η²p = 

.71. In addition, we found a positive attitude toward disabled persons: the mean (M = 4.75, 

SD = 0.77) for semantic differential was reliably different from the mid-point, t(39) = 6.14, p 

< .001.  

Regarding emotions, we created four composite scores for the number of primary 

and secondary emotions (negative vs. positive). This score could vary from 0 to 3. A 2 

(Emotion: primary vs. secondary) X 2 (Valence: negative vs. positive) repeated measures 

ANOVA was then performed. A significant main effect of emotion was obtained, F (1, 39) = 

68.68, p < .001, η²p = .52. Participants attributed more primary than secondary emotions to 

persons with intellectual disabilities (see Table 5.3). Valence also had a significant main 

effect, F(1, 39) = 9.62, p = .01, η²p = .20. Thus, more positive emotions than negative 
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emotions were attributed to disabled persons. The two way interaction failed to reach 

significance, F(1, 39) = 2.40, ns. 

 

Table 5.3. Means and standard deviations of humanity measures. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Note. For each measures, a different subscript indicates that the two means are significantly different, p < 

.001. Standard deviations are given in parentheses. 

 

5.4.3 - Discussion 

Consistent with our hypotheses, results of Study 1 demonstrated that health care 

staff perceived mentally disabled people as not fully human. This humanity bias was found 

both using a trait-based and using an emotion-based measure (see Haslam et al., 2008); 

the second considering emotions (Leyens et al., 2001). Moreover, we observed a positive 

attitude toward the outgroup. In fact, respondents used positive adjectives to describe the 

disabled persons in the semantic differential scale and ascribed more positive emotions 

than negative emotions to the outgroup. 

Thus, this pattern of results reveals an asymmetry between attitude and humanity: on 

the one hand, practitioners positively evaluated disabled people while, on the other hand, 

they denied a full human status. 

 

5.5 – Study 2b 

In Study 2b, we aim to extend findings of the previous study by investigating whether 

the denial of a full human status to persons with mental disabilities may lead to negative 

behavioral consequences. In particular, we hypothesized that ascribing uniquely human 

features would have produced more approaching, rather than avoiding, behaviors toward 

the target, while ascribing non-uniquely human features would have produced more 

avoiding, rather than approaching, behaviors toward the target. Moreover, since the 

semantic differential represents a measure sensible to social desirability, in the current 

study we included an implicit measure of attitude to assess automatic associations 

between mental disability and evaluation. 

 

Traits  Emotions 

UH N-UH 
 

Secondary Primary 

4.01(0.95)a 5.76(0.72)b 2.53(2.05)a 4.38(1.78)b 
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5.5.1 – Method 

 

5.5.1.1 - Participants.  

Participants in this study were 20 socio-sanitary practitioners employed in a 

residential centre specialized in caring people with intellectual disabilities. One respondent 

was excluded from analyses because of failing to complete the SC-IAT. The final sample 

included 19 participants. Participants’ age ranged from 22 to 46 years (Mage = 34.79, SD = 

8.45) and gender distribution was 12 male and seven female. 

 

5.5.1.2 - Measures 

Humanity attributions. Humanity perceptions of mentally disabled persons were 

measured using attribution of primary and secondary emotions as in Study 2a. 

Attitude. Explicit attitude toward people with intellectual disabilities was assessed 

using the same semantic differential scales considered in the previous study. Higher 

scores indicated a positive attitude toward the target. Alpha was .90. 

To assess implicit attitude toward disabled people we used the SC-IAT (see Chapter 

3). Stimuli were five positive words (e.g., miracle, happiness), five negative words (e.g., 

cancer, jail) and five mentally disabled related words (e.g., disabled, handicapped). 

Behavioral tendencies. For measuring behavioral tendencies we use an 

approach/avoidance SC-IAT similar to the attitude SC-IAT with the difference that 

positive/negative words were replaced with stimuli meaning approach (e.g., approach, 

touch) and avoidance (e.g., avoid, get away). We decided to consider this technique 

because it has revealed its effectiveness in the study of approach/avoidance behavior 

(see, e.g., Ostafin & Palfai, 2006; Wiers, Rinck, Kordts, Houben, & Strack, 2010). 

 

5.5.1.3 - Procedure 

Participants, examined individually, were told that the study concerned attitudes 

toward individuals with intellectual disabilities. First, respondents completed the attitude 

SC-IAT, semantic differential scale and humanity measure. Subsequently, participants 

performed the approach/avoidance SC-IAT. Finally, some personal information was asked. 

Upon completing the experiment, participants were fully debriefed. 
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5.5.2 – Results 

Descriptive statistics and correlations between the variables are reported in Table 5.4 

SC-IAT. To assess behavioral tendencies a D-score was computed (Karpinski & 

Steinman, 2006; see also Chapter 3 and 4). Higher values of the D-score indicated 

stronger associations with avoidance category. The mean of D (see Table 5.4) was not 

reliably different from zero for approach/avoidance SC-IAT, t < 1. 

Humanity attributions. As in Study 1, we created four composite scores for the 

number of primary and secondary emotions (negative vs. positive) then we submitted the 

scores to a 2 (emotion: primary vs. secondary) X 2 (valence: negative vs. positive) 

ANOVA. A significant main effect of emotion was obtained, F(1, 18) = 68.68, p = .000, η²p 

= .52. Participants attributed more secondary emotions (M = 0.63, SD = 1.60) than primary 

emotions (M = 1.74, SD = 2.31) to persons with intellectual disabilities. No main effect of 

valence was observed. The two way interaction failed to reach significance, F(1, 18) = 

2.40, ns. 

Attitude. For semantic differential we created a composite score by averaging ratings 

of the five scales. Analyses showed that respondents generally endorsed positive attitudes 

towards mentally disabled persons. In fact, the mean (M = 5.71, SD = 1.13) was reliably 

different from the neutral point of the scale, t(18) = 6.59, p < .001. 

Regarding the valence SC-IAT, a D-score for implicit attitude was computed. Higher 

values of D indicate stronger negative attitude toward mentally disabled persons. The 

mean of Ds (see Table 5.4) was not reliably different from zero, t < 1. 

 

Table 5.4. Correlation matrix among variables. 
 
 

Variable M SD 1 2 3 4 5 

1. D Approach/Avoidance 0.05 0.34 -     

2. Secondary Emotions 0.63 1.60 -.48* -    

3. Primary Emotions 1.74 2.31 .16 .50* -   

4. Explicit Attitude 5.71 1.13 -.20 -.07 .14 -  

5. Implicit Attitude 0.03 0.34 -.02 -.19 -.40 -.18 - 

 
* p < .05 
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Regression analysis. Results of the regression analysis are presented in Table 5.5. 

To test whether humanity influenced behavioral tendencies we performed a hierarchical 

regression. As dependent variable, we considered the approach/avoidance D-score. At 

Step 1, we regressed implicit and explicit attitudes and then, at Step 2, we entered primary 

and secondary emotions as predictors. 

 

Table 5.5. Results of hierarchical regression analysis. 
 
 

 Step 1  Step 2 

Predictors  β t(16)  β t(14) 

Explicit Attitudes  .21 -0.86  -.35 -1.87 

Implicit Attitudes  -.06 -0.26  .00 -0.00 

Secondary Emotions  - -  -.81** -3.85 

Primary Emotions  - -  .60* 2.71 

 
 
Note. R2 = .04 - Step 1; ∆R2 = .51** - Step 2.  
 
* p < .05; ** p < .01. 

 

Unexpectedly, attitude did not affected approach/avoidance behavior (β = ns). In fact, 

at Step 1, the model failed to reach significance, F < 1. Conversely, at Step 2, results 

showed a significant F change of the model, F(2,14) = 7.93,  p < .01, R2
adj = .42. 

Consistent with our hypotheses, secondary emotions were negatively related to avoidance 

inclinations (β = -.81, SE = .04, t = - 3.85, p < .01). We also found a significant effect of 

primary emotions (β = .60, SE = .03, t = 2.71, p < .05). Thus, ascribing emotions that 

humans share with other animals enhanced the tendency to avoid the target group. 

 

5.5.3 – Discussion 

Study 2b provided first evidence that humanity attributions have negative 

consequences on the relationship between caregivers and individuals with mental 

disability. In fact, perceiving the other as not fully human produced negative behavioral 

tendencies namely inhibited approach and enhanced avoidance. Moreover, in the current 

study we replicated findings of Study 1. In fact, we found that respondents ascribed more 

primary emotions than secondary emotions indicating that they perceived mentally 

disabled as not characterized by a fully human status. Moreover, we also found a general 
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positive attitude toward the target group, although this result emerged only with the 

semantic differential scale; regarding emotions and valence SC-IAT, we did not found any 

effect of valence. 

 

5.5.4 – General Discussion 

Study 2 provides new insights in research on attitudes toward persons with mental 

disability. Our findings extend literature in mental disability research for two reasons. First, 

this is, to our knowledge, the first empirical study that investigates humanity attributions – 

considering both emotions (Leyens et al., 2007) and traits (see Haslam et al., 2008) -  to 

persons with mental disabilities in professionals trained to caring this specific target. The 

wide literature, available on the topic, considered general attitudes toward persons with 

mental disabilities measured both in professionals (see, e.g., Aulagnier et al., 2006; 

Williams & Rose, 2007) and in non-professionals (see., e.g., Akrami, Ekehammar, 

Claesson, & Sonnander, 2006; Panek & Jungers, 2008) and humanity perceptions still 

represent a little investigated topic. Second, our results show that denial of full humanness 

leads to negative consequences, namely more avoidance than approach tendencies. 

Surprisingly, we also found a positive effect of primary emotions on behavioral tendencies. 

According to the dominant literature, only secondary emotions are relevant for humanity 

attributions. However, in our opinion, perceiving mentally disabled in terms of primary 

emotions, namely intense and easily recognizable emotions, may have weaken, the link 

between target group and humanity. Moreover, we also found that this result depends from 

humanity attributions and not from attitudes toward the target. This latter result may be 

explained by the fact that health care providers are more aware and trained to manage 

unfavourable attitudes toward individuals with mental disabilities while humanity denial, 

being a more subtle form of prejudice (Eyssel & Ribas, 2012), is more difficult to identify 

and to control. 

