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In June 2013, the Russian Duma passed a controversial law that prohibits gay 

propaganda for teenagers. This law places restrictions on any public expression of 

homosexuality and is generally seen as discriminating to gays and lesbians. 

Intolerance towards gays and lesbians in Russia has become more visible since the 

acceptance of the bill. Stories including aggression, torture, and even murder of 

young gay men reportedly “killed because they were gay” (Gutterman, 2013) 

shocked large parts of the world. Debates about homosexuality can be quite 

polarized, as we have seen in the context of legislation to allow gay marriage (e.g., 

France in 2013). This is just one example showing that people often respond with 

strong feelings to groups that are ‘different’. Other examples are immigrants with 

a different cultural background or political extremists.  

People thus sometimes respond with strong condemnation towards groups 

that are seen as deviant. Not surprisingly, these groups are also subject to 

prejudice, discrimination, and social exclusion; i.e., they are ‘stigmatized’. 

Research on stigma not only addresses the consequences of being stigmatized but 

also the possible mechanisms underlying these consequences. Mechanisms that 

are presumed to play a role are attributions of blame, negative stereotypes, and 

intergroup threat. In the following paragraphs I will provide some theoretical 

background concerning the role of these three factors.  

 

Stigma and Attributions of Blame 

A stigma can be defined as a mark, a negative attribute or social identity 

that is deviant and deeply discrediting, often resulting in exclusion or avoiding 

contact with the person who carries it (cf., Crocker, Major, & Steele, 1998; Kurzban 

& Leary, 2001; Link & Phelan, 2001). In addition to the examples described above, 

stigmatized groups that are subject to exclusion and discrimination include drug 

users, obese people, anorexic, HIV/AIDS patients, mentally ill persons, and 

various ethnic and religious groups (see e.g., Crandall & Eshleman, 2003; Kurzban 

& Leary, 2001; Link & Phelan, 2001). Stigma can have a profound impact on 

psychological well-being and physical health. For instance, it can lead to isolation 

and shame, stress, depression, reduced satisfaction with life in general, and 

psychiatric disorders (e.g., Annis, Cash, & Hrabosky, 2004; Hatzenbuehler, Keyes, 
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& Hasin, 2009). Stigma has also been linked to academic underachievement, 

increased poverty, status loss, and reduced access to jobs, housing, and education 

(Major & O’Brien, 2005).  

The severity of a stigma depends strongly on whether stigmatized persons 

are held responsible for their own predicament.1 In general, people are likely to 

search for causes of negative events or outcomes in order to grasp the meaning of 

those outcomes and to master their environment (Weiner, 1985). This attribution 

process also applies to what happens to other individuals and social groups 

(Weiner, Perry, & Magnusson, 1988). People search for reasons that could justify 

the negative condition of a stigmatized individual or group, and often belief that 

people generally ‘get what they deserve’ (Lerner, 1980).  

 If the cause of an adverse condition is generally seen as controllable, 

people will attribute more personal responsibility. For instance, people tend to 

attribute more personal responsibility or blame to so-called mental-behavioural 

stigmas, such as drug abuse and obesity, as compared to stigmas with a physical 

origin, such as blindness and cancer (Dijker & Koomen, 2003; Weiner et al., 1988). 

Stigmatized persons who are held personally responsible for their physical and 

psychological state of health are likely to face more prejudice compared to victims 

of less controllable outcomes (Crandall, 1994). People who are held personally 

responsible for their predicament are also more avoided and receive less help (for 

reviews, see Menec & Perry, 1998; Rudolph, Roesch, Greitemeyer, & Weiner, 

2004).  

 

Negative Stereotypes 

A substantial amount of research focused on negative stereotypes in terms 

of their functions, formation, and descriptive abilities (e.g., Fiske, 1998; Macrae & 

Bodenhausen, 2000). In this dissertation I will focus on the content of stereotypes 

and their impact on judgment and behaviour. 

                                                        
1 Other factors might also be relevant. Research on illness stigma showed that seriousness 
of the illness and whether the illness was behaviourally caused were also related to social 
rejection (e.g., Crandall & Moriarty, 1995; Dijker & Koomen, 2003). However, the focus in 
this dissertation is on various types of stigma and these factors seem less relevant to most 
of them.  
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 Stereotypes can have many forms, but are usually ordered along two 

dimensions (Abele & Wojcizske, 2007; Judd, James-Hawkins, Yzerbyt, & Kashima, 

2005; Ybarra et al., 2008). Although sometimes labelled differently, these 

dimensions commonly refer to warmth and competence (Fiske, Cuddy, Glick, & Xu, 

2002; Kervyn, Yzerbyt, & Judd, 2010). Although both warmth and competence 

dimensions underlie social perception, research suggests that warmth has a 

stronger impact on person and group perception than competence (Cuddy, Fiske, 

& Glick, 2008; Wojcizske, 2005; Ybarra, Chan, & Park, 2001). This may be the 

result of people’s need to anticipate other people’s intentions; i.e., it is better to 

know whether someone has beneficial or harmful intentions, rather than whether 

a person can act upon those intentions (Brambilla, Rusconi, Sacchi, & Cherubini, 

2011; Fiske, Cuddy, & Glick, 2007). Because warmth comprises pro-social traits 

such as reliable, friendly, and honest, it informs us whether other people pose a 

threat or provide an opportunity in social interactions.  

 As mentioned before, stereotypes can result in negative reactions. For 

instance, there is ample research showing a relation between negative stereotypes 

and prejudice (for a review, see Dovidio & Gaertner, 1993; Fiske, 1998). Moreover, 

research that related the content of stereotypes to specific action tendencies 

showed that groups stereotyped to be lacking warmth and competence are likely 

to face harm, avoidance, and exclusion (e.g., Cuddy, Fiske, & Glick, 2007).  

 

Intergroup Threat 

Prejudice and biases towards groups are also likely to be caused by the 

perception that these groups pose a threat the status quo (Cottrell & Neuberg, 

2005; McLaren, 2003; Stephan, Ybarra, & Bachman, 1999; Quillian, 1995). For 

instance, welfare recipients may be seen to threaten economic resources and 

reciprocity relations in society. As a result, they may be approached with 

aggressive behaviours in order to force changes in their situation. Out-groups can 

pose many different threats2 and Integrated Threat Theory (ITT) makes an 

important distinction between two types: realistic and symbolic threats (Stephan 
                                                        
2 Other threats include threats to the social identity (e.g., Branscombe, Ellemers, Spears, & Doosje, 
1999) or to the social order (Jost, Benanji, & Nosek, 2004; Sidenius & Pratto, 1993). These threats 
are beyond the scope of the present dissertation and are not further discussed.  
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& Stephan, 1993, 1996). Both threats can lead to prejudice, regardless of whether 

or not the threat is actually real. Realistic threats can be triggered by competition 

over scarce resources (e.g., jobs, houses, territory; cf., Sherif & Sherif, 1969), and 

generally refer to threats to the political or economic power, and/or physical 

safety of one’s own group. Symbolic threats refer to differences between groups 

in values, norms, beliefs, and customs. These differences can lead to the 

perception that important values are being threatened.  

ITT further proposes that negative stereotypes can pose a threat. As I 

mentioned earlier, negative stereotypes are likely to result in prejudice, exclusion, 

and harm. A possible explanation for those negative outcomes could be that 

negative stereotypes create negative expectations about the behaviour of out-

group members, for instance when they are stereotyped as cold or aggressive. 

Research generally supports the relation between symbolic threat, realistic threat, 

stereotypes and prejudice (for a review, see Riek, Mania, & Gaertner, 2006). 

Obviously, not all out-groups pose these three threats. Which threat most likely 

causes prejudice depends on the intergroup context (Stephan & Stephan, 1996). 

Finally, there is some evidence that both realistic and symbolic threat can result in 

discriminatory action tendencies (e.g., Kinder & Sears, 1981; Struch & Schwartz, 

1989).   

Thus, prejudice and discrimination of deviant groups are related to blame 

attributions, negative stereotypes, and perceived threats. Interestingly, all three 

can be related to moral concerns. For instance, attributions of responsibility and 

blame are likely to be associated with perceived morality. A person who is held 

responsible for something that he or she could have avoided is likely to be seen as 

someone who is not living up to moral standards of society. This may result in the 

perception of that person as a moral failure (Weiner, Osborne, & Rudolph, 2011). 

Morality is also likely to play a role in the content of stereotypes. The warmth 

dimension that is used in research on stereotypes comprises two separate 

dimensions: sociability and morality (Brambilla, Rusconi, Sacchi, & Cherubini, 

2011; Leach, Ellemers, & Barreto, 2007). Sociability refers to traits such as friendly, 

warm, and likeable, whereas morality is related to traits such as honest, sincere, 

and trustworthy. There is some evidence that these two dimensions have a 
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unique impact on social perception (e.g., Martijn, Spears, Van der Pligt, & Jakobs, 

1992). Finally, as mentioned before, one important type of perceived threat 

comprises threats to values and norms. This symbolic threat seems to particularly 

concern people’s moral values, because those values are generally considered to be 

important (Schwartz, 1992). 

Interestingly, moral values also played an important role in the examples I 

mentioned in the opening paragraphs. According to the Russian government, the 

main reason for the law prohibiting gay propaganda was that traditional values 

had to be restored. The Russian government is not alone in condemning 

homosexuality; other groups and individuals also see homosexuality as 

threatening and in conflict with their core values about human sexuality and 

‘purity’. Some refer to important elements of their religious beliefs. Similarly, 

some argue that immigrants groups pose a threat to cultural and moral values. 

Some politicians in European countries fuel this fear by warning that foreign 

cultures might take over the dominant culture and that traditional values and 

norms should be protected. 

 In my view moral values play an important role in how people deal with 

deviant individuals and groups. Perceived differences in moral values often seem 

to result in relatively extreme opinions about those who hold these different 

values. This brings us to the central theme of this dissertation; i.e., the role of 

moral judgment and moral emotions in how people respond to deviant groups.  

 

Moral Judgments and Emotions 

Morality is pervasive in human society and plays an important role in the 

daily lives of people. Morality tells us what is right or wrong, what we should or 

should not do. Moral values not only guide our own behaviour, they are often 

shared and also regulate the actions of other people within a group or society. 

People use moral values to justify or criticize the behaviours and attitudes of 

others, because those values are felt to be binding for all people (Shweder & Haidt, 

1993). Evaluations based on moral values are called ‘moral judgments’ (Haidt, 

2001), and are likely to have a strong impact on social behaviour.  
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To be more specific, moral judgment is defined as an evaluation of the 

actions, attitudes, or character of a person or group that is made with respect to 

moral values or virtues that are generally shared within a group (cf., Haidt, 2001). 

A construct related to moral judgment is what Skitka and colleagues termed 

‘moral conviction’, i.e., the subjective belief that something is universally right or 

wrong (Skitka & Mullen, 2002). Both constructs indicate whether particular 

actions or beliefs can be considered moral or immoral, and both motivate 

subsequent responses. People consider moral values and beliefs to be facts that 

are universally true (Haidt, 2007), and belief that they are heritable (Brandt & 

Whetherell, 2012).  

Obviously, groups can differ in what they consider morally right or wrong 

and also in what they consider a moral issue (e.g., Haidt, Koller, & Dias, 1993). 

For instance, there are vegetarians who consider consuming meat to be immoral 

and vegetarians who avoid eating meat because of health reasons. The first group 

will judge meat consumption in terms of their moral values, whereas the second 

group will consider it a matter of taste. As a consequence of this difference, moral 

vegetarians tend to respond with stronger condemnation to meat consumption 

(Rozin, Markwith, & Stoess, 1997).  

Because morality is important, people strongly condemn not only issues 

that oppose their moral values but also show strong responses to other 

individuals with different moral convictions. For instance, people tend to prefer 

more social and physical distance and often show more intolerance to others with 

different attitudes when they consider the attitudinal issue to be moral (Haidt, 

Rosenberg, & Hom, 2003; Skitka, Bauman, & Sargis, 2005; Wright, Cullum, & 

Schwab, 2008). A possible cause for this rejection may be that deviating moral 

values can be threatening (e.g., Stephan & Stephan, 1996); the very existence of 

other values or moral convictions could suggest that our own moral values might 

not be true. Indeed, challenges to one’s cultural worldview can be frightening, 

and may lead to ostracism and punishment (Solomon, Greenberg, Pyszczynski, 

1991). The importance of moral values is supported by research on value 

violations. Several studies suggest that if a specific group is perceived to be 

violating moral values, its members are likely to face condemnation and/or 
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various forms of prejudice (Crandall, 1994; Haddock, Zanna, & Esses, 1993; Sears 

& Henry, 2003).  

Why would moral judgment cause such strong reactions? There are some 

important differences between moral judgment and non-moral evaluations. As 

already mentioned, people often consider their moral values to be universal 

truths, so when they are confronted with other values, their worldview could be 

challenged. The latter can be experienced as threatening and even frightening. 

Another characteristic of moral judgment may even better explain its impact on 

social conduct; moral judgment is strongly related to affect. 

Although there is a debate on whether moral judgement itself is a process 

predominated by reasoning or affective intuition (see e.g., Haidt, 2010; Narvaez, 

2010), there seems to be consensus regarding the relation with discrete emotions. 

There is a broad literature showing that moral judgment often results in strong 

emotions (Chapman, Kim, Susskind, & Anderson, 2009; Rozin, Lowery, Imada, & 

Haidt, 1999). These so-called ‘moral emotions’ (Haidt, 2003) are important, 

because they link moral evaluations to behavioural responses.  

Haidt (2003) presents a useful classification of moral emotions and relates 

them to different appraisals and actions tendencies. This first cluster of emotions 

is related to people’s own moral behaviour, i.e., ‘self-conscious emotions’ such as 

shame, embarrassment, and guilt. These can be differentiated from emotions that 

are elicited by other people: ‘other-condemning emotions’ and ‘other-suffering 

emotions’. The latter clusters play an important role in the present research. 

Other-condemning emotions are elicited when other people violate moral values 

with their actions or beliefs (see also, e.g., Hutcherson & Gross, 2011; Rozin et al., 

1999). This emotion cluster comprises anger, contempt, and disgust. These three 

emotions express a general disapproval of moral transgressions.  

Anger may also be the result of a more specific appraisal that individual 

freedoms or rights are violated, innocent people are harmed, or people are treated 

unjustly (Cottrell & Neuberg, 2005; Kuppens, van Mechelen, Smits, & de Boeck, 

2003). This feeling results in offensive actions tendencies and is associated with 

intentions to harm, confront, or exclude the moral violator (e.g., Mackie, Devos, & 

Smith, 2000). Contempt is elicited when people are seen as morally inferior, 
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because they fail to live up to standards of society or to carry out their duties 

(Fiske, Cuddy, Glick, & Xu, 2002; Rozin et al., 1999). This emotion is felt for 

people who are looked down upon, unworthy of any attention (Esses, Veenvliet, 

Hodson, & Mihic, 2008). Contempt results in the need to avoid, neglect, or 

exclude the person or group eliciting that emotion (Fischer & Roseman, 2007; 

Cuddy, Fiske, & Glick, 2007). Closely related to contempt is disgust, which is also 

considered an exclusion emotion and has been additionally related to the 

tendency to expel the source of the emotion (Hutcherson & Gross, 2011; Roseman, 

Wiest, & Swartz, 1994). Disgust has evolved from a distaste response into a more 

general reaction to ‘moral contaminants’ (Rozin, Haidt, & McCauley, 2000). Moral 

disgust serves as a guardian to persons or objects that threaten the purity and 

sanctity of body and soul. This feeling is likely to be elicited when others degrade 

themselves or other people by acting immorally.  

As mentioned before, both contempt and disgust result in the tendency to 

move away from the moral transgressor. If withdrawal is not possible however, 

these emotions can result in forcefully excluding, expelling, or pushing away the 

immoral object (Roseman et al., 1994). A similar but opposite pattern applies to 

anger; offensive action tendencies are the primary reactions associated with anger, 

but this emotion can also result in movement away from a transgressor (e.g., Nabi, 

2002). There is more empirical support for the overlap between the other-

condemning emotions. For instance, research shows that they often correlate 

strongly and are used interchangeably to describe the same feeling (Fiske et al., 

2002; Mackie et al., 2002), particularly in real life situations (Grappi, Romani, & 

Bagozzi, 2013; Maoz & McCauley, 2008).   

Another relevant emotion cluster is made up by other-suffering emotions 

such as pity, compassion, commiseration, and sympathy (Haidt, 2003). These 

emotions are elicited when other people are perceived to be suffering or being 

disadvantaged and are not held responsible for their situation (Goetz, Keltner, & 

Simon-Thomas, 2010). People that are seen as honest, friendly, and reliable also 

tend to evoke other-suffering emotions (Cuddy et al., 2007). Degrading other 

people as morally inferior, on the other hand, has been related to reduced feelings 

of pity (Cehajic, Brown, & Gonzalez, 2009). This suggests that other-suffering 
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emotions such as pity can be considered a positive counterpart of other-

condemning emotions such as contempt (cf., Weiner, 1995). Other-suffering 

emotions result in the tendency to approach and help the person in need, and 

reduce forms of aggression (e.g., Rudolph et al., 2004). These intentions are 

opposite to the action tendencies associated with other-condemning emotions. 

Other-suffering emotions are generally grouped together to describe the same 

feeling, although some of them also can relate to emotions such as sadness or 

disrespect (for a review, see Goetz et al., 2010).  

Moral judgment is thus strongly associated with moral emotions (see for a 

review, Avramova & Inbar, 2013). Several studies showed that emotions are more 

strongly and more directly related to behaviour than cognitions (Connors & Hely, 

2007; Mackie et al., 2000). In addition, emotions are likely to be more proximal 

predictors of prejudice than cognitions (Pettigrew & Tropp, 2008; Ray, Mackie, 

Smith, & Terman, 2012). This suggests a mediating role of emotions between 

moral judgment and prejudice and between moral judgment and behaviour.  

There is evidence supporting the mediating role of emotions in Weiner’s 

(1993) work on attributions of blame. According to his attribution-emotion 

approach, two emotions are particularly relevant: anger and pity. Research 

showed that these emotions mediate the relation between blame attributions and 

behavioural intentions towards the stigmatized groups. Specifically, blaming 

people for their condition induces anger and reduces pity; this in turn is related to 

avoidance, harmful actions, and decreased willingness to help them (for a review 

see Rudolph, Roesch, Greitemeyer, & Weiner, 2004). Interestingly, emotions have 

been shown to play a similar role in the context of stereotypes. Cuddy et al. (2007) 

showed that emotions mediated the impact of perceived warmth and competence 

on behavioural preferences towards out-groups, such as exclusion or harm. There 

is also some evidence that emotions more strongly influence prejudice than 

stereotypes (Haddock et al., 1993; Stangor, Sullivan, & Ford, 1991). Finally, 

perceived threat is likely to evoke specific emotions. According to Cottrell and 

Neuberg (2005), emotions signal potential threats and at the same time help to 

protect people against those threats. Because emotions have action tendencies that 

cause readiness to respond to the environment (e.g., Frijda, Kuipers, & ter Schure, 
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1989), they stimulate people in functional ways to address the threat. Research 

supports this function of emotions and shows that social groups that are 

associated with different threats also elicit different emotions (Alexander, Brewer, 

& Hermann, 1999; Cottrell & Neuberg, 2005). Importantly, there is some evidence 

that emotions mediate the relation between perceived threat associated with a 

particular group and biased attitudes towards that group (Cottrell, Richards, & 

Lee Nichols, 2010). In addition to those findings, the present dissertation focuses 

on the role of multiple moral emotions and aims to show that the inclusion of 

those emotions helps to better predict biased reactions towards members of 

stigmatized groups.  

 

Biases Against Stigmatized Groups 

So far I described the concepts and processes that are central to the present 

dissertation, and can be seen as antecedents of how people behave towards 

deviant groups. What are the outcomes of the processes we described in the 

previous sections? There is a wide variety of biases against stigmatized groups; 

below I will briefly describe the outcome measures to be discussed in this 

dissertation.  

First, stigma is associated with overall negative evaluations or prejudice 

(Kurzban & Leary, 2001; Link & Phelan, 2001); not surprisingly, prejudice will be 

assessed in most studies incorporated in this dissertation. In the present 

dissertation, prejudice is measured as a general evaluation of social groups (i.e., 

positive-negative). Social distance is another form of bias that is strongly 

associated with stigma (Link & Phelan, 2001), and is often used as a proxy 

measure for behavioural discrimination in stigmatization research (e.g., Crandall, 

1991; Corrigan, Backs Edwards, Green, Lickey Diwan, & Penn, 2001). Social 

distance to a group is generally associated with reduced willingness to interact 

with members of that group, and is also included in the present research. In some 

of the studies I will look at other outcome variables. One of these is support for 

policies that would negatively affect a specific group (see also Cottrell et al., 2010). 

Some of these measures thus focus on behavioural intentions towards members of 

deviant groups.   



  19 

Overview of the Current Dissertation 

Chapter 2 investigates the impact of morality stereotypes relative to 

sociability and competence stereotypes on prejudice and social distance towards 

individuals who are infected with HIV. In two studies I also investigate the role of 

moral emotions in the relation between perceived morality and social distance as 

well as prejudice towards this group.  

Chapter 3 focuses on attributions of blame and their impact on reactions 

towards stigmatized groups. Research on attributions of responsibility showed 

that blaming stigmatized groups for their predicament results in negative 

attitudes and behavioural intentions towards these groups, and that these 

relations are mediated by anger and pity (see for reviews, Menec & Perry, 1998; 

Rudolph et al., 2004; Weiner, 1995). Chapter 3 adds to that work by investigating 

the role of another moral emotion: contempt. I argue that this emotion is strongly 

related to blame and has a clear impact on prejudice and discrimination. Three 

studies focus on attitudes towards obese individuals, and investigate prejudice, 

social distance, and support for harmful policy measures affecting members of 

that particular group.  

 The first two empirical chapters thus aim to show that moral judgment and 

moral emotions have a strong impact on social rejection. As suggested before, this 

impact may in part be due to the threats posed by perceived immorality. Chapter 

4 investigates the role of threat. This chapter aims to show that symbolic threat 

and negative stereotypes are strong predictors of prejudice and discrimination of 

a minority immigrant group: Muslims living in the Netherlands. Again, the role 

of moral emotions in these relations will be examined. I propose a model in which 

stereotypes and symbolic threat influence social distance, prejudice, and support 

for discriminatory policies against Muslims. Again, I will also look at the role of 

moral emotions.  

 The groups that are investigated in the first three empirical chapters are 

generally considered low status minority groups. However, high status groups 

are sometimes also perceived to be violating important values, which places the 

evaluation of them into the moral realm (cf., Stein & Nemeroff, 1995). Chapter 5 

investigates public attitudes to such a high status group: bankers. Obviously, 
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public opinion regarding this group has become very negative since the financial 

crisis has started in 2007 (e.g., Piquero, Gertz, & Bratton, 2011). I will argue that 

people generally belief that bankers have violated moral values such as 

benevolence. The role of negative stereotypes that are associated with bankers is 

also assessed. Chapter 5 tests a model in which moral violations and negative 

stereotypes predict prejudice and support for punitive regulation indirectly 

through moral emotions. 

 Chapters 2 to 5 rely on correlational designs to support the importance of 

moral judgment in rejecting stigmatized groups. In order to provide a causal test 

of the impact of moral evaluations I present two experimental studies in Chapter 

6. In those studies I will investigate the impact of morality and competence on 

prejudice and willingness to expel Romanian immigrant workers in the 

Netherlands from society. Again, I will not only focus on moral judgment, but 

also on moral emotions. Hence, I will also investigate the impact of morality and 

competence on other-condemning and other-suffering emotions.   