In our case, we decided to consider healthcare providers first because they represent 

the group who holds every day interactions with disables and, second, because their 

attitudes may have the strongest effects on mentally impaired persons’ well-being. The two 

samples considered in the research received a specific professional training to deal with 

intellectual disability, thus, it is important to notice that our findings revealed a critical factor 

that negatively influences care provider’s perceptions of the individuals with intellectual 

disabilities. For this reason, our contribution may be useful as a potential supplement for 
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professional training of caregivers since it makes aware that humanity denial leads to 

negative consequences. 

The correlational design of the study does not allow reaching a definitive conclusion 

about the causal relation between the variables. Further research with experimental 

designs is needed to clarify the mechanisms underlying the relation between humanity and 

behavior. Further studies should also replicate our findings considering other contexts 

potentially critical for persons with intellectual disabilities (e.g., education, work) and other 

behaviors (e.g., helping intentions, support for pro-disabled policies). Moreover, future 

research should investigate the functions of humanity denial in mental disability domain. 
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Summary and Conclusions 

 

“�Remember your humanity, and forget the rest. 

If you can do so, the way lies open to a new 

Paradise; if you cannot, there lies before you the 

risk of universal death�” 

(The Einstein-Russel Manifesto, 1955) 

 

The first empirical research that demonstrated the differential attribution of humanity 

in intergroup relations has been carried out more than ten years ago (Leyens et al., 2000). 

A lot has been done in attempting to understand the processes underlining the denial of a 

full human status to others and its consequences. Several authors (Bandura, 1999; Bar-

Tal, 1989; Gray et al., 2007; Haslam et al., 2008; Leyens et al., 2007; Nussbaum, 1995; 

Opotow, 1990; Schwartz & Struch, 1989) gave different interpretations of humanity 

perceptions in Social Psychology. Although these theories and models differ in some 

aspects, the core concept is the presence of a universal tendency to fully or partially deny 

humanity to the outgroups. This latter statement has been corroborated by a huge number 

of empirical evidences, considering different aspects of humanity, such as emotions 

(Leyens et al., 2007), traits (Capozza et al., 2012; Haslam et al., 2008), values (Schwartz 

& Struch, 1989), mind perceptions (Gray et al., 2007), different paradigms, such as explicit 

(e.g., Capozza et al., 2012) and implicit (e.g., Viki et al., 2006) techniques, and different 

intergroup relations, such as ethnic (e.g., Andrighetto et al., 2012), national (e.g., Leyens 

et al., 2000), professional (e.g., Iatridis, 2013). 

Along with the line of research investigating the humanity attributions processes, 

recently, social psychologist showed increased interest in studying the consequences of 

humanity denial. Since it represents a form of outgroup derogation (and ingroup 

favoritism), perceiving the other as not fully human involves negative outcomes for groups, 

such as less empathy (Čehajić et al., 2009), less helping intentions (Cuddy et al., 2007) 

and behaviors (Vaes et al., 2003), enhanced discrimination (Pereira et al., 2009), more 

prejudice (Costello & Hodson, 2010) and negative attitudes (Hodson & Costello, 2007). 

The purpose of the current work was to provide new insights in the study of 

consequences of humanity denial to others, in particular considering some critical issues, 

that have a significant impact in everyday life, in which the role of humanity still remain 

unclear, namely violence, intergroup contact, and health. In particular, the thesis is 

organized in three parts, each considering a single topic. 
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The first part has been dedicated to investigate the role of dehumanization in 

violence domain. Two studies were conducted in order to test whether humanity denial 

would have affected perceptions of threat and violent tendencies toward the outgroup, 

represented by Moroccan immigrants. In the first study we hypothesized that the attribution 

of a lower human status and the association between outgroup and animality would have 

increased the perception that the outgroup is threatening and ready to harm. To test our 

hypothesis, we administer two measures of humanity, namely attributions of traits 

(uniquely human vs. non-uniquely human) and a computerize task that assessed the 

mental associations between Moroccans with humanity and animality. Perceptions of 

threat were measured by adopting a sequential priming technique, namely the “Weapon 

Task” (Payne, 2001), in which participants had to discriminate, as quickly as possible, 

weapons from tools after the presentation of outgroup faces (vs. ingroup faces). Results 

confirmed our hypothesis: faster categorizations of weapons preceded by outgroup primes 

were influenced by the attributions of non-uniquely human traits to Moroccans and by their 

association with animal concepts. 

In the second study we extended our findings by testing the effects of humanity 

denial on violent tendencies against the outgroup, in particular considering the moderator 

role of executive functions. In Study 2a we proposed that humanity denial would have 

been related to increased violence toward Moroccans only for participants with less 

efficient executive functions. Moreover, we hypothesized that, for participants with effective 

executive functions, dehumanization would have not affected aggressive behaviors. In this 

study, participants completed a Single Category Association Task (SC-IAT; Karpinski & 

Steinmann, 2006) to assess Moroccans humanity, a Stroop test to measure executive 

functions, and a simulated shooting task, an adaption of the “Weapon Task” used in the 

previous study, in which participants had to shoot armed targets, namely faces followed by 

a weapon, and not to shoot unarmed targets (faces followed by an object). Results 

confirmed our hypothesis. We found that, when cognitive control is high, it is possible to 

inhibit the tendency to be violent toward a dehumanized outgroup. Conversely, when 

people do not have an efficient control of their behavior, dehumanization could affect their 

negative reactions against the outgroup. 

In Study 2b we manipulated executive functions by creating two experimental 

conditions: high vs. low depletion. In high depletion condition, participants completed a 

Stroop test consisting in incompatible and neutral trials (a string of “X”); in low depletion 

condition, a Stroop test with compatible and neutral trials was administered. Similarly with 
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the previous study, participants executed a humanity SC-IAT and the shooter task. We 

hypothesized that humanity denial would have influenced shooting behaviors against 

Moroccans only in high depletion condition. Results did not corroborate our predictions. In 

fact, the manipulation did not affect the efficiency of participants’ executive functions. 

The second part of the thesis was dedicated to the study of the causal link between 

humanity attributions and intergroup contact (Allport, 1954). In the first study we 

manipulated humanity perceptions in order to investigate whether they would have 

affected the motivation to seek contact with outgroup, namely Moroccans Immigrants. In 

the second study, we tested the inverse relation, that is, whether contact would have 

enhanced humanity attributions to the outgroup. 

In Study 1, outgroup humanity was manipulated by a subliminal priming technique. 

In the humanization condition, the Moroccan outgroup was linked to human concepts and 

uniquely human characteristics; in the dehumanization condition, instead, outgroup was 

linked with animal concepts and non-uniquely human characteristics. After the 

manipulation, participants completed the “manikin task” (De Houver et al., 2001): an 

approach/avoidance task that we adapted to reflect contact tendencies. Participants, 

according to the instructions, had to approach or avoid outgroup related stimuli by moving 

the manikin. We hypothesized that participants would have shown more contact 

tendencies, namely faster approach and slower avoidance, in the humanization condition 

compared with the dehumanization condition. Moreover, we predicted faster approach 

latencies than avoid latencies in only in humanization condition. Results supported the 

second hypothesis. Humanity manipulation did not affect approach and avoidance 

latencies while outgroup humanization enhanced approach tendencies more than avoidant 

behavior. 

In Study 2 we manipulated contact tendencies by employing a modified version of 

the “manikin task”. In the contact condition participants were trained to approach 

repeatedly outgroup related stimuli (faces of Moroccans) while, in the control condition, 

participants executed the same task, but considering neutral stimuli (pieces of furniture). 

Outgroup humanity was assessed by using uniquely human and non-uniquely human 

traits. In addition, we measure anxiety, empathy, trust, and attitudes, since they represent 

critical dimensions in contact literature (Pettigrew & Tropp, 2008). We hypothesized that 

outgroup contact would have increased humanity of Moroccans, compared to control 

condition. Furthermore, we hypothesized, in the contact condition, higher empathy, 

increased trust and empathy, and better attitudes than in the control condition. Hypotheses 
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were fully supported. As predicted, contact promoted Moroccan humanization compared to 

the other condition. We also confirmed findings available in contact literature. In fact, in 

contact condition, participants reported less anxiety, more trust and better evaluations of 

the outgroup. Nevertheless, no effect of empathy emerged. Finally, we also found a 

mediation effect of trust in the relation between condition and humanity. 

Finally, in the third part we investigated the effects of humanity perceptions in health 

contexts. In a study, conducted with hospital nurses, we found that the denial of a full 

human status to patients served as a strategy to cope with stress. Moreover, findings 

showed the moderator role of affective organizational commitment (Meyer & Allen, 1991) 

and affective commitment to patients (Vandenberghe et al., 2007). Only high committed, 

both with hospital and with patients, nurses deny humanity to patients in order to decrease 

job related stress. 

In the last study, we investigated attributions of humanity and their consequences in 

practitioners working with mentally impaired persons. First, we found that individuals with 

mental disabilities were perceived as not fully human. This latter result was obtained 

considering different aspects of humanity, namely attribution of uniquely human traits and 

emotions. Second, we provide first evidences that the denial of a full human status 

influences behavioral tendencies. In fact, on the one hand, the attribution of uniquely 

human emotions to mentally disabled was positively correlated with approaching 

behaviors, measured with SC-IAT. Moreover, attitudes did not affect behavioral 

tendencies. 

To sum up, our results are new for different reasons. First, we provide some new 

evidence of the effects of humanity denial considering social issues that are relevant in 

everyday life. In fact, despite western societies endorse equality and mutual respect for 

individuals and groups, we continue to be witnesses of negative attitudes and detrimental 

behaviors toward disadvantaged minorities. In particular, in Italy, stigmatized groups still 

experience poor quality of life due to discrimination (Baussano, 2012). 

Also health contexts represent a critical domain negatively affected by 

dehumanization (Haque & Waytz, 2012), since many expressions of modern medicine 

endorse a dehumanized perception of patients (Haslam, 2006). These deceitful 

representations may involve negative consequences at different levels: poor quality of 

care, less patients’ satisfaction, increased stress for nurses, and financial costs for health 

facilities. 
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It is, therefore, clear the importance of studying humanity attributions in these 

domains in order to understand the mechanisms that lead individuals to devalue and 

discriminate other groups, thus, preventing harmonious intergroup relationships. 