Finally, Chapter 7 summarizes and discusses the main findings of the 

empirical chapters. This chapter also includes practical implications of the 

findings, and suggestions for future directions.  
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Chapter 2  
HIV Stigma: The Role of Perceived Morality 

and Moral Emotions 
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People who belong to a stigmatized group are likely to be discriminated. Other, 

more extreme reactions such as derogation and social exclusion are also 

frequently reported in the literature. As mentioned in the general introduction, a 

stigma can be defined as a mark, a negative attribute or social identity that is 

deviant and discrediting, often resulting in avoiding contact with the person who 

carries it (Dijker & Koomen, 2007; Crocker, Major, & Steele, 1998; Kurzban & 

Leary, 2001; Link & Phelan, 2001). Some of the more severe stigmas, such as those 

related to obesity or HIV/AIDS (Crandall & Eshleman, 2003; Crawford, 1996; 

Herek, 1999; King, Shapiro, Hebl, Singletary, & Turner, 2006), can have a 

profound impact on psychological well-being and physical health. Stigmas can 

lead to isolation and shame (Duffy, 2005; Nachega et al., 2012; Wright, Naar-King, 

Lam, Templin, & Frey, 2007), stress, depression, reduced satisfaction with life in 

general, and psychiatric disorders (Annis, Cash, & Hrabosky, 2004; 

Hatzenbuehler, Keyes, & Hasin, 2009; Riggs, Vosvick, & Stallings, 2007). Research 

shows that social stigma also often result in lowered self-esteem (Carr & 

Friedman, 2005; Puhl & Latner, 2007; see Crocker & Major, 1989, for factors 

moderating this relationship), which in turn may promote risky and/or 

unhealthy behaviour in an attempt to seek self-validation (Throsby, 2007; 

Valdiserri, 2002; Vartanian & Novak, 2010).  

Stereotypes that are ascribed to stigmatized groups may help explain why 

they are targets of prejudice and victims of discrimination (Fiske, 1998; Link & 

Phelan, 2001). These stereotypes can have many forms, but are usually ordered 

and placed along two dimensions. Although sometimes labelled differently 

(Abele & Wojcizske, 2007; Fiske, Cuddy, Glick, & Xu, 2002; Judd, James-Hawkins, 

Yzerbyt, & Kashima, 2005; Ybarra et al., 2008), these dimensions commonly refer 

to warmth and competence (Kervyn, Yzerbyt, & Judd, 2010), and are associated with 

a number of behavioural tendencies. According to the Stereotype Content Model 

(SCM) for instance, groups that are perceived as cold and incompetent (two 

characteristics that are often associated with stigmatized groups), are likely to be 

excluded or harmed, because they might cause damage to society (e.g., by being 

parasitic; Cuddy, Fiske, & Glick, 2007; Fiske et al., 2002). 
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 Warmth is often conceptualized in terms of pro-social traits (e.g., friendly, 

sincere; Fiske et al., 2002; Kervyn et al., 2010). However, a number of studies 

showed that the warmth dimension comprises two separate dimensions: 

sociability and morality (Anderson & Sedikides, 1991; Brambilla, Rusconi, Sacchi, & 

Cherubini, 2011; Leach, Ellemers, & Barreto, 2007). Some argue that morality 

plays a more important role in interpersonal and intergroup perception than 

sociability. For instance, morality plays an important role when forming first 

impressions (De Bruin & Van Lange, 1999; Martijn, Spears, Van der Pligt, & 

Jakobs, 1992). Work on in-group perceptions also suggests that morality is more 

important than sociability and competence when evaluating one’s own group 

(Ellemers, Pagliaro, Barreto, & Leach, 2008; Leach et al., 2007). Brambilla, Sacchi, 

Rusconi, Cherubini, and Yzerbyt (2011) also stress the importance of morality; 

they showed that evaluations of a fictitious out-group were more strongly 

influenced by morality than by competence or sociability ascriptions. When this 

out-group was portrayed as immoral, the impression of that group was more 

negative than when the group scored low on the other two dimensions. The 

importance of morality may be due to the fact that it is more diagnostic than 

competence or sociability; i.e., morality helps us to decide whether another person 

or group has beneficial or harmful intentions (e.g., is reliable, see Brambilla, 

Rusconi et al., 2011). This suggests that (low) morality can signal potential threats 

posed by others. Brambilla, Sacchi, et al. support this by showing that the effect of 

morality on out-group evaluations was mediated by perceived threat. The 

relation between morality and threat is also suggested by work on value 

violations, which shows that groups with different values can be seen as 

threatening (Cottrell & Neuberg, 2005; Sears & Henry, 2003; Stephan & Stephan, 

2000).  

The perceived morality of a person or group is also likely to have a strong 

impact on how we behave towards that person or group. Moral evaluations have 

an important characteristic that can help explain their impact on behaviour; they 

are strongly related to affect (Haidt, 2001, Skitka, Bauman, & Sargis, 2005; Skitka 

& Wisneski, 2011). Several studies showed that the violation of moral values tend 

to evoke distinct emotions (Chapman, Kim, Susskind, & Anderson, 2009; 
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Matsumoto & Ekman, 2004; Rozin, Lowery, Imada, & Haidt, 1999; Skitka, 

Bauman, & Mullen, 2004). These so-called moral emotions (Haidt, 2003) are 

particularly likely to play a role in the context of stigmatized groups. 

For instance, contempt results in avoidance, neglect or exclusion of the 

person or group eliciting that emotion (Hutcherson & Gross, 2011; Rozin, Haidt, 

& McCauley, 2000). Contempt is elicited when people are seen as morally inferior, 

because they fail to live up to standards of society or to carry out their duties 

(Haidt, 2003; Hutcherson & Gross, 2011; Rozin et al., 1999). This emotion is felt for 

people who are looked down upon, unworthy of any attention (Esses, Veenvliet, 

Hodson, & Mihic, 2008; Fiske et al., 2002; Harris & Fiske, 2006; Haslam, 2006). 

Anger is related to contempt in the sense that it (often) also implies the 

condemnation of others as a result of their immoral acts (Haidt, 2003). Anger is 

typically elicited by acts of injustice or threats to resources (economic or property), 

and differs from contempt in the sense that it can also result in the tendency to 

punish, harm or move away from the violator (Cottrell & Neuberg, 2005; 

Hutcherson & Gross, 2011; Kuppens, van Mechelen, Smits, & de Boeck, 2003; 

Mackie, Devos, & Smith, 2000; Nabi, 2002). This is in accordance with Fischer and 

Roseman (2007); they showed that anger and contempt often co-occur in 

interpersonal contexts, but that these two emotions are also related to different 

appraisals and action tendencies. 

Another cluster of moral emotions, i.e., other-suffering emotions such as pity 

and compassion (Haidt, 2003), could also be relevant in the present context. Pity is 

elicited when a person needs help and is not (fully) responsible for his or her 

situation or condition (Dijker & Koomen, 2003; Weiner, Perry, & Magnusson, 

1988). This emotion is associated with groups that are perceived as warm, honest, 

and friendly (Cuddy et al., 2007), and results in the intention to help members of 

such groups (e.g., Rudolph, Roesch, Greitemeyer, & Weiner, 2004). This emotion 

thus stimulates the tendency to approach the person in need. The perception of 

others as morally inferior has been related to reduced feelings of pity (Cehajic, 

Brown, & Gonzalez, 2009). Thus, pity can be seen as a positive counterpart of 

contempt, and is likely to be elicited when someone is relatively moral, but 

disadvantaged (due to incompetence for instance; see Cuddy et al., 2007).    
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In sum, when members of stigmatized groups are stereotyped as immoral, 

they are likely to evoke moral emotions in others, which in turn may influence 

how these others behave towards them. Several studies support that emotions are 

more strongly and more directly related to behaviour than cognitions (Connors & 

Hely, 2007; Cottrell & Neuberg, 2005; Cottrell, Richards, & Nichols, 2010; Mackie 

et al., 2000; Weiner, 1996; Weiner et al., 1988). Cuddy et al. (2007) also argued that 

emotions play an important role in predicting intergroup behaviour. They 

showed that specific emotions mediate the impact of stereotypes on general 

action tendencies towards stereotyped groups. They also addressed the role of 

contempt and pity, but they did not investigate the role of perceived morality, nor 

did they measure participants’ behavioural intentions towards stigmatized 

groups. In the present studies we included both perceived morality of the 

stigmatized group and behavioural intentions towards that group. We focus on 

willingness to engage in activities with persons who belong to a stigmatized 

group. This willingness can be seen as an indication of social distance; the latter is 

often used as a proxy measure for behavioural discrimination in stigmatization 

research (Crandall, 1991; Corrigan, Backs Edwards, Green, Lickey Diwan, & Penn, 

2001; Link, Phelan, Bresnahan, Stueve, & Pescosolido, 1999; Martin, Pescosolido, 

& Tuch, 2000). Some argue that social distance is an intrinsic part of stigma (Link 

& Phelan, 2001). For instance, the experience of a stigma is associated with 

psychological alienation as well as physical distance (e.g., Crandall, 1991).  

In the present chapter we focus on a specific stigmatized group: people 

who are infected with HIV. We investigate the impact of perceived morality in the 

context of sociability and competence. People with HIV are quite often viewed as 

irresponsible, risk-seeking and even immoral, because primary transmission 

routes for HIV are generally seen as caused by voluntary behaviours (e.g., 

unprotected sex; Herek, 1999, Parker & Aggleton, 2003). The fact that HIV-related 

attitudes are often based on symbolic values (Herek & Capitanio, 1998; von 

Collani, Grumm, & Streicher, 2010) also suggests that these attitudes are related to 

moral judgments. Obviously, HIV could also be related to causes such as 

contaminated needles, breast milk, and transmission from an infected mother to 

her baby at birth (to give a few examples). We therefore expect participants to 
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differ in the extent to which they consider individuals with HIV to be (im)moral. 

We expect perceived morality to be strongly related to prejudice and social 

distance towards persons with HIV. We also expect that the relation between 

perceived morality and social distance is mediated by moral emotions. More 

specifically, when participants believe that people with HIV are relatively 

immoral, they are likely to feel contempt, anger, and reduced pity, resulting in 

increased social distance towards this group. Several studies suggest that 

emotions are better predictors of prejudice than stereotypes, and are likely to 

mediate the impact of the latter (Haddock, Zanna, & Esses, 1993; Stangor, Sullivan, 

& Ford, 1991). In line with those studies, we expect moral emotions to mediate the 

relation between perceived morality and prejudice.  

 

Study 2.1 

In this study participants were asked to indicate the emotions and 

stereotypes they associated with persons who are infected with HIV. To assess 

social distance to this group we asked our participants the extent to which they 

were willing to help people from that group. Participants were asked questions 

about various forms of emotional support and more practical help such as buying 

groceries. These forms of help differed in level of intimacy and amount of 

possible interactions between participants and individuals with HIV.  

 

Method 

Participants. A total of 49 participants took part in this study (35 women 

and 14 men); 45 were students (80% studied psychology). Participants were 

recruited at the University of Amsterdam. Their mean age was 22.28 years (SD = 

5.33). 

 

 Materials and procedure. Participants were told they would participate in 

a study about people infected with HIV, and were presented with a brief 

description of the disease and some general facts about this particular group. 

After this introduction, we presented participants the questionnaire. The first 

question aimed to assess participants’ prejudice towards people with HIV using 
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the following statement: “My overall evaluation of people infected with HIV is…” 

Participants could complete this statement on a bipolar adjective scale ranging 

from 1 (negative) to 11 (positive). This measure is similar to the evaluation 

thermometer that has been successfully used in past research to capture out-

group attitudes (e.g., Haddock, Zanna, & Esses, 1993). We reverse scored this 

measure; a higher score indicated more prejudice. Next we presented emotion 

words and asked participants to indicate to what extent they felt each of them 

when thinking about an individual with HIV. They could answer these items on 

7-point scales ranging from 1 (not at all) to 7 (to a large extent). The emotions 

relevant for the present study were: “contempt”, “anger”, and “pity”. Next, we 

presented a list of trait adjectives and asked participants to indicate how well each 

of these traits applied to a typical individual with HIV. Nine adjectives were 

derived from Leach et al. (2007) and were used to capture morality, sociability, 

and competence stereotypes. The traits “honest”, “sincere”, and “reliable” were 

averaged to capture morality (Cronbach’s α = .80); “warm”, “friendly”, and 

“likeable” were combined to measure sociability (α = .84); “intelligent”, 

“competent”, and “skilled” were averaged to measure competence (α = .65). A 

higher score on these measures indicated increased morality, sociability, or 

competence.  

After completing the first part of the questionnaire, participants were 

provided with information about how some groups in our society need support 

from others in order to help them to function properly. They were told that 

various projects aiming to help others rely on volunteers. We presented four 

alternatives that volunteers could choose from in such a project. First, we asked 

participants to indicate their relative preference for two options that were related 

to emotional support by allocating a total of four hours. One option implied 

having direct contact with an HIV-positive individual by providing “emotional 

support at home” of that person. The other type of emotional support was more 

distant and entailed “providing help via Internet”. Next, we calculated the 

relative preference for distant (via Internet) versus close (at home) emotional 

support. The score on this variable could range from -4 to 4, with a positive score 

indicating a preference for more distance in emotional support. The two other 
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alternatives that volunteers could choose from were related to their willingness to 

help this group in practical manners: “doing groceries” and “doing small jobs in 

and around the house”. Again, we calculated the relative preference for one of 

these options, assuming that preference for doing groceries would entail more 

social distance than doing small jobs in and around the house. The score on this 

variable could also range from -4 to 4, with a positive score indicating a 

preference for more distance in practical help.   

 

Results 

Confirmatory factor analysis. In a first step, we tested whether morality, 

sociability, and competence were distinct stereotype dimensions. We therefore 

submitted the nine trait adjectives that measured participants’ stereotypes to a 

CFA using maximum likelihood estimation. Each item was specified to load on 

only the hypothesized factor, and the errors were not allowed to correlate. 

However, the three latent factors were allowed to correlate. The hypothesized 

three-factor model showed the following fit indices: χ2(24) = 53.88, p < .001; χ2/df 

= 2.25; CFI = .85; RMSEA = .16 with 90% CI [.10, .21]; SRMR= .11; NNFI = .78.3 

Although these indices were not ideal, given the small sample size, the χ2/df ratio 

fell below 2.50, indicating an acceptable model fit. Also, all factor loadings were 

significant; morality (.67 - .87), sociability (.69 - .90), and competence (.58 - .81). A 

two-factor model, in which the morality and sociability items loaded on one factor, 

fitted the data less well than the three-factor model, Δχ2(2) = 27.34, p < .001. The fit 

indices of the two-factor model were: χ2(26) = 75.53, p < .001; χ2/df = 3.12; CFI 
                                                        
3 Hu and Bentler (1999) suggested several fit indices to determine overall fit of a model, 
of which some are absolute fit indices, and others are incremental fit indices. The χ2 
goodness-of-fit statistic assesses the general fit between the model and the data. A chi-
square statistic that is small and non-significant indicates a good fit. However, for small 
samples the χ2/df ratio is more reliable; with a value under 2.50 indicating an acceptable 
fit. The root mean square error of approximation (RMSEA) and the standardized root 
mean squared residual (SRMR) are also absolute fit indices. Suggested cut off values for 
an adequate model fit are .06 for RMSEA and .08 for SRMR, with lower values indicating 
a better fit. Comparative Fit Index (CFI), Non-Normed Fit Index (NNFI), and Tucker-
Lewis Index (TLI) are incremental fit indices measuring the proportionate improvement 
of fit between the tested model and the null model that assumes no covariance among 
variables. A cut off value close to .95 is suggested for CFI, TLI, and NNFI, with higher 
values indicating a better fit.  
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= .73; RMSEA = .21 with 90% CI [.15, .25]; SRMR = .12; NNFI = .63. Finally, a one-

factor model also fitted the data less well than the three-factor model, Δχ2(3) = 

33.38, p < .001; with the fit indices: χ2(27) = 82.51, p < .001; χ2/df = 3.23; CFI = .71; 

RMSEA = .21 with 90% CI [.16, .21]; SRMR = .12; NNFI = .61.  

 

Descriptive statistics. First we looked at the level of general prejudice 

towards people with HIV. Results showed that participants’ mean prejudice score 

was slightly lower than midpoint of the scale (M = 5.48, SD = 1.56). Other scores 

confirmed that participants were mildly positive towards people with HIV; they 

preferred some closeness in support (M = -.53, SD = 1.65), as well as some 

closeness in practical help (M = -.37, SD = 1.13). Participants also reported some 

pity (M = 5.16, SD = 1.12), while contempt (M = 2.39, SD = 1.32) and anger (M = 

2.84, SD = 1.60) were relatively low. Interestingly, pity was related to contempt (r 

= -.51, p < .001), but not to anger (r = -.12, ns.), which supports our suggestion that 

pity is a positive counterpart of contempt. Anger and contempt were unrelated (r 

= .13, ns.). Participants ascribed similar levels of morality (M = 4.31, SD = .87), 

sociability (M = 4.52, SD = .88), and competence (M = 4.33, SD = .86) to 

individuals with HIV.4 Gender and age were unrelated to any of the variables, so 

we analyzed the data of the complete sample.   

 

The impact of morality. First, we investigated the impact of the three 

stereotype dimensions on prejudice towards people with HIV. Correlation 

analyses showed that prejudice was related to morality (r = -.53, p < .001), 

sociability (r = -.50, p < .001), and competence (r = -.42, p = .003). In order to show 

that morality has a unique impact on prejudice in the context of the other two 

dimensions, we regressed prejudice on morality, sociability, and competence. 

Results showed that together the stereotypes accounted for a significant amount 

of variance of prejudice, R2 = .36, F(3, 45) = 8.43, p < .001. Interestingly, morality 

was significantly related to prejudice (β = -.35, p = .021), but sociability (β = -.20, p 

= .22) and competence (β = -.17, p = .24) were not. This indicates that the more 

                                                        
4 An ANOVA with repeated measures showed that the stereotypes did not differ, F(2, 96) 
= 1.90, p = .16.  
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participants consider persons with HIV to be immoral, the more prejudiced they 

are.  

Next, we investigated whether the relation between morality and prejudice 

was related to changes in moral emotions. We performed a series of regression 

analyses to test this. Results showed that morality was related to contempt (β = -

.30, p = .038) and marginally to pity (β = .25, p = .090). Finally, we performed a 

regression analysis in which we entered morality and emotions as predictors and 

prejudice as criterion. To control for any possible shared variance between the 

emotions, we also included pity and anger as predictors. Results indicated that 

none of the emotions had a unique effect on prejudice; the impact of morality was 

still significant (β = -.44, p = .001). Thus, emotions did not mediate the relation 

between perceived morality and prejudice.  

Our main objective was to test the impact of stereotypes on social distance; 

i.e. the type of help they preferred to give to individuals infected with HIV. First, 

we focus on distance in emotional support, next we move to distance in practical 

help. Correlation analyses showed that morality was related to distance in 

emotional support (r = -.32, p = .023), but sociability (r = -.25, p = .084) and 

competence (r = -.15, p = .30) were not. These results indicate that the more 

participants considered individuals with HIV to be immoral, the more they 

preferred distant forms of emotional support. Perceived sociability and 

competence did not have an effect on distance.  

Next, we aimed to show that the impact of morality on social distance was 

due to the effects of the emotions. We performed a series of regression analyses to 

test this hypothesis. Results previously described indicated that morality was 

related to contempt and marginally to pity. Next, we performed a regression 

analysis in which we entered morality and emotions as predictors and distance in 

emotional support as criterion. Results indicated that the impact of contempt on 

distance was significant (β = .52, p = .001), but pity (β = -.05, ns.) and anger (β = .07, 

ns.) had no effect. Importantly, the impact of morality dropped (β = -.15, p = .24). 

This suggests that contempt mediates the impact of morality on distance in 

emotional support. In order to further test if this mediation is significant, we used 

a bootstrap procedure (Preacher & Hayes, 2008). These analyses allowed us to test 
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the significance of the indirect effect of each emotion over and above the effects of 

the other emotions. Based on 2000 bootstrap samples, the 95% confidence interval 

of contempt did not contain zero [.01, .35], indicating that the indirect effect of 

morality on distance through contempt is significant. As already indicated by the 

regression analysis above, the intervals of pity [-.01, .09] and anger did [-.02, .26] 

include zero, meaning no indirect effects. The mediation by contempt is depicted 

in Figure 2.1.  

 

 

       
 
 
Figure 2.1. The mediating role of moral emotions between morality and social distance 
(Study 2.1). #p < .090. *p < .05. **p < .005.  
 

 

 Not surprisingly, distance in emotional support was related to distance in 

practical help (r = .54, p < .001), indicating that the more participants preferred 

emotional distance, the more they preferred help such as doing groceries over 

helping in and around the house. Correlation analyses further showed that 

contempt was also related to the type of helping behaviour (r = .40, p < .001), but 

none of the other variables (including morality) were. Thus the more contempt 

participants reported the more they preferred doing groceries relative to small 

jobs around the house. Contempt did not mediate the relation between morality 
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and distance in practical help, because morality was unrelated to the type of 

helping behaviour.   

 

Discussion 

 This first study investigated the relative impact of morality, sociability, and 

competence stereotypes on prejudice and social distance to people with HIV. 

Results show that morality played an important role; morality had a clear impact 

on prejudice and social distance in emotional support, while sociability and 

competence did not. It is important to note that, in line with earlier work on 

group evaluations (Brambilla, Sacchi et al., 2011; Leach et al., 2007), morality 

stereotypes could be distinguished from sociability and competence, supporting 

the division of warmth into two components. Morality seems a useful dimension 

to take into account when predicting reactions to members of stigmatized groups.  

As expected, the effect of morality on distance in emotional support was 

mediated by emotions. Particularly contempt was important, as it was the only 

significant mediating variable. Thus when people consider individuals with HIV 

to be relatively immoral they tend to feel contempt. This feeling is then likely to 

result in distancing oneself from that group. Contempt also affected distance in 

helping people with HIV in more practical terms; contempt was related to a 

preference for doing groceries as opposed to doing small jobs in and around the 

house. Anger and pity seemed less relevant and their impact was much weaker 

than that of contempt. Pity was related to contempt though, indicating that 

people who felt little contempt were more likely to feel pity. Unexpectedly, none 

of the emotions mediated the relation between morality and prejudice. Although 

both contempt and pity were related to prejudice, their unique impact was 

relatively small compared to perceived morality. This could have been the result 

of the skewed distribution of both emotion variables, and the relatively small 

sample size.5  

As indicated in the introduction, immoral groups can be seen as posing a 

threat to others (e.g., Sears & Henry, 2003). These threats can also result in fear, 

                                                        
5 Contempt was positively skewed and pity was negatively skewed. Both were significantly related 
to prejudice (r = .42, p = .003, and r = -.41, p = .004, respectively). 
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particularly if they imply a threat to safety. For instance, some people might 

believe that people with HIV pose a threat to the physical safety of others due to 

the possibility of contamination. This appraisal could also result in avoiding 

individuals with HIV (Cottrell et al., 2010; Mackie et al., 2000). Indeed, there is 

some support that persons with HIV evoke fear in others (Connors & Hely, 2007; 

Dijker, Kok, & Koomen, 1996). In order to investigate whether avoidance of 

persons with HIV is the result of moral emotions, and not fear, we added fear in 

the next study. 

Another aim of the second study is to replicate the effects of morality and 

moral emotions obtained in Study 2.1 with a different measure of social distance. 

In the second study we focused on a situation often encountered by the 

participants of that study (university students): working together with a fellow 

student during an internship.  

 

Study 2.2 

Method 

 Participants. One-hundred individuals (82 female and 18 male) 

participated in this study. All but four of them were students, of whom 87% were 

doing a major in psychology. Participants were recruited at the University of 

Amsterdam. Their mean age was 20.49 years (SD = 3.86).  

 

Materials and procedure. The procedure was similar to Study 1. We used 

the same measures for prejudice, morality (α = .82), sociability (α = .64), and 

competence (α = .75). The emotions were also measured with the same items, and 

we added “fear” as a single item variable. The second part of the questionnaire 

was different from the previous study, but also aimed to measure social distance 

from people infected with HIV. We asked participants to imagine a scenario in 

which they worked on a project as part of their internship. They were required to 

work on this project with at least one other student. We described this person 

whom they had to work with as being infected with HIV. We asked several 

questions regarding this project and four of them concerned conditions under 

which they could work with this person, which differed in terms of distance. The 
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conditions were: “Working [with a person with HIV] in the same room” (reverse 

scored), “Working in the same office building every day” (reverse scored), 

“Working at home and only having email contact”, and “Working together, but 

having to meet twice a week at most”. We asked participants to indicate their 

willingness to work under each of these conditions on 7-point scale ranging from 

1 (not at all willing) to 7 (very willing). Their answers to these items were averaged 

to measure willingness to work in close proximity versus at a larger distance (α 

= .86), with a higher score indicating a preference for more social distance.  