Second, the current work presents some aspects of innovation in research on 

humanity attributions. In particular, in the first part, we provide some new evidences of the 

effects of dehumanization in facilitating threat perceptions and violence against the 

outgroup. Along with unfavorable perception of the outgroup, such as negative stereotype 

(Correll et al., 2002) and attitudes (Payne, 2001), we demonstrated that humanity denial 

contributes, on the one hand, to promote stereotypical images of stigmatize outgroups, 

and, on the other hand, to curb moral restraint to be harmful toward them. Interestingly, 

this latter point is also influenced by behavioral control. 

In the second part, our contribution was to confirm and extend the understanding of 

the relation between humanity attributions and intergroup contact. Since actual findings 

are based on correlational (Capozza et al., 2012) and longitudinal evidences (Brown et al., 

2007), we provide, at our knowledge, the first experimental evidence of the causal link 

between the two constructs. 

In the final part, we explored a domain still little investigated, namely humanity 

perceptions in health contexts. In fact, there are not many studies that tested humanity 

denial in these domains, in particular considering practitioners as the ingroup. Our 

research, on the one hand, showed that nurses and socio-sanitary workers express 

humanity bias toward patients and individuals with mental disabilities, and, most important, 

this perceptions lead to reduced stress and avoidance tendencies. 

Moreover, we deeply hope that our results could ignite and stimulate future 

research in order to confirm, extend, and overcome potential limitations. It would be of 

great interest, indeed, to replicate our findings by using different paradigms, measures and 

intergroup relations; moreover, further studies should be conducted to deeply investigate 

our findings. For example, to test whether the use of humanity denial as a coping strategy 

differs among different hospital departments; considering the effect of hierarchy, namely 

whether medical doctors use dehumanization more than nurses. Furthermore, future 

research may concentrate on the study of the effects of humanity perceptions on violence 

considering different forms of executive functions depletion, such as tiredness or anxiety7. 

Last but not least, we highlight the practical implications of our findings. In 

particular, by knowing the mechanism underlying humanity denial, it is possible to develop 

                                                 
7
 For further details see the respective chapters. 



96 
 

targeted interventions in order to smother or eradicate dehumanization and its negative 

consequences for the outgroup. First, make people aware of this bias may be a starting 

point to base subsequent interventions. Moreover, according to Chapter 4, stimulating 

intergroup positive encounters results in ameliorating humanity perceptions that, in turn, 

should decrease the negative consequences associated with dehumanization. In particular 

it would be interesting to use our contact manipulation to implement initial strategy to 

promote more direct and complex intergroup interactions. In addition, our results have 

revealed the importance of focusing on individuals’ executive functions. In order to curb 

the detrimental effects of humanity denial, it would be useful to concentrate on training of 

executive functions1. 

In conclusion, we should not underestimate the power of humanity - just perceiving 

animals as similar to humans increases moral concern toward them (Bastian et al., 2012) - 

simply because it probably represents the single dimension that joins all men and women 

across cultures and places. To be honest, treating other as human beings requires civility 

and moral sensibility that are, after all, uniquely human qualities. 



97 
 



98 
 



99 
 

References 

 

Abbott, S., & McConkey, R. (2006). The barriers to social inclusion as perceived by people 

with intellectual disabilities. Journal of Intellectual Disabilities, 10, 275–287. 

Ahlborn, L. J., Panek, P. E., & Jungers, M. K. (2008). College student’s perceptions of 

persons with intellectual disabilities at three different ages. Research in 

Developmental Disabilities, 29, 61–69. 

Akrami, N., Ekehammar, B., Claesson, M., & Sonnander, K. (2006). Classic and modern 

prejudice: Attitudes toward people with intellectual disabilities. Research in 

Developmental Disabilities, 27, 605–617. 

Alicke, M. D. (2000). Culpable control and the psychology of blame. Psychological Bulletin, 

126, 556–574. 

Allen, N. J., & Grisaffe, D. B. (2001). Employee commitment to the organization and 

customer reactions: Mapping the linkages. Human Resources Management Review, 

11, 209-236. 

Allport, G. W. (1954). The nature of prejudice. New York, NY: Addison-Wesley. 

Amodio, D. M., & Frith, C. D. (2006). Meeting of minds: The medial frontal cortex and 

social cognition. Nature Reviews Neuroscience, 7, 268-277. 

Andrighetto, L., Mari, S., Behluli, B. & Volpato, C. (2012). Reducing competitive victimhood 

In Kosovo: The role of extended contact and common ingroup identity. Political 

Psychology, 33, 513-529. 

Antón, C. (2009). The impact of role stress on worker's behaviour through job satisfaction 

and organizational commitment. International Journal of Psychology, 44, 187-194. 

Antonak, R. F., & Linveh, H. (2000) Measurement of attitudes toward persons with 

disabilities. Disability and Rehabilitation, 5, 211-224. 

Antonovsky, A. (1979). Health, stress and coping. San Francisco, CA: Jossey-Bass. 

Aron, A. R. (2008). Progress in executive-function research: From tasks to functions to 

regions to networks. Current Directions in Psychological Science, 17, 124-129. 



100 
 

Aulagnier M., Verger P., Ravaud J., Souville M., Lussault P., Garnier J., & Paraponaris, A. 

(2005). General practitioners' attitudes towards patients with disabilities: The need for 

training and support. Disability and Rehabilitation, 27, 1343–1352. 

Banaji, M. R., & Greenwald, A. G. (1995). Implicit gender stereotyping in judgments of 

fame. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 68, 181–198. 

Bandura, A. (1986). Social foundations of thought and action: A social cognitive theory. 

Englewood Cliffs, NJ; Prentice Hall. 

Bandura, A. (1999). Moral disengagement in the perpetrations of inhumanities. Personality 

and Social Psychology Review, 3, 193-209. 

Bandura, A. (2002). Selective moral disengagement in the exercise of moral agency. 

Journal of Moral Education, 31, 101-119. 

Bandura, A., Underwood, B., & Fromson, M. E. (1975). Disinhibition of aggression trough 

diffusion of responsibility and dehumanization of victims. Journal of Research in 

Personality, 9, 253-269. 

Bargh, J. A. (1989). Conditional automaticity: Varieties of automatic influence in social 

perception and cognition. In J. S. Uleman & J. A. Bargh (Eds.), Unintended thought 

(pp. 3-51). New York, NY: Guilford. 

Bargh, J. A. (1997). The automaticity of everyday life. In R. S. Wyer, Jr. (Ed.), The 

automaticity of everyday life: Advances in social cognition (Vol. 10, pp. 1-61). 

Mahwah, NJ: Erlbaum. 

Bargh, J. A., & Chartrand, T. L. (2000). The mind in the middle: A practical guide to 

priming and automaticity research. In H. T. Reis & C. M. Judd (Eds.), Handbook of 

research methods in social and personality psychology (pp. 253–285). New York, 

NY: Cambridge University Press. 

Bargh, J. A., Raymond, P., Pryor, J. B., & Strack, F. (1995). Attractiveness of the 

underling: An automatic power–sex association and its consequences for sexual 

harassment and aggression. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 68, 768–

781. 

Bargh, J. A., & Williams, E. L. (2006). The automaticity of social life. Current Directions in 

Psychological Science, 15, 1-4. 



101 
 

Barsamian Kahn, K., & Davies, P. G. (2010). Differentially dangerous? Phenotypic racial 

stereotypicality increases implicit bias among ingroup and outgroup members. Group 

Processes and Intergroup Relations, 14, 569-580. 

Bar-Tal, D. (1989). Delegitimization: The extreme case of stereotyping and prejudice. In D. 

Bar-Tal, C. F. Graumann, A. W. Kruglanski, & W. Stroebe (Eds.), Stereotyping and 

prejudice: Changing conceptions (pp. 169-182). New York, NY: Springer-Verlag. 

Bar-Tal, D. (2000). Shared beliefs in a society: Social psychological analysis. Thousand 

Oaks, CA: Sage Publications. 

Bartky, S. L. (1990). Femmininity and domination: Studies in the phenomenology of 

oppression. New York, NY: Routledge. 

Bastian, B., Costello, K., Loughnan, S., & Hodson, G. (2012). When closing the human-

animal divide expands moral concern: The importance of framing. Social 

Psychological and Personality Science, 3, 421–429. 

Bastian, B., Laham, S., 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. 

Batson, C. D., Polycarpou, M. P., Harmon-Jones, E., Imhoff, H. J., Mitchener, E. C., 

Bednor, L. L., Klein, T. R.,dHighberger, L. (1997). Empathy and attitudes: Can 

feelings for a member of a stigmatized group improve feelings toward the group? 

Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 72, 105–118. 

Baussano, L. F. (2012). Racism and related discriminatory practices in Italy (ENAR 

Shadow Report 2010-2011). Retrieved from 

http://cms.horus.be/files/99935/MediaArchive/publications/shadow%20report%20201

0-11/14.%20Italy.pdf 

Begley, T., & Czajka, J. (1993). Panel analysis of the moderating effects of commitment on 

job satisfaction, intent to quit, and health following organizational change. Journal of 

Applied Psychology, 78, 552–556. 

Binder, J., Zagefka, H., Brown, R., Funke, F., Kessler, T., & Mummendey, A. (2009). Does 

contact reduce prejudice or does prejudice reduce contact? A longitudinal test of the 

contact hypothesis among majority and minority groups in three European countries. 

Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 96, 843–856. 



102 
 

Birtel, M. D., & Crisp, R. J. (2012). Imagining intergroup contact is more cognitively difficult 

for people higher in intergroup anxiety but this does not detract from its effectiveness. 

Group Processes & Intergroup Relations, 15, 744-761. 

Boccato, G., Capozza, D., Falvo, R., & Durante, F. (2008). The missing link: Ingroup, 

outgroup and the human species. Social Cognition, 26, 223-233. 

Boccato, G., Cortes, B. P., Demoulin, S., & Leyens, J.-Ph. (2007). The automaticity of 

infra-humanization. European Journal of Social Psychology, 37, 987-999. 

Bourne, L. E., & Yaroush, R. A. (2003). Stress and cognition: A cognitive psychological 

perspective. Unpublished manuscript. 

Boyas, J., & Wind, L. H. (2010). Employment-based social capital, job stress, and 

employee burnout: A public child welfare employee structural model. Children and 

Youth Services Review, 32, 380-388. 