 

Results 

 Confirmatory factor analysis. In line with the previous study, we added 

the nine trait items to CFA using maximum likelihood estimates. Results 

confirmed that the three-factor solution fitted the data better than the two-or one-

factor models. Fit indices for the three factor-model showed an acceptable fit, 

χ2(24) = 56.21, p < .001; χ2/df = 2.34; CFI = .95; RMSEA = .11 with 90% CI [.08, .15]; 

SRMR = .05; NNFI = .92. Factor loadings were all significant (ps < .01); morality 

(.77 - .82), sociability (.70 - .90), and competence (.61 - .87). A two factor-model 

combining morality and sociability on one factor and competence on another 

fitted the data less well than a three-factor model, Δχ2 (2) = 19.45, p < .001; χ2(26) = 

75.66, p < .001; χ2/df = 2.91; CFI = .92; RMSEA = .14 with 90% [.10, .17]; SRMR 

= .05; NNFI = .88. A one factor-model also fitted the data less well, Δχ2(3) = 26.41, 

p < .001; χ2(27) = 82.62, p < .001 χ2/df = 3.06, p < .001; CFI = .91; RMSEA = .14 with 

90% CI [.11, .18]; SRMR = .05; NNFI = .87.   

 

 Descriptive analyses. The mean scores were in line with the previous 

study and showed that participants were moderately positive towards people 

infected with HIV. The mean prejudice score was just under midpoint of the scale 

(M = 5.28, SD = 1.60). Participants preferred some distance (M = 3.48, SD = 1.43), 

but not extremely so. Again, they felt some pity (M = 5.30, SD = 1.08), and 

relatively low levels of contempt (M = 2.69, SD = 1.39) and anger (M = 3.01, SD = 

1.65). Participants also reported some fear for persons with HIV (M = 4.28, SD = 

1.56). Pity was related to contempt (r = -.33, p = .001) and anger (r = -.21, p = .034). 
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Fear was positively related to contempt (r = .36, p < .001) and anger (r = .57, p 

< .001). Anger and contempt were also related (r = .40, p < .001). There were small 

differences between the scores on the three stereotype dimensions; morality (M = 

4.43, SD = .81) was slightly lower than sociability (M = 4.60, SD = .79), and both 

were higher than perceived competence (M = 4.23, SD = .81).6 Age and gender 

were unrelated to the other variables.  

 

 Importance of morality. First, we tested the relations between the three 

stereotype dimensions and prejudice. Correlation analyses showed that prejudice 

was related to morality (r = -.57, p < .001), sociability (r = -.41, p < .001), and 

competence (r = -.49, p < .001). To test if morality had an impact on prejudice 

when controlling for the other two dimensions, we performed a regression 

analysis. Results showed that the three stereotype dimensions explained a 

significant amount of variance of prejudice, R2 = .34, F(3, 96) = 16.11, p < .001. In 

line with Study 2.1, morality was significantly related to prejudice (β = -.48, p 

= .001), but sociability (β = .06) and competence (β = -.17) were not. In order to test 

the possible mediating role of fear and moral emotions, we performed a series of 

regression analyses. Results indicated that morality was related to contempt (β = -

.32, p = .001), but not to fear (β = -.13, ns.), anger (β = -.04, ns.) and pity (β = .10, 

ns.). Next, we performed a regression analysis in which morality and the 

emotions were added as predictors and prejudice as criterion. Pity, anger, and 

fear were included to control for any shared variance with contempt. Results 

showed that contempt (β = .19, p = .050) and fear (β = .22, p = .033) were related to 

prejudice, but anger (β = .08) and pity (β = -.06) were not. The impact of morality 

dropped but was still significant (β = -.48, p < .001). Bootstrap analysis showed 

that the 95% confidence interval of contempt excluded zero [-.33, -.02], while the 

intervals of fear [-.22, .01], anger [-.03, .14], and pity [-.12, .02] included zero. These 

findings indicate that the indirect relation between perceived morality and 

prejudice towards individuals infected with HIV through contempt is significant.    

                                                        
6 An ANOVA with repeated measures showed that the stereotypes differed significantly, 
F(2, 198) = 17.18, p < .001, η2 = .15. All pairwise comparisons were significant, ps < .05.  
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Next, we tested whether the stereotype dimensions were related to social 

distance. Correlation analyses showed that morality (r = -.38, p < .001), sociability 

(r = -.27, p = .006), and competence (r = -.29, p = .003) were related to social 

distance. In order to test the relative impact of the three stereotypes dimensions 

on social distance, we performed a regression analysis. Results showed that the 

stereotypes predicted social distance, R2 = .16, F(3, 96) = 6.06, p = .001. Results 

further showed that morality was marginally related to distance when controlling 

for the other stereotypes (β = -.29, p = .062), but sociability (β = .07), and 

competence (β = -.19) were not.   

The final aim of this study was to investigate the role of fear and test 

whether the moral emotions mediated the relation between morality and social 

distance. We performed a series of regression analyses to test this. As indicated, 

morality was related to contempt but not to fear, anger, and pity. Next, we 

performed a regression analysis in which morality and the emotions were added 

as predictors and distance as criterion. Results showed that contempt was 

significantly related to social distance (β = .30, p < .001), but fear (β = .17), anger (β 

= -.18), and pity (β = .05) were not (all ps > .20). The impact of morality dropped, 

but was still significant (β = -.27, p = .005). Bootstrap analysis showed that the 95% 

confidence interval of contempt did not include zero [-.33, -.03], confirming that 

the mediation through contempt was significant. The intervals of pity [-.03, .10], 

anger [-.04, .11], and fear [-.14, .01] did include zero. This mediation is depicted in 

Figure 2.2. These results thus indicate that the more immoral participants 

considered individuals with HIV, the more contempt they felt, and the more they 

preferred to work at a distance from them.  
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Figure 2.2. The mediating role of moral emotions between morality and social distance 
(Study 2.2). *p < .05. **p < .005.   
 

 

General Discussion 

The purpose of these two studies was to test the relative impact of 

perceived morality on prejudice and social distance towards persons with HIV. 

We also investigated whether these relations were mediated by moral emotions. 

In both studies, perceived morality of this stigmatized group could be discerned 

from sociability and competence. Indeed, both studies showed that only morality 

predicted general prejudice towards persons with HIV, also after controlling for 

perceived sociability and competence. This finding is in line with earlier research, 

which showed that morality has a stronger effect on out-group evaluations than 

competence and sociability (Brambilla, Sacchi et al., 2011). Our studies add to that 

work, because we show that morality not only affects evaluations of individuals 

belonging to a certain group, but also has an impact on preferred social distance 

towards members of that group.  

Our studies further show that moral emotions, and contempt in particular, 

have a strong impact on how people respond to individuals infected with HIV. 

Contempt mediated the relation between morality and social distance. This 

indicates that the more people consider members of a stigmatized group to be 
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immoral, the more contempt they feel (cf., Brandt & Reyna, 2011), which in turn, 

relates to the tendency to prefer more distance from members of that group. 

Anger played a minor role and was unrelated to perceived morality and social 

distance from people with HIV. This modest role could be explained by the fact 

that anger is often elicited by injustice or a threat to resources (e.g., Cottrell & 

Neuberg, 2007). People with HIV are less likely to pose these types of threat. If 

anything, people with HIV might pose threats to specific norms and values, 

which Stephan and Stephan (2000) termed symbolic threat. Perceived morality in 

the present study indicated whether persons with HIV were living up to certain 

values (e.g., being reliable) and is thus more likely to relate to symbolic threat 

than to other types of threat. This might also explain why morality was more 

strongly related to contempt than to anger. The relation between threats and 

emotions is further investigated in Chapter 4 of this dissertation. 

Pity also played a relatively small role in the present studies; it was 

modestly related to morality. The impact of pity on social distance disappeared 

when we controlled for the other emotions. This was due to the strong impact of 

contempt, which overshadowed the role of pity. This is in line with work on 

negativity bias in emotions, suggesting that negative emotions are stronger and 

tend to have stronger action tendencies than positive ones (for a review, see 

Baumeister, Bratslavsky, Finkenauer, & Vohs, 2001). Pity was negatively related 

to contempt though, providing some support for our suggestion that it is the 

positive counterpart of contempt. In the last study we added fear, an emotion 

previously associated with HIV-stigma (Connors & Hely, 2007; Dijker et al., 1996). 

The impact of this emotion also disappeared when contempt was included as a 

predictor. This could also be explained by the suggestion mentioned in the 

previous paragraph that people with HIV are more likely to pose a symbolic 

threat than other types of threat, such a threat to physical safety by contamination. 

Furthermore, increased knowledge about the contagiousness of this illness could 

have reduced the impact of fear since previous studies.  

 Cuddy et al. (2007) showed that contempt mediates the relation between 

(lack of) warmth and the general tendency to harm (i.e., to fight and attack) 

members of a specific group. Groups that are seen as cold are likely to be 
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confronted with attempts to be harmed if they also trigger contempt. Our results 

are slightly different but also add to their findings. First, results of the present 

studies show that it may be beneficial to make a distinction between morality and 

sociability when studying stereotypes of stigmatized groups, instead of using the 

more general warmth dimension that comprises all pro-social traits. Second, we 

investigated the impact of contempt in the context of anger and fear, while Cuddy 

et al. only measured contempt. Hence, their study could not rule out the 

possibility that the effect of contempt on the tendency to harm members of 

stigmatized groups was in fact due to shared variance between contempt and 

other negative emotions, such as anger (the latter emotion is more likely to result 

in the tendency to attack; see also Mackie et al., 2000). A final difference is that we 

measured participants’ intentions to distance themselves from people with HIV; 

i.e., we assessed personal responses to this group instead of measuring the more 

general consensus on how to behave towards a stigmatized group.  

We believe that the effects of perceived morality and contempt are likely to 

hold for other stigmatized groups as well. Many groups that are associated with 

negative stereotypes are the target of scorn, exclusion, and derogation (Crocker et 

al., 1998; Cuddy et al., 2007). Many of these groups are also likely to be 

stereotyped as immoral, for instance because they are held responsible for their 

own predicament. Examples are welfare recipients (Weiner, Osborne, & Rudolph, 

2011), obese individuals (Crandall et al., 2001), and drug abusers (Dijker & 

Koomen, 2003). 

Previous work on the attribution of responsibility to stigmatized groups 

showed that both anger and pity affect tendencies to help or harm members of 

those groups (e.g., Weiner, 1996). Unfortunately, contempt was not measured in 

these studies (see for an overview Rudolph et al., 2004), leaving open the 

possibility that participants reported anger simply because that emotion provided 

the only opportunity to express the negativity of their feelings. This suggestion is 

further examined in Chapter 3, in which we study the impact of contempt in the 

context of anger, pity, and responsibility attributions. 
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All together, the two studies presented in this chapter suggest that 

morality and contempt are important variables to take into account when 

predicting prejudice and social distance to stigmatized groups.  
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Chapter 3 

Overweight and Undervalued: 

Blame Attributions, Contempt, and Derogation 

of Obese Individuals 
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Derogation of overweight individuals is widespread (Puhl & Brownell, 2001) and 

has increased over the past decades (Andreyeva, Puhl, & Brownell, 2008; Latner & 

Stunkard, 2003). Discrimination of obese people is well documented in 

employment settings, education, and health-care facilities (Puhl & Heuer, 2009) 

and these inequities can have profound psychological, social, and health-related 

effects on this group of people. Obesity often leads to lower levels of self-

acceptance (Carr & Friedman, 2005), reduced body dissatisfaction, lower self-

esteem, dysfunctional appearance investment, and less satisfaction with life in 

general (Annis, Cash, & Hrabosky, 2004). Weight discrimination is related to 

psychiatric disorders (Hatzenbuehler, Keyes, & Hasin, 2009), and can also cause 

obese people to avoid exercise (Vartanian & Novak, 2010), or undergo risky 

weight loss surgery (Throsby, 2007).  