Bradley, K. I., & Kennison, S. M. (2012). The effect of mortality salience on weapon bias. 

International Journal of Intercultural Relations, 36, 403-408. 

Brown, R. (1970). The pronouns of power and solidarity. In R. Brown (Ed.), 

Psycholinguistics: Selected papers (pp. 302–335). New York, NY: Free Press. 

Brown, R., Eller, A., Leeds, S., & Stace, K. (2007). Intergroup contact and intergroup 

attitudes: A longitudinal study. European Journal of Social Psychology, 37, 692–703. 

Bushman, B. J., & Anderson, C. A. (1998). Methodology in the study of aggression: 

Integrating experimental and nonexperimental findings. In R. G. Geen & E. D. 

Donnerstein (Eds.), Human aggression: Theories, research, and implications for 

social policy (pp. 167–202). San Diego, CA: Academic Press. 

Buss, A. H., & Perry, M. (1992). The aggression questionnaire. Journal of Personality and 

Social Psychology, 63, 452–459. 

Cacioppo, J. T., Priester, J. R., & Berntson, G. G. (1993). Rudimentary determinants of 

attitudes: II. Arm flexion and extension have differential effects on attitudes. Journal 

of Personality and Social Psychology, 65, 5–17. 

Campbell, D. T. (1958). Common fate, similarity and other indices of the status aggregates 

of persons as social entities. Behavioral Science, 3, 14-25. 



103 
 

Capozza, D., Andrighetto, L., Di Bernardo, G. A., & Falvo, R. (2012). Does status affect 

intergroup perceptions of humanity? Group Processes & Intergroup Relations, 15, 

363-377. 

Capozza, D., Boccato, G., Andrighetto, L., & Falvo, R. (2009). Categorization of 

ambiguous human/ape faces: Protection of ingroup but not outgroup humanity. 

Group Processes & Intergroup Relations, 12, 777-787. 

Capozza, D., Trifiletti, E., Vezzali, L., & Favara, I. (2012). Can intergroup contact improve 

humanity attributions? International Journal of Psychology. Advance online 

publication. 

Carella, S., & Vaes, J. (2006). Lost SMS: Comportamenti di aiuto indotti dalle emozioni 

tipicamente umane nelle relazioni intergruppo [Lost SMS: Helping behaviours 

induced by uniquely human emotions in intergroup relations]. Bollettino di Psicologia 

Applicata, 250, 5-12. 

Carver, C. S. (1997). You want to measure coping but your protocol’s too long: Consider 

the brief COPE. International Journal of Behavioral Medicine, 4, 92–100. 

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. 

Castelli F., Happé F., Frith U., & Frith C. D. (2000). Movement and mind: A functional 

imaging study of perception and interpretation of complex intentional movement 

patterns. NeuroImage, 12, 314-325. 

Castelli, L., & Paladino, M. P. (2002, June). Spontaneous behavioral tendencies in 

intergroup perception. Poster session presented at the 13th General Meeting of the 

European Association of Experimental Social Psychology, San Sebastian, Spain. 

Castelli, L., Zogmaister, C., & Arcuri, L. (2001). Exemplar activation and interpersonal 

behavior. Current Research in Social Psychology, 6, 33–44. 

Čehajić, S., Brown, R., & González, R. (2009). What do I care? Perceived ingroup 

responsibility and dehumanization as predictors of empathy felt for the victim group. 

Group Processes & Intergroup Relations, 12, 715–729. 

Ceslowitz, S. B. (1989). Burnout and coping strategies among hospital staff nurses. 

Journal of Advanced Nursing, 14, 553–558. 



104 
 

Chan, C. K. L., So, W. K. W., & Fong, D. Y. T. (2009). Hong Kong baccalaureate nursing 

students’ stress and their coping strategies in clinical practice. Journal of 

Professional Nursing, 25, 307-313. 

Chang, E. M., Daly, J., Hancock, K. M., Bidewell, J. W., Johnson, A., Lambert, V., & 

Lambert, C. (2006). The relationships among workplace stressors, coping methods, 

demographic characteristics and health in Australian nurses. Journal of Professional 

Nursing, 22, 30–38. 

Chang, E. M., Hancock, K. M., Johnson, A., Daly, J., & Jackson, D. (2005). Role stress in 

nurses: Review of related factors and strategies for moving forward. Nursing and 

Health Sciences 7, 57–65. 

Chaplin, C. S., & DeHaven, C. (Producers), & Chaplin, C. S. (Director). (1940). The Great 

Dictator [Motion Picture]. U.S.A.: United Artists. 

Cioran, E. (1979). Écartèlement. [Drawn and Quartered]. Paris, France: Gallimard. 

Cooney, G., Jahoda, A., Gumley, A., & Knott, F. (2006). Young people with intellectual 

disabilities attending mainstream and segregated schooling: Perceived stigma, social 

comparison and future aspirations. Journal of Intellectual Disability Research, 50, 

432–444. 

Correll, J., Park, B., Judd, C. M., & Wittenbrink, B. (2002). The police officer's dilemma: 

Using ethnicity to disambiguate potentially threatening individuals. Journal of 

Personality and Social Psychology, 83, 1314−1329. 

Costello, K., & Hodson, G. (2010). Exploring the roots of dehumanization: The role of 

animal human similarity in promoting immigrant humanization. Group Processes & 

Intergroup Relations, 13, 3-22. 

Coull, A., Yzerbyt, V. Y., Castano, E., Paladino, M. P., & Leemans, V. (2001). Protecting 

the ingroup: Motivated allocation of cognitive resources in the presence of 

threatening ingroup members. Group Processes & Intergroup Relations, 4, 327-339. 

Crisp, R. J. & Turner, R. N. (2009). Can imagined interactions produce positive 

perceptions? Reducing prejudice through simulated social contact. American 

Psychologist, 64, 231-240. 



105 
 

Crisp, R. J. & Turner, R. N. (2012). The imagined contact hypothesis. In J. Olson & M. P. 

Zanna (Eds.). Advances in Experimental Social Psychology (vol. 46, pp. 125-182). 

Orlando, FL: Academic Press. 

Cuddy, A., Rock, M., & Norton, M. (2007). Aid in the aftermath of Hurricane Katrina: 

Inferences of secondary emotions and intergroup helping. Group Processes & 

Intergroup Relations, 10, 107-118. 

De Carlo, N. A., Falco, A., & Capozza, D. (Eds.) (in press). Benessere organizzativo e 

stress lavoro-correlato. Metodi di valutazione e di intervento [Organizational well-

being and work-related stress: Assessment and intervention]. Milano, Italy: Franco 

Angeli. 

Deci, E. L., & Ryan, R. M. (1985). Intrinsic motivation and self-determination in human 

behavior. New York, NY: Plenum Publishing Co. 

De Houwer, J., Crombez, G., Baeyens, F., & Hermans, D. (2001). On the generality of the 

affective Simon effect. Cognition & Emotion, 15, 189-206. 

Delgado, N., Rodríguez-Pérez, A., Vaes, J., Leyens, J.-Ph., & Betancor, V. (2009). Priming 

effects of violence on Infrahumanization. Group Processes & Intergroup Relations, 

12, 699-714. 

Demoulin, S., Leyens, J.-Ph., Paladino, M. P., Rodriguez, R. T., Rodriguez, A. P., & 

Dovidio, J. F. (2004). Dimensions of uniquely and non-uniquely human emotions. 

Cognition & Emotion, 18, 71-96. 

de Rouver, R., & van Woerkom, M. (2010). Can conflict management be an antidote to 

subordinate absenteeism? Journal of Managerial Psychology, 25, 479-494. 

Deutsch, M. (1973). The resolution of conflict: Constructive and destructive processes. 

New Haven, CT: Yale University Press. 

Dihel, M. (1990). The minimal group paradigm: Theoretical explanations and empirical 

findings. In W. Stroebe & M. Hewstone (Eds.), European Review of Social 

Psychology (Vol. 1, pp.236-292), New York, NY: Wiley. 

Doody, O., Slevin, E., & Taggart, L. (2012). Intellectual disability nursing in Ireland: 

Identifying its development and future. Journal of Intellectual Disabilities, 16, 7-16. 



106 
 

Dovidio, J. F., Eller, A., & Hewstone, M. (2011). Improving intergroup relations through 

direct, extended and other forms of in direct contact. Group Processes & Intergroup 

Relations, 14, 147–160. 

Drinnon, R. (1990). Facing west: The metaphysics of indian-hating and empirebuilding. 

New York, NY: Schocken. 

Ekman, P. (1992). An argument for basic emotions. Cognition & Emotion, 6, 169-200. 

Ensari, N., & Miller, N. (2002). The outgroup must not be so bad after all: The effects of 

disclosure, typicality and salience on intergroup bias. Journal of Personality and 

Social Psychology, 83, 313-329. 

E-Prime 2.0.8.73 [Computer software] (2009). Sharpsburg, PA: Psychology Software 

Tools Inc. 

Epstein, S. (1984). Controversial issues in emotion theory. Review of Personality and 

Social Psychology, 5, 64-88. 

Eyssel, F., & Ribas, X. (2012). How to be good (or bad): On the fakeability of 

dehumanization and prejudice against outgroups. Group Processes & Intergroup 

Relations, 15, 804-812. 

Falvo, R., Trifiletti, E., Andrighetto, L., & Capozza, D. (2006). Organizational commitment, 

commitment to change and burnout. TPM. Testing, Psychometrics, Methodology in 

Applied Psychology, 13, 225-236. 

Fein, S., & Spencer, S. J. (1997). Prejudice and self-image maintenance: Affirming the self 

through derogating the others. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 73, 31-

44. 

Fincham, F. D., & Jaspars, J. M. (1980). Attribution of responsibility: From man the 

scientist to man as lawyer. In L. Berkowitz (Ed.), Advances in experimental social 

psychology, Vol. 13, (pp. 81–138). New York, NY: Academic Press. 

Fink, E. B. (1982). Psychiatry’s role in the dehumanization of health care. Journal of 

Clinical Psychiatry, 43, 137–138. 

Fishbein, D. (2000). Neuropsychological function, drug abuse, and violence: A conceptual 

framework. Criminal Justice and Behavior, 27, 139–159. 