Stigmatization of obese individuals is often accompanied with derogation 

(Brochu & Morrison, 2007; Crandall, 1994; Puhl & Brownell, 2003). Some consider 

the stigma of obesity to be one of the most severe stigmas (Crandall & Eshleman, 

2003; King, Shapiro, Hebl, Singletary, & Turner, 2006). Latner, O’Brien. Durso, 

Brinkman, and MacDonald (2008), for instance, showed that anti-fat biases were 

more pronounced than biases against gays and Muslims. Overweight individuals 

tend to be associated with negative traits such as laziness, self-indulgence, and 

lack of willpower (DeJong, 1980; Puhl & Brownell, 2003; Throsby, 2007). 

Attributing these characteristics to overweight men and women implies some 

form of personal responsibility or blame. These attributions tend to deny that 

obesity can have a variety of causes that differ in controllability and changeability 

(e.g., glandular dysfunction, parental influence, lack of control, indulgence), and 

that there are many barriers that undermine obesity management strategies 

(Mauro, Taylor, Wharton, & Sharma, 2008). 

Several studies showed that blaming stigmatized groups for the causes of 

their condition is a strong predictor of attitudes and behaviour towards these 

groups and its members (Crandall & Moriarty, 1995; Dijker & Koomen, 2003; 

Weiner, Perry, & Magnusson, 1988). In these studies, people attributed more 

responsibility and blame to so-called mental-behavioural stigmas, such as drug 

abuse and obesity, as compared to stigmas with a physical origin, such as 
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blindness and cancer. These attributions of responsibility were associated with 

increased prejudice towards people who were seen as agents of their state of 

health and well-being (Crandall, 1994; Crandall et al., 2001; DeJong, 1980; 

Teachman, Gapinski, Brownell, Rawlins, & Jeyaram, 2003). Importantly, 

stigmatized groups that were held personally responsible for their adverse 

physical and psychological state also tended to be avoided by others and received 

less help, as compared to victims of less controllable processes (Angemeyer et al., 

2013; Corrigan, Markowitz, Watson, Rowan, & Kubiak, 2003; Dijker & Koomen, 

2003; Weiner et al., 1988).  

Some argue that affect plays an important role in shaping behaviour 

towards members of stigmatized groups. According to Weiner (1993; Weiner et al., 

1988), blaming stigmatized groups for their condition is likely to be related to 

strong emotions. Research based on his attribution-emotion approach focused on 

the emotions anger and pity. If the cause of the state of a specific person is 

perceived as controllable, the stigmatized person is held responsible for his or her 

predicament, which will evoke anger. On the contrary, pity is elicited if the cause 

is perceived as uncontrollable (e.g., biogenetic factors), and people are not held 

personally responsible for their plight. Many studies support these causal links 

and showed that attributed personal responsibility generally results in more 

anger and less pity (see Menec & Perry, 1998; Rudolph, Roesch, Greitemeyer, & 

Weiner, 2004; Weiner, 1995, for reviews). Moreover, these two emotions mediated 

the effect of blame on behavioural intentions towards these groups. Thus blaming 

people for their condition induces anger and reduces pity; this in turn is related to 

avoidance and decreased willingness to help them (e.g., Dijker & Koomen, 2003). 

In the aforementioned studies, the stigma of obesity was investigated 

alongside other stigmas, such as child abuse, drug abuse, and AIDS (Dijker & 

Koomen, 2003; Weiner et al., 1988). In these studies, emotional reactions to 

different groups were aggregated and the results are therefore quite general and 

do not specify differences between stigmas. Menec and Perry (1998) also studied 

reactions towards multiple stigmas, and reported results for each stigma 

separately. Their results showed that anger played a minor role in reactions to 

obesity and was unrelated to willingness to help obese individuals with a small 
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problem. Pity was associated with more willingness to help obese individuals. 

Unfortunately they did not measure the intention to harm or avoid members of 

that particular group. Importantly, they also did not include other moral 

emotions such as contempt in their studies. In the present studies we focus on the 

role of contempt.  

In our view contempt may help us to understand the processes that link 

attributions of blame to biases against obese individuals. As indicated before, 

attributing personal responsibility to an obese individual often goes hand in hand 

with perceiving this person as lazy and lacking willpower. In many situations 

then, blame is related to the perception of the other as a moral failure (see Weiner, 

Osborne, & Rudolph, 2011). When people fail to live up to the moral standards of 

society, they are likely to evoke contempt in others (Haidt, 2003; Hutcherson & 

Gross, 2011; Rozin, Lowery, Imada, & Haidt, 1999). This emotion is strongly 

associated with the action tendency to avoid, expel or disregard the object of 

contempt (Fischer & Roseman, 2007; Mackie, Devos, & Smith, 2000). Like other 

(moral) emotions, contempt can have a strong and immediate effect on behaviour, 

even more so than causal attributions (Haidt, 2001; Weiner et al., 2011).  

In line with earlier work on stigmatization, we expect that pity will also 

have an impact on reactions towards obese people. When people do not attribute 

personal responsibility to obese individuals, but instead believe that obesity is the 

result of something uncontrollable, such as glandular dysfunction, they may feel 

pity. As indicated in the introduction of this dissertation, pity (like compassion 

and sympathy) is considered an other-suffering emotion that is elicited when 

other people need help or are otherwise disadvantaged (Goetz, Keltner, & Simon-

Tomas, 2010, Haidt, 2003). Pity motivates people to help others and is not likely to 

lead to avoidance of those who evoke the feeling (e.g., Dijker & Koomen, 2003).    

Although anger has been extensively studied in work on blame and 

behaviour towards members of stigmatized groups, we expect anger to have a 

relatively modest effect on reactions towards obese individuals (cf., Menec & 

Perry, 1998), especially when contempt is taken into account. Anger is often 

elicited when individual freedom or rights are violated, or when people are 

confronted with injustice or unfairness (Cottrell & Neuberg, 2005; Haidt, 2003; 
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Kuppens, van Mechelen, Smits, & de Boeck, 2003; Rozin et al., 1999). This emotion 

is less likely to result from deeming obese individuals responsible for their weight 

problem. Instead, as indicated before, blaming obese individuals for their weight 

could be associated with perceived failure to live up to moral standards (e.g., by 

being lazy), which is likely to result in contempt. Moreover, the tendency to avoid 

and isolate obese individuals is more likely to be related to contempt than to 

anger; the latter emotion is more strongly related to aggression against the target 

evoking that emotion (e.g., Mackie et al., 2000).  

In three studies we assessed blame attributions, contempt, anger and pity, 

and investigated their relative impact on three outcome variables. We measured 

prejudice, social distance and support for policy measures with detrimental 

effects for obese people (i.e., higher taxes, increased insurance premiums). We 

added prejudice because stigma generally implies not only avoidance and 

discrimination but also negative evaluations. Previous research based on the 

attribution-emotion approach to stigmatization tended to focus on intentions to 

help or harm individuals, but often did not include prejudice as an outcome 

variable. We expect blame to be a strong predictor of prejudice, support for 

harmful policy measures and social distance. Furthermore, we expect these effects 

of blame to be mediated by anger and pity. However, when contempt is added as 

a predictor of the outcome variables, we expect this emotional reaction to have a 

strong and unique impact on these variables. So we test whether contempt is a 

useful component to add to the attribution of blame and the other emotions when 

predicting reactions to obese individuals.  

 

 Study 3.1 

 In this study we explored the role of contempt in the relation between the 

attribution of blame and two reactions towards obese individuals: social distance 

and prejudice. We investigated whether contempt is distinguishable from other 

moral emotions and whether it has a unique impact on the outcome variables. We 

therefore first tested the effects of blame, anger and pity, following Weiner et al. 

(1988). We then investigated the additional impact of contempt.   
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Method 

 Participants. Ninety-four undergraduates (68 women, 26 men) from the 

University of Amsterdam participated in this study. Their mean age was 22.17 

(SD = 4.92). All participants did a major in psychology and the vast majority of 

this sample had normal weight; their mean Body Mass Index7 (BMI) was 21.20 

(SD = 1.98).  

 

Materials and procedure. Participants were told that the study was part of 

a large survey on attitudes towards a variety of groups in Western societies, and 

that the focus in the present study was on obese people. We presented a brief 

description and definition of obesity, illustrated with four pictures of obese 

people. These pictures depicted white middle-aged males and females who were 

obese, but not excessively (estimated BMI between 30-35); they were smiling and 

well-dressed. We presented these pictures in order to create a neutral, non-

stereotypical image of obesity, and to achieve that all our participants were 

judging similar targets in terms of attractiveness and BMI.  

After this introduction, we presented participants with a questionnaire. 

The first question aimed to assess participants’ prejudice towards obese people 

with the following statement: “My overall evaluation of a typical obese individual 

is…”. Participants could complete this statement on a bipolar adjective scale 

ranging from 1 (negative) to 11 (positive). This measure is similar to the evaluation 

thermometer that has been successfully used in past research to capture out-

group attitudes (e.g., Haddock, Zanna, & Esses, 1993). We reverse scored this 

measure so a higher score indicated more prejudice.  

Next, we presented a list of emotion words and asked participants to 

indicate the extent to which they felt each emotion when they imagined having 

contact with an obese individual. They could answer these items on 7-point scales 

ranging from 1 (not at all) to 7 (to a large extent). We included five negative 

emotion words: “contempt”, “disgust”, “disdain”, “anger”, and “fear”. The latter 

                                                        
7 Body Mass Index (BMI) is a weight/height ratio used as a standard measure of weight. 
For adults, BMIs between 19-25 are considered normal weight, between 25-30 overweight, 
BMIs above 30 are considered obese.  
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emotion was included because it is has been mentioned in the literature on stigma 

(e.g., Connors & Hely, 2007; Dijker & Koomen, 2003). It needs to be added that we 

do not expect fear to play an important role in reactions to obese individuals. 

However, in order to control for any shared variance with the other emotions, we 

include this item as a covariate in the analyses. The list was completed with four 

positive emotion words: “compassion”, “pity”, “empathy”, and “sympathy”.  

Next, we assessed blame by measuring participants’ agreement with four 

statements: (obese people) “… do not have enough willpower”, “… eat too much 

which causes their weight problem”, “… should exercise more to lose weight”, 

and “… are responsible for their own weight”. These items were derived for the 

Anti-Fat Attitude scale (Crandall, 1994) and the Beliefs About Obese Persons Scale 

(Allison, Basile, & Yuker, 1991). Agreement on these items could be indicated on 

7-point scales that ranged from 1 (totally disagree) to 7 (totally agree). We combined 

the scores on these items in order to capture blame (Cronbach’s α = .79). 

We measured social distance with eight items based on scales used by 

Crandall (1991) and Skitka, Bauman, and Sargis (2005). Participants were asked 

their agreement with statements that followed the sentence: “I would be happy to 

have an obese person…”; the statements were: “as my teacher”, “as a neighbour”, 

“as my doctor”, “as a colleague”, “as my roommate”, “as a close friend”, “to 

marry into my family”, and “as my personal date to a party”. The answers to 

these statements could be given on 7-point scale ranging from 1 (totally disagree) to 

7 (totally agree). We reverse scored these answers for interpretation purposes, and 

we averaged these scores to assess social distance (α = .84). A higher score on this 

scale indicated more social distance.  

Finally, we asked participants to indicate their weight and height so that 

we could calculate their BMI. We also asked participants whether they knew any 

obese individuals and how well they knew them.8  

 

 

 

                                                        
8 Acquaintance with obese individuals did not have any effect on the other variables, so 
we do not report this variable further.  
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Results 

 Exploratory factor analysis. In order to test whether the emotion words 

captured distinct emotions, we performed a principal factor analysis with 

varimax rotation on these items. As expected, this analysis resulted in three 

factors. The first factor explained 33.5% of the total variance and comprised 

“contempt”, “disgust”, and “disdain” (factor loadings from .81-.85). We combined 

these items to assess contempt (α = .84). The second factor explained 23.0% of the 

total variance and comprised the items “compassion”, “pity”, and “empathy” 

(factor loadings: .79-.89; α = .79). This factor included the so-called other-suffering 

emotions, and was labelled pity. Unexpectedly, the item “sympathy” loaded on 

the first and second factor (-.50 and .47, respectively), and did not reliably 

correlate with the other positive emotions.9 The last factor explained 11.3% of the 

total variance and captured “anger” (.67) and “fear” (.87). Although these items 

correlated moderately (r = .28, p = .006), we decided to treat them as different 

variables because we particularly interested in the impact of anger compared to 

contempt. These results thus indicate that contempt is distinguishable from anger, 

pity, and fear.  