107 
 

Fiske, S. T., Cuddy, A. J., Glick, P., & Xu, J. (2002). A model of (often mixed) stereotype 

content: Competence and warmth respectively follow from perceived status and 

competition. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 82, 878–902. 

Fleck, S. (1995). Dehumanizing developments in American psychiatry in recent decades. 

Journal of Nervous and Mental Disease, 183, 195-203. 

Fleming, K. K., Bandy, C. L., & Kimble, M. O. (2010). Decisions to shoot in a weapon 

identification task: the influence of cultural stereotypes and perceived threat on false 

positive errors. Social Neuroscience, 5, 201-220. 

Fletcher P. C., Happé F., Frith U., Baker S. C., Dolan R. J., Frackowiak R. S. J., & Frith, C. 

D. (1995). Other minds in the brain: A functional imaging study of “theory of mind” in 

story comprehension. Cognition, 57, 109-128. 

Franchi, B. (2011). Pensieri sul senso della vita. [Considerations on the meaning of life]. 

Self-production. 

Fredrickson, B. L., & Roberts, T.-A. (1997). Objectification theory: Toward understanding 

women’s lived experiences and mental health risks. Psychology of Women Quarterly, 

21, 173–206. 

Fredrickson, B. L., & Roberts, T.-A., Noll, S. M., Quinn, D. M., & Twenge, J. M. (1998). 

That swimsuit belongs to you: sex differences in self-objectification, restrained eating, 

and math performance. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 75, 269-284. 

Frith, U., Morton, J., & Leslie, A. M. (1991). The cognitive basis of a biological disorder: 

Autism. Trends in Neurosciences, 10, 433-438. 

Gaertner, S., & Bickman, L. (1971). Effects of race on the elicitation of helping behavior: 

The wrong number technique. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 20, 

218–222. 

Garces Williams, M., Minoff, M., Clegg, A., Newirth, C., Moos-Hankin, D., Oedekerk, S. 

(Producers), d Shadyac, T. (Director). (1998). Patch Adams [Motion Picture]. U.S.A.: 

Universal Studios. 

Gendle, K., & Woodhams, J. (2005). Suspects who have learning disabilities: Police 

perceptions toward the client group and their knowledge about learning disabilities. 

Journal of Intellectual Disabilities, 9, 70-81. 



108 
 

Ghaemi, S. N. (2010). The rise and fall of the biopsychological model: Reconciling art and 

science in psychology. Baltimore, MD: The Johns Hopkins University Press. 

Giancola, P. R. (2002). Alcohol-related aggression in men and women: The influence of 

dispositional aggressivity. Journal of Studies on Alcohol, 63, 696–708. 

Glazer, S., & Beehr, T. A. (2005). Consistency of the implications of three role stressors 

across four countries. Journal of Organizational Behavior, 26, 467–487. 

Glazer, S., & Kruse, B. (2008). The role of organizational commitment in occupational 

stress models. International Journal of Stress Management, 15, 329-344. 

Gobineau, J.-A. (1855/1977). Sull’ineguaglianza delle razze. [Inequality of the races] 

Milano, Italy: Rizzoli. 

Goff, P. A., Eberhardt, J. L., Williams, M. J., & Jackson, M. C. (2008). Not yet human: 

Implicit knowledge, historical dehumanization, and contemporary consequences. 

Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 94, 292-306. 

Golembiewski, R. T., Hilles, R., & Daly, R. (1987). Some effects of multiple OD 

interventions on burnout and worksite features. The Journal of Applied Behavioral 

Science, 23, 295-313. 

Gorfin, L., & McGlaughlin, A. (2005). Listening to the disempowered. The Psychologist. 

Special Issue: Enabled, 18, 426–428. 

Gosling, S. D. (2001). From mice to men: What can we learn about personality from 

animal research? Psychological Bulletin, 127, 45–86. 

Govorun, O., & Payne, B. K. (2006). Ego-depletion and prejudice: separating automatic 

processes and controlled components. Social Cognition, 24, 111-136.  

Gray, H. M., Gray, K., & Wegner, D. M. (2007). Dimensions of mind perception. Science, 

315, 619. 

Gray, K., & Wegner, D. M. (2012). Feeling robots and human zombies: Mind perception 

and the uncanny valley. Cognition, 125, 125-130. 

Gray, K., Young, L., & Waytz, A. (2012). Mind perceptions is the essence of morality. 

Psychological Inquiry, 23, 101-124. 

Green, D. M., & Swets, J. A. (1966). Signal detection theory and psychophysics. New 

York, NY: Wiley. 



109 
 

Greenberg, J., Pyszczynski, T., & Solomon, S. (1986). The causes and consequences of a 

need for self-esteem: A terror management theory. In R. F. Baumeister (Ed.), Public 

self and private self (pp. 189–207). New York, NY: Springer-Verlag. 

Greenwald, A. G., McGhee, D. E., & Schwartz, J. L. K. (1998). Measuring individual 

differences in implicit cognition: The Implicit Association Test. Journal of Personality 

and Social Psychology, 74, 1464-1480. 

Greenwald, A. G., Nosek, B. A., & Banaji, M. R. (2003). Understanding and using the 

Implicit Association Test: I. An improved scoring algorithm. Journal of Personality and 

Social Psychology, 85, 197-216. 

Greitemeyer, T., & McLatchie, N. (2011). Denying humanness to others: A newly 

mechanism by which violent video games increase aggressive behavior. 

Psychological Science, 22, 659-665. 

Handler, E. G., Bhardwaj, A., & Jackson, D. S. (1994). Medical students’ and allied health 

care professionals’ perceptions toward the mentally retarded population. Journal of 

Developmental and Physical Disabilities, 6, 291–297. 

Haque, O. S., Waytz, A. (2012). Dehumanization in medicine: Causes, solutions, and 

functions. Perspective on Psychological Science, 7, 176-186. 

Harré, R. (1986). The social construction of emotions. New York, NY: Basil Blackwell. 

Harris, R. B. (1989). Reviewing nursing stress according to a proposed coping adaptation 

framework. Advances in Nursing Science, 11, 12–28. 

Harris, L. T., & Fiske, S. T. (2006). Dehumanizing the lowest of the low: Neuroimaging 

responses to extreme outgroups. Psychological Science, 17, 847-853. 

Harris, L. T., McClure, S., Van den Bos, W., Cohen, J. D., & Fiske, S. T. (2007). Regions 

of MPFC differentially tuned to social and nonsocial affective stimuli. Cognitive and 

Behavioral Neuroscience, 7, 309-316. 

Harris, L. T., Todorov, A., & Fiske, S. T. (2005). Attributions on the brain: Neuroimaging 

dispositional inferences, beyond theory of mind. NeuroImage, 28, 763- 769. 

Haslam, N. (2006). Dehumanization: An integrative review. Personality and Social 

Psychology Review, 10, 252-264. 



110 
 

Haslam, N., Kashima, Y., Loughnan, S., Shi, J., & Suitner, C. (2007). Subhuman, 

inhuman, and superhuman: Contrasting humans with nonhumans in three cultures. 

Social Cognition, 26, 248-258. 

Haslam, N., Loughnan, S., Kashima, Y., & Bain, P. (2008).  Attributing and denying 

humanness to others. European Review of Social Psychology, 19, 55-85. 

Haslam, N., Loughnan, S., Reynolds, C., & Wilson, S. (2007). Dehumanization: A new 

perspective. Social and Personality Compass, 1, 409-422. 

Haslam, N., Rothschild, L., & Ernst, D. (2002). Are essentialist beliefs associated with 

prejudice? British Journal of Social Psychology, 41, 87-100. 

Hastings, R. P., Sjöström, K. E., & Stevenage, S. V. (1998). Swedish and English 

adolescents’ attitudes toward the community presence of people with disabilities. 

Journal of Intellectual  Disability Research, 42, 246-253. 

Hayes, A. F. (in press). Introduction to Mediation, Moderation, and Conditional Process 

Analysis. New York, NY: Guilford Press. 

Heflick, N., & Goldenberg, J. (2009). Objectifying Sarah Palin: Evidence that objectification 

causes women to be perceived as less competent and less fully human. Journal of 

Experimental Social Psychology, 45, 598–601. 

Henshaw, M., & Thomas, S. (2012) Police encounters with people with intellectual 

disability: Prevalence, characteristics and challenges. Journal of Intellectual Disability 

Research, 50, 620-631. 

Hewstone, M., Cairns, E., Voci, A., Hamberger, J., & Niens, U. (2006). Intergroup contact, 

forgiveness, and experience of “The Troubles” in Northern Ireland. Journal of Social 

Issues, 62, 99–120. 

Hingley, P. (1984). The human face of nursing. Nursing Mirror, 21, 19–22. 

Hinson, J. M., Jameson, T. L., & Whitney, P. (2003). Impulsive decision making and 

working memory. Journal of Experimental Psychology: Learning, Memory and 

Cognition, 29, 298–306. 

Hodson, G., & Costello, K. (2007). Interpersonal disgust, ideological orientations, and 

dehumanization as predictors of intergroup attitudes. Psychological Science, 18, 

691–698. 



111 
 

Iatridis, T. (2012). Occupational status differences in attributions of uniquely human 

emotions. British Journal of Social Psychology. Advance online publication. 

Inquisit 2.0. [Computer software] (2006). Seattle, WA: Millisecond Software. 

Izard, C. E. (1977). Human emotions. New York, NY: Plenum. 

Jahoda, A., & Markova, I. (2004) Coping with social stigma: People with intellectual 

disabilities moving from institutions and family home. Journal of Intellectual Disability 

Research, 48, 719–729. 

Johnson-Laird, P. N., & Oatley, K. (1989). The language of emotions: An analysis of a 

semantic field. Cognition and Emotion, 3, 81-123. 

Jones, C. R., & Fazio, R. H. (2010). Person categorization and automatic racial 

stereotyping effects on weapon identification. Personality and Social Psychology 

Bulletin, 36, 1073-1085. 

Jones, E., & Gerard, H. (1967). Foundations of social psychology. New York, NY: John 

Wiley & Sons. 

Jones, M .C., McLafferty, E., Walley, R., Toland, J., & Melson, N. (2008). Inclusion in 

primary care for people with intellectual disabilities: Gaining the perspective of 

service user and supporting social care staff. Journal of Intellectual Disabilities, 12, 

93-109. 