 

Descriptive statistics. Six participants failed to answer the prejudice 

question, and therefore all analyses regarding prejudice were based on 91 

participants. Means of the main variables and their inter-correlations are 

presented in Table 3.1. This table shows that participants were generally 

prejudiced towards obese individuals, with an overall mean above midpoint of 

the 11-point scale. Not surprisingly, the mean score on blame was above midpoint 

of the 7-point scale, indicating that people tended to hold obese individuals 

responsible for their overweight. Gender, BMI and familiarity with obese 

individuals were unrelated to the other variables. Age was negatively related to 

anger (r = -.23, p = .026) and blame (r = -.23, p = .026), indicating that the younger 

participants were, the more they tended to feel anger, and the more they blamed 

obese individuals for their condition.  

                                                        
9 The Dutch translation of sympathy (sympathie) has a more positive connotation than the 
English word; it is more often used in the context of liking than in the context of pity. 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Table 3.1  
Means, standard deviations, and correlations between the main variables (Study 3.1).  

 
Note. Prejudice was measured on 11-point scale. All other variables were measured on 7-point 
scales. * p < .05. ** p < .005.  
 

 

Main analyses. The first goal of this study was to explore the role of 

contempt in the context of Weiner’s attribution-emotion model. We therefore 

investigated whether contempt would have an impact on social distance over and 

above the effects of blame, anger, and pity. In order to test this, we performed a 

series of multiple regression analyses. In a first step, we entered blame as 

predictor and age as covariate to test whether blame still had an effect on social 

distance when controlled for age. Table 3.2 presents the results of this analysis 

and shows that age had no effect, but blame was significantly related to social 

distance. In a second step, following Weiner’s attribution-emotion approach, we 

added anger and pity to the equation. Unexpectedly, neither emotion contributed 

significantly to the prediction of social distance. We will get back to this result in 

more detail in our discussion. The effect of blame remained significant. In the last 

step, we added contempt. Results showed that this emotion uniquely contributed 

to the prediction of social distance. As can be seen from Table 3.2, the effect of 

blame was no longer significant after contempt was added. This suggests that 

contempt mediates the relation between blame and social distance. The 

correlations displayed in Table 3.1 showed that blame was related to contempt 

and anger, and not to pity.  

In order to further test the mediating role of contempt in the relation 

between blame and social distance, we performed bootstrap analyses (Preacher & 
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Hayes, 2008). These analyses allowed us to test the significance of the indirect 

effect of each emotion over and above the effects of the other emotions. Based on 

2000 bootstrap samples, the 95% confidence interval of contempt did not include 

zero [.17, .43], indicating that the indirect effect of blame through contempt is 

significant. The intervals of anger [-.07, .04] and pity included zero [-.02, .04], as 

could be expected from the regression analyses reported above. 

Our next objective was to explore the role of contempt in predicting 

prejudice towards obese individuals. Results of a series of regression analyses are 

presented in Table 3.2. As the table shows, pity had some impact on prejudice, but 

did not reduce the impact of blame. When contempt was added in the last step, it 

significantly contributed to the prediction of prejudice. Contempt reduced the 

impact of blame as well as the effect of pity. Bootstrap analyses showed that the 

indirect effect of blame on prejudice through contempt was significant [.24, .78]. 

The 95% CI intervals of anger [-.06, .17] and pity [-.16, .09] included zero, 

indicating that these indirect effects are not significant.10 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

                                                        
10 As indicated, we also measured fear and sympathy. In order to show that these two 
emotions could not account for the effect of contempt, we included them as covariates. 
Results showed that fear and sympathy did not have any effect on prejudice and social 
distance. Moreover, the indirect effect of blame on prejudice through contempt was still 
significant, 95% CI [.13, .71]. The indirect effect of blame on social distance through 
contempt remained significant as well, 95% CI [.15, .43].  
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Table 3.2  
Results of multiple regression analyses with social distance and prejudice as  
outcome variables (Study 3.1).  

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Note. * p < .05. ** p < .005.  
 

 

Discussion 

 In this study we explored the role of contempt in the context of attributions 

of blame and two other moral emotions, i.e., anger and pity, when predicting 

social distance and prejudice towards obese individuals. This study showed that 

contempt had a unique contribution to the prediction of social distance and 

prejudice. Moreover, the effects of blame on social distance and prejudice were 

mediated by contempt, but not by anger and pity.  

These results suggest that contempt adds to our understanding of the 

process underlying the relation between blame and negative reactions towards 

obese individuals. It needs to be added that we did not expect to find such a small 

effect of anger. It seems that anger plays a very minor role in the context of 

obesity stigma. The findings by Menec and Perry (1998) support this and show 

 Dependent variable 
 Social distance  Prejudice 
Predictor B SE B β  B SE B β 
Step 1        
   Age .02 .02 .09  -.02 .05 -.03 
   Blame .44 .11 .42**  1.02 .23 .44** 
   R2   .16**    .20** 
Step 2        
   Age .02 .02 .10  -.01 .05 -.01 
   Blame .43 .11 .41**  .99 .23 .42** 
   Anger .03 .07 .05  .20 .19 .14 
   Pity .00 .10 -.01  -.45 .19 -.22* 
   R2   .17*    .27** 
   Δ R2   .002    .07* 
Step 3        
   Age .02 .02 .07  -.01 .04 -.02 
   Blame .16 .11 .16  .54 .24 .23* 
   Anger -.05 .07 -.07  .08 .14 .05 
   Pity .06 .09 .06  -.35 .18 -.17 
   Contempt .38 .08 .52**  .62 .16 .40** 

  .34**    .38**    R2 
   Δ R2   .18**    .11** 
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that anger was unrelated to the willingness to help obese individuals. In other 

research based on the attribution-emotion approach (e.g., Weiner et al., 1988) 

anger tended to have more impact, but in most research contempt was not 

measured. Our findings suggest that previously found effects of anger might in 

some cases be the result of a (negative) feeling that is better conceptualized as 

contempt.   

Pity showed a modest relation to prejudice, and that effect became even 

less pronounced when contempt was added as a predictor. Unexpectedly, pity 

was not related to blame and social distance, although obese individuals did 

evoke some degree of pity in our participants. Apparently, people can feel pity for 

obese individuals and at the same time do not want to get involved with them; i.e., 

prefer more distant social relations with members of that group. At least in this 

student sample, pity did not seem to be a powerful emotion with clear 

consequences for how they judged this particular group.  

Physical appearance is probably more important for students than for the 

general population. It can be expected that younger people in general care more 

about other people’s appearance than older people, which is supported by the 

more negative reactions by younger participants in our study. Not surprisingly, 

there was little variation in weight in this sample, which could explain why BMI 

did not have any effect. In our second study we used a larger and more 

representative sample. This increased sample size also allowed us to test several 

alternative models of the relations between attributions, emotions, prejudice, and 

action tendencies. We also assessed all emotions with more extensive measures.  

 

Study 3.2 

 For this study we used an online survey tool to collect data from a more 

general sample (as opposed to the student sample used in the first study). We 

used the same procedure as in the previous study, and expected that contempt 

would mediate the effect of blame on both social distance and prejudice. We also 

expected that pity would have some impact on these outcome variables, but anger 

would have no effect once contempt was taken into account. In this study we 

used structural equation modelling to test our predictions.  
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Method 

 Participants. A total of 312 individuals (162 males, 150 females) 

participated in this study. This sample was representative of the Dutch 

population in terms of educational attainment, age and weight. About 33% of the 

participants were high-school graduates, 3.5% finished elementary school only. 

The remaining participants had some post-secondary education, of which 53% 

(106 persons) had a bachelor’s or master’s degree. Twenty-six participants were 

students. Age of participants ranged from 17 to 65, with a mean age of 42.42 years 

(SD = 13.35). Eleven participants were underweight (BMI under 19), 134 had 

normal weight (BMI from 19 to 25), 107 were overweight (BMI from 25 to 30), and 

54 were obese (BMI of 30 or higher). The average BMI of this sample was 25.82 

(SD = 4.72).  

 

 Materials and procedure. We used the same procedure as in the previous 

study, and presented participants with the information through an online survey 

tool. Prejudice and blame (Cronbach’s α = .82) were measured with the same 

items as in the previous study. We assessed social distance with the same items, 

but dropped the question regarding a teacher and changed the “roommate” 

question into “… to live in your house”. Social distance was thus based on a total 

of seven items (α = .91). We used the same (3-item) measure for contempt (α = .87), 

but more elaborate measures for other emotional reactions. Anger was captured 

with “anger” and “irritation” (α = .70), and pity with “pity”, “empathy”, 

“compassion”, and “commiseration” (α = .73). Fear was measured with a single 

item and we included two positive filler items: “joy” and “relief”.11  

 

 

 

                                                        
11 A principal factor analysis resulted in a three-factor solution. The first factor comprised 
all negative emotions. The contempt related items loaded most strongly on this factor, 
while the two anger related items had the lowest loadings. Because our aim was to 
investigate the role of both contempt and anger, we decided to keep these two factors 
separate. The second factor captured the emotions related to pity, and the third “joy” and 
“relief”. Scores on these two emotions were unrelated to any other variables and were 
not included in further analyses.   
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Results 

 Descriptive statistics. The means of the variables and the correlations 

between them are presented in Table 3.3. As the table shows, the overall mean for 

participants’ prejudice score was on midpoint of the scale. The other means also 

indicate that participants seemed more positive towards obese individuals than 

participants in the previous study. In line with Study 3.1, blame was related to 

contempt and anger, as well as to prejudice and social distance. Blame was also 

related to fear, but only marginally to pity (p = .062). The correlations in Table 3.3 

also show a positive relation between BMI and attitude towards obese persons. 

As was the case in Study 3.1, younger participants were more likely to report 

contempt and prejudice. They were also more likely to indicate more social 

distance to the group of obese individuals, although this effect was small. We also 

looked at the relations between education and the other variables. Results showed 

that education was positively related to prejudice (rs = .17, p = .004) and social 

distance (rs = .29, p < .001). The higher participants’ education the more contempt 

(rs = .17, p = .003) and anger (rs = .15, p = .007) they reported. Although these 

effects are relatively small, they suggest that the higher people’s education the 

more negative they were towards obese individuals.  

Table 3.3 shows a high correlation between contempt and anger, which 

could lead to problems of multicollinearity. However, the highest variance 

inflation factor (VIF) statistic in our data was 2.40, indicating no problematic 

multicollinearity between the variables. In order to detect multivariate outliers we 

calculated the Mahalanobis distance statistic. Four cases exceeded the critical 

value (22.46, df = 6) and were considered multivariate outliers. These cases were 

dropped in further model testing. Visual inspection of the distribution of the 

variables indicated that all variables were normally distributed, although BMI 

was slightly positively skewed (skewness value = .90). There were some missing 

values, which in some bivariate observations exceeded 5% of the cases. There was 

no coherent pattern to the missing data. Given these findings, we decided to 

pursue direct maximum likelihood estimation as implemented in the Mplus 6 

software program (Muthén & Muthén, 2010) that is robust to non-normality. All 

variables included in the model were manifest constructs.   
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Table 3.3  
Mean scores, standard deviations and correlations between main variables (Study 3.2).   

 
Note. Prejudice was measured on 11-point scale. BMI ranged from 17 to 45, age ranged 17-65. All 
other variables were measured on 7-point scales. * p < .05. ** p < .005.  

 

 

 Main analyses. Our main objective was to test whether blame affected 

social distance and prejudice and whether these relations were mediated by 

contempt, pity, and anger. We expected contempt to mediate the effect of blame 

on prejudice and social distance, and pity to also have some effect on prejudice 

and social distance. Finally, we expected a more modest role of anger; i.e., no 

indirect effects on prejudice and social distance through anger.  