Karpinski, A., & Steinman, R. B. (2006). The Single Category Implicit Association Test as a 

measure of implicit social cognition. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 

91, 16-32. 

Kawakami, K., Phills, C. E., Steele, J. R., & Dovidio, J. F. (2007). (Close) distance makes 

the heart grow fonder: Improving implicit racial attitudes and interracial interactions 

through approach behaviors. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 92, 957-

971. 

Kipping, C. J. (2000). Stress in mental health nursing. International Journal of Nursing 

Studies, 37, 207–218. 

Kleider, H. M., & Parrot, D. J. (2008). Aggressive shooting behavior: How working memory 

and threat influence shoot decisions. Journal of Research in Personality, 43, 494-

497. 



112 
 

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

Philosophical Psychology, 16, 309–324. 

Kobasa, S. C. (1982). The hardy personality: Toward a social psychology of stress and 

health. In G. S. Sanders & J. Sals (Eds.), Social Psychology of Health and Illness 

(pp. 3–32). Hillsdale, NJ: Erlbaum. 

Kramer, R. M., & Carnevale, P. J. (2001). Trust and intergroup negotiation. In R. J. Brown 

& S. L. Gaertner (Eds.), Blackwell Handbook of Social Psychology, Vol 4: Intergroup 

Relations (pp. 431-450). Oxford, UK: Blackwell Publishers. 

Krebs, D. (1975). Empathy and altruism. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 32, 

1132–1146. 

Krieglmeyer, R., & Deutsch, R. (2010). Comparing measures of approach-avoidance 

behaviour: The manikin task vs. two versions of the joystick task. Cognition & 

Emotion, 24, 810-828. 

Krohne, H. W. (1993). Vigilance and cognitive avoidance as concepts in coping research. 

In H. W. Krohne (Ed.), Attention and avoidance. Strategies in coping with 

aversiveness (pp. 19-50). Ashland, OH: Hogrefe & Huber. 

Krohne, H. W. (2001). Stress and coping theories. In N. J. Smelser & P. B. Baltes (Eds.), 

The International Encyclopedia of the Social and Behavioral Sciences (pp. 15163–

15170). Oxford, U.K.: Elsevier. 

La Barbera, F., Andrighetto, L., & Trifiletti, E. (2006). Stress e videofeedback: Uno studio 

pilota in Italia. [Stress and videofeedback: A pilot study in Italy]. Quaderni di 

Psicologia, 25, 1-37. Bologna, Italy: Patron. 

Lambert, V. A., & Lambert, C. E. (2001). Literature review of role stress/strain on nurses: 

An international perspective. Nursing and Health Sciences 3, 161–172. 

Lammers, J., & Stapel, D. A. (2011). Power increases dehumanization. Group Processes 

& Intergroup Relations, 14, 113–126. 

Landa, J. M. A., López-Zafra, E., Berrios Martos, M. P., & Aguilar-Luzón, M. C. (2008). 

The relationship between emotional intelligence, occupational stress and health in 

nurses: A questionnaire survey. International Journal of Nursing Studies, 45, 888–

901. 



113 
 

Lang, P. J., Bradley, M. M., & Cuthbert, B. N. (1990). Emotion, attention, and the startle 

reflex. Psychological Review, 97, 377-395. 

Latrofa, M., Vaes, J., & Arcuri, L. (2012, January). They are all armed and dangers! Biased 

language use in crime news and its detrimental effects in the weapon paradigm. 

Poster presented at the 13th Annual Meeting of the Society for Personality and Social 

Psychology, San Diego, CA. 

Lazarus, R. S. (1991). Psychological stress in the workplace. Journal of Social Behavior 

and Personality, 6, 1–13. 

Lazarus, R. S. (1993). From psychological stress to the emotions: A history of changing 

outlooks. Annual Review of Psychology, 44, 1–21. 

Lazarus, R. S. (2006). Stress and Emotion: A new synthesis. New York, NY: Springer. 

Lazarus, R. S., & Folkman, S. (1984). Stress Appraisal and Coping. New York, NY: 

Springer. 

Leach, C. W., Ellemers, N., & Barreto, M. (2007). Group virtue: The importance of morality 

(vs. competence and sociability) in the positive evaluation of in-groups. Journal of 

Personality and Social Psychology, 93, 234-249. 

LeDoux, J. (1996). The emotional brain. New York, NY: Simon & Schuster. 

Lewin, K. (1935). A dynamic theory of personality. New York, NY: McGraw Hill. 

Lewis, R., Yarker, J., Donaldson-Feilder, E., Flaxman, P., & Munir, F. (2010). Using a 

competency-based approach to identify the management behaviours required to 

manage workplace stress in nursing: A critical incident study. International Journal of 

Nursing Studies, 47, 307-313. 

Leyens, J.-Ph., Cortes, B. P., Demoulin, S., Dovidio, J., Fiske, S. T., Gaunt, R., ...Vaes, J. 

(2003). Emotional prejudice, essentialism, and nationalism. European Journal of 

Social Psychology, 33, 703–717. 

Leyens, J.-Ph., Demoulin, S., Vaes, J., Gaunt, R., & Paladino, M. P. (2007). 

Infrahumanization: The wall of group differences. Social Issues and Policy Review, 1, 

139-172.  

Leyens, J.-Ph., Paladino, P. M., Rodriguez, R. T., Vaes, J., Demoulin, S., Rodriguez, A. P., 

& Gaunt, R. (2000). The emotional side of prejudice: The role of secondary emotion. 

Personality and Social Psychology Review, 4, 186–197. 



114 
 

Leyens, J.-Ph., Rodriguez, A. P., Rodriguez, R. T., Gaunt, R., Paladino, P. M., Vaes, J., & 

Demoulin, S. (2001). Psychological essentialism and the attribution of uniquely 

human emotions to ingroups and outgroups. European Journal of Social Psychology, 

31, 395–411. 

Leyens, J-Ph., Rodriguez, A. P., Rodriguez, R. T., Paladino, P. M., & Vaes, J. (1999). 

Psychological essentialism and the differential attribution of typically human emotions 

to ingroup and outgroup. Unpublished manuscript. 

Lim, J., Bogossian, F., & Ahern, K. (2010). Stress and coping in Australian nurses: A 

systematic review. International Nursing Review, 57, 22-31. 

Lindqvist, S. (1998). Exterminate all the brutes. New York, NY: Granta Books. 

Linnaeus, C. (1758-1759). Systema naturae per regna tria naturae: Secundum classes, 

ordines, genera, species, cum characteribus, differentiis, synonymis, locis. [System 

of nature through the three kingdoms of nature, according to classes, orders, genera 

and species, with characters, differences, synonyms, places]. Stockholm, Sweden: 

Imprensis Laurentii Salvii. 

Loughnan, S., & Haslam, N. (2007). Animals and androids: Implicit associations between 

social categories and nonhumans. Psychological Science, 18, 116-121. 

Loughnan, S., Haslam, N., & Kashima, Y. (2009). Understanding the relationship between 

attribute-based and metaphor-based dehumanization. Group Processes & Intergroup 

Relations, 12, 747–762. 

Loughnan, S., Haslam, N., Murnane, T., Vaes, J., Reynolds, C., & Suitner, C. (2010). 

Objectification leads to depersonalization: The denial of mind and moral concern to 

objectified others. European Journal of Social Psychology, 40, 709-717. 

Mazziotta, A., Mummendey, A., & Wright, S. C. (2011). Vicarious intergroup contact 

effects: Applying social-cognitive theory to intergroup contact research. Group 

Processes & Intergroup Relations, 14, 255-274. 

Medin, D. (1989). Concepts and conceptual structure. American Psychologist, 44, 1469-

1481. 

Medin, D., & Ortony, A. (1989). Psychological essentialism. In S. Vosniadou & A. Ortony 

(Eds.), Similarity and analogical reasoning (pp.179-195). Cambridge, UK: Cambridge 

University Press. 



115 
 

Meichenbaum, D. (1985). Stress inoculation training. New York, NY: Pergamon Press. 

Meurs, J. A., Perrewé, P. L. (2011). Cognitive activation theory of stress: An integrative 

theoretical approach to work stress. Journal of Management, 37, 1043-1068. 

Meyer, J. P. (2009). Commitment in a changing world of work. In H. J. Klein, T. E. Becker, 

& J. P. Meyer (Eds.), Commitment in organizations: Accumulated wisdom and new 

directions, (pp. 37-68). New York, NY: Taylor & Francis. 

Meyer, J. P., & Allen, N. J. (1991). A three-component conceptualization of organizational 

commitment. Human Resource Management Review, 1, 61–89. 

Meyer, J. P., Allen, N. J., & Smith, C. A. (1993). Commitment to organizations and 

occupations: Extension and test of a three-component conceptualization. Journal of 

Applied Psychology, 78, 538–551. 

Meyer, J. P., & Herscovitch, L. (2001). Commitment in the workplace: Toward a general 

model. Human Resources Management Review, 11, 299-326. 

Meyer, J. P., Stanley, D. J., Herscovitch, L., & Topolnytsky, L. (2002). Affective, 

continuance and normative commitment to the organization: A meta-analysis of 

antecedents, correlates, and consequences. Journal of Vocational Behavior, 61, 20–

52. 

Meyer, J. P., Stanley, D. J., Jackson, T. A., McInnis, K. J., Maltin, E. R., & Sheppard, L. 

(2012). Affective, normative, and continuance commitment levels across cultures: A 

meta-analysis. Journal of Vocational Behavior, 80, 225-245. 

Milgram, S. (1974). Obedience to authority: An experimental view. New York, NY: Harper. 

Milgram, S. (1977). The individual in a social world. New York, NY: McGraw-Hill. 

Miranda, M. & Gouveia-Pereira, M. (2006). Identidade Pessoal, Identidade Social e 

Essencialismo Psicológico em Adolescentes Ciganos e Não-Ciganos. [Personal 

identity, social identity and psychological essentialism in gypsy and non-gypsy 

adolescents]. Unpublished graduate thesis, Lisboa: Instituto Superior de Psicologia 

Aplicada. 

Mitchell, C. (2000). Gestures of conciliation factors contributing to successful olive 

branches. London, UK: Macmillan. 



116 
 

Mitchell, J. P., Banaji, M. R., & Macrae, C. N. (2005). The link between social cognition 

and self-referential thought in the medial pre-frontal cortex. Journal of Cognitive 

Neuroscience, 17, 1306-1315. 

Mitchell, J. P., Heatherton, T. F., & Macrae, C. N. (2004). Distinct neural systems subserve 

person and object knowledge. In J. Cacioppo, & G. Berntson (Eds.) Essays in Social 

Neuroscience. Cambridge, MA: MIT Press. 

Miyake, A., & Friedman, N. P. (2012). The nature and organization of individual differences 

in executive functions: Four general conclusions. Current Direction in Psychological 

Science, 21, 8-14. 

Moller, A. C., & Deci, E. L. (2009). Interpersonal control, dehumanization, and violence: A 

self-determination theory perspective. Group Processes & Intergroup Relations, 13, 

41-53. 

Monteith, M., Arthur, S. A., & Flynn, S. M. (2010). Self-regulation and bias. In J. F. Dovidio, 

M. Hewstone, P. Glick, & V. M. Esses (Eds.), Handbook of prejudice, stereotyping, 

and discrimination (pp. 493-507). Thousand Oaks, CA: Sage. 

Motyl, M., Hart, J., & Pyszczynski, T. (2010). When animals attack: The effects of mortality 

salience, infrahumanization of violence, and authoritarianism on support for war. 

Journal of Experimental Social Psychology, 46, 200-203. 

Neumann, R., & Strack, F. (2000). Approach and avoidance: The influence of 

proprioceptive and exteroceptive cues on encoding of affective information. Journal 

of Personality and Social Psychology, 79, 39–48. 

Nosek, B., & Banaji, M. (2001). The Go/No-Go Association Task. Social Cognition, 19, 

625–666. 

Nowicki, E. A. (2006). A cross-sectional multivariate analysis of children’s attitudes toward 

disabilities. Journal of Intellectual Disabilities, 50, 335 – 348. 

Nursey, A. D., Rhode, J. R., & Farmer R. D. (1990) A study of doctors’ and parents’ 

attitude to people with mental handicaps. Journal of Mental Deficiency Research, 34, 

143–155. 

Nussbaum, M. C. (1995). Objectification. Philosophy & Public Affairs, 24, 249-291. 



117 
 

O’Driscoll, M., Ilgen, D., & Hildreth, K. (1992). Time devoted to job and off-job activities, 

interrole conflict, and affective experiences. Journal of Applied Psychology, 77, 272–

279. 

Opotow, S. (1990). Moral exclusion and injustice: An introduction. Journal of Social Issues, 

46, 1-20. 

Opotow, S. (1993). Animals and the scope of justice. Journal of Social Issues, 49, 71–85. 

Organ, D. W., Podsakoff, P. M., & MacKenzie, S. B. (2006). Organizational citizenship 

behavior: Its nature, antecedents, and consequences. Thousand Oaks, CA: Sage. 

Osgood, C. E., Suci, G., & Tannenbaum, P. (1957). The measurement of meaning. 

Urbana, IL: University of Illinois Press. 

Ostafin, B. D., & Palfai, T. P. (2006). Compelled to consume: The Implicit Association Test 

and automatic alcohol motivation. Psychology of Addictive Behaviors, 20, 322–327. 

Pagotto, L., Visintin, E. P., De Iorio, G., & Voci, A. (2012). Imagined intergroup contact 

promotes cooperation through outgroup trust. Group Processes & Intergroup 

Relations. Advance online publication.  

Paladino, M. P., & Castelli, L. (2008). On the immediate consequences of intergroup 

categorization: Activation of approach and avoidance motor behavior toward ingroup 

and outgroup members. Personality and Social Psychology Bulletin, 34, 755-768.  

Paladino, M. P., Leyens, J.-Ph., Rodriguez, R. T., Rodriguez, A. P., Gaunt, R., & 

Demoulin, S. (2002). Differential association of uniquely and non uniquely human 

emotions with the ingroup and the outgroup. Group Processes and Intergroup 

Relations, 5, 105-117. 

Panek, P. E., & Jungers, M. K. (2008). Effects of age, gender, and causality on 

perceptions of persons with mental retardation. Research in Developmental 

Disabilities, 29, 125–132. 

Panek, P. E., & Smith, J. L. (2005). Assessment of terms to describe mental retardation. 

Research in Developmental Disabilities, 26, 565–576. 

Paolini, S., Hewstone, M., & Cairns, E. (2007). Direct and indirect friendship effects: 

Testing the moderating role of the affective-cognitive bases of prejudice. Personality 

and Social Psychology Bulletin, 33, 1406–1420. 



118 
 

Payne, B. K. (2001). Prejudice and perception: The role of automatic and controlled 

processes in misperceiving a weapon. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 

81, 181-192. 

Payne, B. K. (2005). Conceptualizing control in social cognition: How executive functioning 

modulates the expression of automatic stereotyping. Journal of Personality and 

Social Psychology, 89, 488–503. 

Payne, K. B., Jacoby, L. L., & Lambert, A. J. (2005). Attitudes as accessibility bias: 

Dissociating automatic and controlled processes. In R. R. Hassin, J. S. Uleman, & J. 

A. Bargh (Eds.), The new unconscious (pp. 393–420). New York, NY: Oxford 

University Press. 

Payne, K. B., Shimizu, Y., & Jackoby, L. L. (2005). Mental control and visual illusions: 

Toward explaining race-biased weapon misidentifications. Journal of Experimental 

Social Psychology, 41, 36-47. 

Pereira, C., Vala, J., & Leyens, J.-Ph. (2009). From infra-humanization to discrimination: 

The mediation of symbolic threat needs egalitarian norms. Journal of Experimental 

Social Psychology, 45, 336–344. 

Pettigrew, T. F. (1998). Intergroup contact theory. Annual Review of Psychology, 49, 65-

85. 

Pettigrew, T. F., & Tropp, L. R. (2006). A meta-analytic test of intergroup contact theory. 

Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 90, 751-783. 

Pettigrew, T. F., & Tropp, L. R. (2008). How does intergroup contact reduce prejudice? 

Meta-analytic tests of three mediators. European Journal of Social Psychology, 38, 

922-934. 

Phills, C. E., Kawakami, K., Divecha, Z., Steele, J. R., & Dovidio, J. F. (2007). Strategies to 

reduce negative intergroup biases: The impact of positive associative training on 

approach behaviors. Unpublished manuscript. 

Phills, C. E., Kawakami, K., Tabi, E., Nadolny, D., & Inzlicht, M. (2011). Mind the gap: 

Increasing associations between the self and blacks with approach behaviors. 

Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 100, 197-210. 

Pittock, F., & Potts, M. (1988). Neighbourhood attitudes to people with a mental handicap: 

A comparative study. British Journal of Mental Subnormality, 34, 35–46. 



119 
 

Pizzarro, D., Uhlmann, E., & Salovey, P. (2003). Asymmetry in judgments of moral blame 

and praise: The role of perceived metadesires. Psychological Science, 14, 267–272. 

Plant, E. A., Goplen, J., & Kunstman, J. W. (2011). Selective responses to threat: The 

roles of race and gender in decisions to shoot. Personality and Social Psychology 

Bulletin, 37, 1274-1281. 

Plutchik, R. (1994). The psychology and biology of emotion. New York, NY: HarperCollins. 

Premack, D., & Woodruff, G. (1978). Does the chimpanzee have a theory of mind? 

Behavioral Brain Science, 1, 515-526. 

Ratcliff, R. (1993). Methods for dealing with reaction times outliers. Psychological Bullettin, 

114, 510-532. 

Rattan, A., & Eberhardt, J. L. (2012). The role of social meaning in inattentional blindness: 

When the gorillas in our midst do not go unseen. Journal of Experimental Social 

Psychology, 46, 1085-1088. 

Richeson, J. A., & Shelton, J. N. (2003). When prejudice does not pay: Effects of 

interracial contact on executive function. Psychological Science, 14, 287-290. 

Rogers, B. (2003). Clinical practice in occupational and environmental health nursing: 

Concepts and practice (2nd ed.). Philadelphia, PA: Saunders. 

Rosch, E. H. (1978). Principles of categorization. In E. H. Rosch & B. Lloyd (Eds.), 

Cognition and Categorization (pp. 27-48). Hillsdale, NJ: Erlbaum Press. 

Rothbart, M., & Taylor, M. (1992). Category labels and social reality: Do we view social 

categories as natural kinds? In G. Semin & F. Fiedler (Eds.), Language, interaction 

and social cognition (pp. 11-36). London, UK: Sage Ltd. 

Russell, B., & Einstein, A. (1955). The Russell-Einstein Manifesto. Retrieved from 

http://www.pugwash.org/about/manifesto.htm 

Said, E. (1978). Orientalism. New York, NY: Pantheon Books. 

Saminaden, A., Loughnan, S., & Haslam, N. (2010). Afterimages of savages: Implicit 

associations between ‘primitives’, animal and children. British Journal of Social 

Psychology, 49, 91-105.  

Schiappa, E., Gregg, P. B., & Hewes, D. E. (2005). The parasocial contact hypothesis. 

Communication Monographs, 72, 92–115. 



120 
 

Schmidt, K. H. (2007). Organizational commitment: A further moderator in the relationship 

between work stress and strain? International Journal of Stress Management, 14, 

26−40. 

Schreuder, J. A. H., Plat, N., Magerøy, N., Moen, B. E., van der Klink, J. J. L., Groothoff, J. 

W., & Roelen, C. A. M. (2011). Self-Rated coping styles and registered sickness 

absence among nurses working in hospital care: A prospective 1-year cohort study. 

International Journal of Nursing Studies, 48, 838–846. 

Schreuder, J. A. H., Roelen, C. A. M., Groothoff, J. W., van der Klink, J. J. L., Magerøy, N., 

Pallesen, S., d Moen, B. E. (2012). Coping styles relate to health and work 

environment of Norwegian and Dutch hospital nurses: A comparative study. Nursing 

Outlook, 60, 37-43. 

Schulman-Green, D. (2003). Coping mechanisms of Physicians who routinely work with 

dying patients. Omega: Journal of Death and Dying, 47, 253-264. 

Schwartz, S. H., & Struch, N. (1989). Values, stereotypes, and intergroup antagonism. In 

D. Bar-Tal, C. F. Graumann, A. W. Kruglanski, & W. Stroebe (Eds.), Stereotyping and 

prejudice: Changing conceptions (pp. 151-167). New York, NY: Springer-Verlag. 

Shaver, K. G. (1985). The attribution of blame: Causality, responsibility, and 

blameworthiness. New York, NY: Springer-Verlag. 

Siders, M. A., George, G., & Dharwadkar, R. (2001). The relationship of internal and 

external commitment foci to objective job performance measures. Academy of 

Management Journal, 44, 570–579. 

Simons, D. J., & Chabris, C. F. (1999). Gorillas in our midst: Sustained inattentional 

blindness for dynamic events. Perception, 28, 1059−1074. 

Siperstein G. N., Norins J., Corbin S. & Shriver T. (2003) Multinational study of attitudes 

toward individuals with intellectual disabilities. Special Olympics Inc., Washington, 

DC. 

Sroufe, A. L. (1979). Socio-emotional development. In J. D. Osofsky (Ed.), Handbook of 

infant development (pp. 462-516). New York, NY: Wiley. 

Stannard, D. E. (1992). American Holocaust: Columbus and the conquest of the new 

world. Oxford, UK: Oxford University Press. 



121 
 

Stanton, A. L. (2011). Regulating emotions during stressful experiences: The adaptive 

utility of coping through emotional approach. In S. Folkman (Ed.), The Oxford 

handbook of stress, health, and coping (pp. 369-386). New York, NY: Oxford 

University Press. 

Staub, E. (2001). Individual and group identities in genocide and mass killing. In R. D. 

Ashmore, L. Jussim, & D. Wilder (Eds.), Rutgers series on self and social identity: 

Vol. 3. Social identity, intergroup conflict, and conflict reduction (pp. 159–184). New 

York, NY: Oxford University Press. 

Staub, E. (2006). Reconciliation after genocide, mass killing, or intractable conflict: 

Understanding the roots of violence, psychological recovery, and steps toward a 

general theory. Political Psychology, 27, 867-895. 

Stephan, W. G., & Stephan, C. W. (1985). Intergroup anxiety. Journal of Social Issues, 41, 

157–175. 

Stroop, J. R. (1935). Studies of interference in serial verbal reactions. Journal of 

Experimental Psychology, 18, 643–662. 

Struch, N., & Schwartz, S. (1989). Intergroup aggression: Its predictors and distinctness 

from in-group bias. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 56, 364-373. 

Sumner, W. G. (1906). Folkways. New York, NY: Ginn. 

Szasz, T. S. (1973). Ideology and insanity: Essays on the psychiatric dehumanization of 

man. London, UK: Calder & Boyars. 

Tajfel, H., & Turner, J. C. (1979). The social identity theory of intergroup behavior. In S. 

Worchel & W. G. Austin (Eds.), Psychology of intergroup relations (2nd ed., pp. 7-

24). Chicago, IL: Nelson-Hall. 

Tam, T., Hewstone, M., Cairns, E., Tausch, N., Maio, G., & Kenworthy, J. (2007). The 

impact of intergroup emotions on forgiveness in Northern Ireland. Group Processes & 

Intergroup Relations, 10, 119–136. 

Tam, T., Hewstone, M., Kenworthy, J. B., Cairns, E., Marinetti, C., Geddes, L., & 

Parkinson, B. (2008). Post-conflict reconciliation: Intergroup forgiveness and implicit 

biases in Northern Ireland. Journal of Social Issues, 64, 303–320. 

Thomas, K. (1983). Man and the natural world. London, UK: Penguin Books. 



122 
 

Tully, A. (2004). Stress, sources of stress and ways of coping among psychiatric nursing 

students. Journal of Psychiatric and Mental Health Nursing, 11, 43–47. 

Turner, R. N., Hewstone, M., & Voci, A. (2007). Reducing explicit and implicit outgroup 

prejudice via direct and extended contact: The mediating role of self-disclosure and 

intergroup anxiety. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 93, 369–388. 

Tutu, D. (1989). The words of Desmond Tutu. New York, NY: Newmarket Press. 

Tyson, P., & Pongruengphant, R. (1996). Avoidance as a coping strategy for nurses in 

Thailand. Psychological Reports, 79, 592–594. 

United Kingdom Central Council (1996). Position statement on clinical supervision for 

nursing and health visiting. London, U.K.: UKCC. 

United Nations Educational, Scientific and Cultural Organization (UNESCO) (1994) The 

Salamanca Statement and Framework for Action on Special Needs Education. 

Unsworth, N., & Engle, R. (2007). On the division of short-term working memory: An 

examination of simple and complex span and their relation to higher order abilities. 

Psychological Bulletin, 133, 1038–1066. 

Ursin, H., & Eriksen, H. R. (2004). The cognitive activation theory of stress. 

Psychoneuroendocrinology, 29, 567-592. 

Vaes, J., & Muratore, M. (2012). Defensive dehumanization in the medical practice: a 

cross-sectional study from a health care workers’s perspective. British Journal of 

Social Psychology. Advance online publication. 

Vaes, J., Paladino, M. P., Castelli, L., Leyens, J. P., & Giovanazzi, A. (2003). On the 

behavioral consequences of infrahumanization: The role of uniquely human emotions 

on intergroup relations. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 85, 1016–

1034. 

Vandenberghe, C., Bentein, K., Michon, R., Chebat, J.-C., Tremblay, M., & Fils, J.-F. 

(2007). An examination of the role of perceived support and employee commitment in 

employee–customer encounters. Journal of Applied Psychology, 92, 1177–1187. 

van der Klink, J .J. L., Blonk, R. W. B., Schene, A. H., & van Dijk, F. J. H. (2001). The 

benefits of interventions for work-related stress. American Journal of Public Health, 

91, 270. 



123 
 

Van Oudenhoven, J. P., Groenewoud, J. T., & Hewstone, M. (1996). Cooperation, ethnic 

salience and generalization of interethnic attitudes. European Journal of Social 

Psychology, 26, 649-661. 

Vezzali, L., Capozza, D., Giovannini, D., & Stathi, S. (2012). Improving implicit and explicit 

intergroup attitudes using imagined contact: An experimental intervention with 

elementary school children. Group Processes & Intergroup Relations, 15, 203-212. 

Vezzali, L., Giovannini, D., & Capozza, D. (2010). Longitudinal effects of contact in 

intergroup relations: The role of majority and minority group membership and 

intergroup emotions. Journal of Community and Applied Psychology, 20, 462-479. 

Vignolo, P. (2009). Cannibali, giganti e selvaggi. Creature mostruose del nuovo mondo. 

[Cannibals, giants, and savages. Monsters of the new world]. Milano, Italy: Bruno 

Mondadori. 

Viki, G. T., Winchester, L., Titshall, L., Chisango, T., Pina, A., & Russell, R. (2006). 

Beyond secondary emotions: The infrahumanization of outgroups using human-

related and animal-related words. Social Cognition, 24, 753-775. 

Visintin, E. P. (2013). Disentangling the role of different forms of contact: Effects on 

intergroup emotions, prejudice and outgroup humanization (Doctoral thesis, 

University of Padova, Padova, Italy). 

Volpato, C. (2011). Deumanizzazione. Come si legittima la violenza. [Dehumanization. 

The ways to legitimize violence]. Bari-Roma, Italy: Editori Laterza. 

Watson, D., Clark, L. A., & Tellegen, A. (1988). Development and validation of brief 

measures of positive and negative affect: The PANAS scale. Journal of Personality 

and Social Psychology, 54, 1063-1070. 

Waytz, A., Cacioppo, J., & Epley, N. (2010). Who sees human? The stability and 

importance of individual differences in anthropomorphism. Perspectives in 

Psychological Science, 5, 219-232. 

Webb T. L., & Sheeran, P. (2003). Can implementation intentions help to overcome ego–

depletion? Journal of Experimental Social Psychology, 39, 279–286. 

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

New York, NY: Guilford Press. 



124 
 

Wiers, R. W., Rinck, M. Kordts, R., Houben, K., & Strack, F. (2010). Re-training Automatic 

Action-Tendencies to Approach Alcohol in Hazardous Drinkers. Addiction, 105, 279–

287. 

Wilder, D. A. (1984). Intergroup contact: The typical member and the exception to the rule. 

Journal of Experimental Social Psychology, 20, 177-194. 

Williams, R. J., & Rose, J. L. (2007). The development of a questionnaire to assess the 

perceptions of care staff towards people with intellectual disabilities who display 

challenging behaviour. Journal of Intellectual Disabilities, 11, 197-211. 

Wohl, M. J. A., Hornsey, M. J., & Bennett, S. H. (2012). Why group apologies succeed and 

fail: intergroup forgiveness and the role of primary and secondary emotions. Journal 

of Personality and Social Psychology, 102, 306-322. 

Wright, S. C., Aron, A., McLaughlin-Volpe, T., & Ropp, S. A. (1997). The extended contact 

effect: Knowledge of cross-group friendships and prejudice. Journal of Personality 

and Social Psychology, 73, 73-90. 

Wyer, N. A. (2010). Salient egalitarian norms moderate activation of out-group approach 

and avoidance. Group Processes & Intergroup Relations, 13, 151-165. 

Yazbeck, M., McVilly, K., & Permenter, T. (2004). Attitudes toward people with intellectual 

disabilities: an Australian perspective. Journal of Disability Policy Studies, 15, 97-

111. 

Yzerbyt, V., Rocher, S., & Schadron, G. (1997). Stereotypes as explanations: A subjective 

essentialistic view of group perception. In N. Ellemers, S. A. Haslam, & R. Spears 

(Eds.), The social psychology of stereotyping and group life (pp. 20-50). Malden, MA: 

Blackwell Publishers. 

Zajonc, R. B. (1980). Feeling and thinking: Preferences need no inferences. American 

Psychologist, 35, 151-175. 

Zebel, S., Zimmermann, A., Viki, G. T., & Doosje, B. (2008). Dehumanization and guilt as 

distinct but related predictors of support for reparation policies. Political Psychology, 

29, 193–219. 

 

 



125 
 

Zimbardo, P. G. (1969). The human choice: Individuation, reason, and order versus 

deindividuation, impulse, and chaos. In W. J. Arnold & D. Levine (Eds.), 1969 

Nebraska Symposium on motivation (pp. 237–307). Lincoln, NE: University of 

Nebraska Press. 

 

 

 

 

 