In a first model we tested, blame had an indirect effect on social distance 

and prejudice through contempt, anger, and pity. The emotions were allowed to 

correlate. Because a relation between prejudice and social distance is theoretically 

justified (both variables are related to negative evaluation of obese individuals), 

we allowed the residuals of these variables to correlate. This model showed a 

poor fit of the data, χ2(2) = 73.62, p < .001; CFI = .87; TLI = .08; RMSEA = .34 with 

90% CI [.28, .41]; SRMR = .09. A fully saturated model showed that the direct 

paths from blame to social distance and prejudice were significant. Anger was 

unrelated to prejudice in this model. Incorporating these changes to the model 

improved the fit, Δχ2(1) = 73.31, p < .001. This model had the following fit indices: 

χ2(1) = .31, p = .57; CFI = 1.00; TLI = 1.00; RMSEA = .001 with 90% CI [.00, .12]; 

SRMR = .004. This model, presented in Figure 3.1, was thus appropriate for 
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explaining the relationships between the variables. As shown in Figure 3.1, the 

paths from contempt and pity to social distance and prejudice were significant, 

while the paths from anger to these outcome variables were not. Thus, more 

contempt and less pity were associated with more social distance and more 

prejudice, whereas angry feelings had no effect. As expected, blame was 

associated with more contempt and anger. However, blame was unrelated to pity. 

Blame had a direct effect on both social distance and prejudice. The proportion of 

variance of the outcome variables explained by the various predictors (R2) is also 

depicted in Figure 3.1.12  

 

 

   

 
Figure 3.1. Path model showing relations between blame, contempt, anger, pity, social 
distance and prejudice towards obese people (Study 3.2). Standardized regression 
coefficients are displayed. Path with solid lines are significant.  
*p < .01.**p < .001. 
 

                                                        
12 The figure also shows small positive relations between pity and both contempt and 
anger. This is surprising, but given the fact that there were no zero-order correlations 
between pity and the other two variables, it might be due to a suppression effect 
(Maassen & Bakker, 2001).   
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These findings suggested that contempt partially mediated the effect of 

blame. In order to test the significance of the indirect effects we performed 

additional analyses in Mplus. These analyses tested the total indirect effects 

through all possible mediating variables, as well as the unique indirect effects 

through each mediating variable. Results showed that the total indirect effect of 

blame on social distance was significant (Z = .14, p = < .001). More specifically, the 

indirect effect through contempt was significant (Z = .11, p < .001), but the indirect 

effects through anger (Z = .03, p = .19) and pity (Z = .01, p = .69) were not. The 

total indirect effect of blame on prejudice was significant (Z = .10, p < .001). The 

specific indirect effect through contempt was also significant (Z = .10, p < .001), 

and the indirect effect through pity was not (Z = .01, p = .69). Together, these 

results showed that the effect of blame on social distance and prejudice was 

partially mediated by contempt.  

 As indicated above, participants’ BMI affected most of the other variables. 

In order to explore whether BMI affected the model tested above, we included 

this variable as covariate in the structural analysis. The fit indices showed only 

minor changes, χ2(1) = .40, p = .53; CFI = 1.00; TLI = 1.00; RMSEA = .001 with 90% 

CI [.00, .13]; SRMR = .003, suggesting that the relations between the variables that 

we proposed still fitted our data well. Indeed, none of the paths in Figure 3.1 

became non-significant, so the model remained unaffected by participants’ BMI. 

This suggests that regardless participants’ own weight, their scores on social 

distance and prejudice were affected by blame, contempt, and pity.  

 

Discussion 

 In this study we tested several models in which emotions mediated the 

effect of blame on social distance and prejudice. Results showed that contempt 

played an important role; it had a strong impact on social distance and prejudice, 

and partially mediated the effects of blame on these outcome variables. In line 

with the previous study, anger did not mediate the effects of blame. This supports 

our hypothesis that contempt is more important in the context of obese 

individuals than anger.  
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Pity was also associated with social distance and prejudice, but was 

unrelated to blame. This latter finding is in accordance with Study 3.1, but is 

incongruent with earlier studies on stigmatization (e.g., Rudolph et al., 2004). Our 

findings may suggest that lower levels of blame do not automatically result in the 

view that obese people should be helped. In the literature on stigmatization, the 

negative relation between attributions of responsibility and pity might have been 

the result of the perceived suffering of some groups but not of others. For 

example, believing that an illness such as cancer is caused by something outside 

of a person’s responsibility may increase feelings of pity, whereas external 

attributions for drug abuse may have a smaller effect on pity. The latter type of 

stigma - mental-behavioural stigma - is generally seen as controllable (e.g., 

Weiner et al., 1988) and that perception may persist even if the initial cause can be 

attributed to external factors. For instance, if people would attribute the onset of 

obesity to specific factors not under control of an individual, they might still be 

under the impression that this particular person could do something about his or 

her weight without the help of others. Responsibility attributions may thus in 

some cases have a modest effect on pity. 

 In this representative sample, we found more variation in BMI than in the 

previous study that relied on a student sample. Interestingly, although BMI was 

related to other variables, it did not change the proposed relations between the 

variables when we controlled for its impact. This indicates that regardless 

people’s own weight, their preferred distance and their prejudice towards obese 

individuals is best predicted by our proposed model. Thus, more blame is 

associated with more social distance and prejudice and this effect is partially the 

result of increased levels of contempt.  

So far we have shown that contempt mediates the impact of blame on 

social distance, while anger and pity do not. In order to show that these effects are 

not limited to this outcome variable, we conducted a third study in which we 

used a different dependent variable that was related to actions that could be 

harmful for obese individuals.  
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Study 3.3 

In this study we tested whether our model also applies to a different 

outcome variable, i.e., support for weight related discrimination policies. 

Although some might argue that contempt is primarily related to tendencies to 

avoid the object of contempt (e.g., Fischer & Roseman, 2007; Mackie et al., 2000), 

other work has shown that contempt can also result in harmful action tendencies 

(Cuddy, Fiske, & Glick, 2007; Maoz & McCauley, 2008). We expect that contempt 

will be related to prejudice and also to harmful policy measures. Support for such 

measures is less direct than harmful action associated with anger, e.g., retaliation, 

attack, or punishment (Mackie et al., 2000). We expect contempt to mediate the 

effects of blame on both prejudice and support for harmful policy measures. We 

also expect pity to have an effect on support for harmful measures and prejudice. 

As in the previous two studies, we expect anger to play a minor role.  

 

Method 

 Participants. In this study participants were approached in a variety of 

locations (e.g., markets, shopping areas). A total of 297 people (54.4% female) 

participated in this study. Their mean age was 36.41 (SD = 16.22) and ranged from 

16 to 86. Just over half of our participants were employed (52.6%), the other half 

was either unemployed (11.6%), retired (6.9%) or a registered student (28.9%). 

More than half of the participants (had) attended college or university. Nineteen 

participants were underweight, 199 had normal weight, 57 were overweight, and 

17 were obese. Mean BMI of this sample was 23.21 (SD = 3.59). Four participants 

did not report their weight or height.   

 

Materials and procedure. The study was introduced in the same way as 

the previous two studies. After this introduction, we presented participants with 

a slightly abbreviated questionnaire, because we approached people in the street 

and asked them to participate without any further compensation. Prejudice was 

measured with the same item, but answers were given on a 5-point scale ranging 

from 1 (negative) to 5 (positive), and then reverse scored. Blame was also measured 

with the same items as in the previous two studies (α = .65), but answers were 
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given on scales ranging from 1 (strongly disagree) to 5 (strongly agree). Participants 

indicated to what extent they felt the following emotions when they thought 

about an obese individual: “contempt”, “anger”, and “pity”. They could answer 

these items on 5-point scales ranging from 1 (not at all) to 5 (to a large extent). After 

these questions, we measured support for policy measures that would harm 

obese people by assessing participants’ agreement with the following two 

statements: “obese people should pay more tax because they cost society a lot of 

money” and “obese people should pay higher health insurance premiums” (α 

= .79). Finally, we asked demographical questions, and participants’ height, 

weight, and age.   

 

Results 

 Descriptive statistics. The means of the main variables and the correlations 

between them are presented in Table 3.4. Participants’ mean scores on prejudice 

and blame were above midpoint of the 5-point scale. As shown in Table 3.4, all 

correlations between the main variables were in the expected direction: blame 

was related to support for harmful policies, prejudice, anger, and contempt. 

Contempt and anger (to a lesser extent) were related to support for harmful 

policies and prejudice. Pity was also related to prejudice.  

 

 

Table 3.4 
Means, standard deviations, and correlations between main variables (Study 3.3). 

 
Note. All variables are measured on 5-point scales. * p < .01. ** p < .001.  
 

 

!

Variable 
1. 2. 3. 4. 5. 6. M SD 

1. Blame -      3.22 .71 

2. Contempt .25** -     2.11 1.04 

3. Anger .31** .56** -    2.11 1.08 

4. Pity .08 .08 .11 -   2.67 1.02 

5. Harmful policies .28** .33** .22** -.10 -  2.22 1.14 

6. Prejudice .24** .25** .18* -.16* .26** - 3.34 .83 
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Correlational analyses showed that age was negatively related to contempt 

(r = -.17, p = .004) and support for harmful policies (r = -.14, p = .019). Thus, 

younger participants tended to feel more contempt and to support harmful 

policies more than older participants. Participants with lower BMI tended to be 

more prejudiced towards obese individuals (r = -.18, p = .002) and to support 

harmful policies more (r = -.17, p = .003). Gender, work and education were 

unrelated to the other variables.  

In order to detect multivariate outliers we calculated the Mahalanobis 

distance statistic. Four cases exceeded the critical value (22.46, df = 6) and were 

considered multivariate outliers. These cases were excluded from further model 

testing. There were some missing values, which in some bivariate observations 

exceeded 2.5% of the cases. This amount is not very problematic. Three of the 

variables (contempt, anger, and support for harmful policies) showed floor effects, 

although their skewness was not extreme (.41-.68). BMI was also positively 

skewed (1.21). Given these findings, we decided to pursue direct maximum 

likelihood estimation that is robust to non-normality. We included all variables as 

manifest constructs in the model.  

 

Main analyses. Our main goal was to test a structural model, comparable 

with Study 3.2, but with support for harmful policies and prejudice as outcome 

variables. In the initial model we tested, blame had an indirect effect on harmful 

policies and prejudice via contempt, anger, and pity. These emotions were 

allowed to correlate, and the two outcome variables were also allowed to 

correlate. Results indicated a poor fit, χ2(2) = 24.17, p < .001; CFI = .90; TLI = .23; 

RMSEA = .20 with 90% CI [.13, .27]; SRMR = .051.  

Inspection of a fully saturated model showed that the paths from blame to 

harmful policies and prejudice were significant, in line with the previous study. 

Again, the path from anger to prejudice was not significant. First, we 

incorporated these changes so that the model was the same as the one presented 

in the previous study. Results indicated that this model showed an improved fit, 

Δχ2(1) = 24.16, p < .001. The fit indices of the model were: χ2(1) = .01, p = .93; CFI = 

1.00; TLI = 1.00; RMSEA = .00 with 90% CI [.00, .05]; SRMR = .001. The fully 
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saturated model also indicated that the paths between pity and the other two 

emotions were non-significant. Deleting these paths would result in a more 

parsimonious model. The fit of this model did not differ from the fuller model, 

Δχ2(2) = 3.20, p > .20. The more restricted model had the following fit indices: χ2(3) 

= 3.21, p = .36; CFI = 1.00; TLI = 1.00; RMSEA = .02 with 90% CI [.00, .10]; SRMR 

= .03. This model is preferred over the fuller model and is depicted in Figure 3.2.  

 

 

   

 
Figure 3.2. Path model showing relations between blame, contempt, anger, pity, support 
for harmful policy measures and prejudice towards obese people (Study 3.3). Standardized 
regression coefficients are displayed. Path with solid lines are significant. *p < .01. **p 
< .001. 

 

 

 

Thus, in line with Study 3.2, blame was related to contempt and anger, but 

did not have an effect on pity. Contempt and pity both affected support for 

harmful policies and prejudice. Furthermore, blame was directly related to 

harmful policies and prejudice. The model suggests that blame also has indirect 

effects on the outcome variables through contempt. Analyses of total indirect 
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effects confirmed the indirect effects of blame on harmful policies (Z = .07, p 

= .011) and prejudice (Z = .04, p = .057). Analyses of specific indirect effects 

showed that the indirect effect through contempt on support for harmful policies 

was significant (Z = .07, p = .006). Moreover, the indirect effect of blame through 

contempt on prejudice was also significant (Z = .05, p = .002). Obviously, the 

indirect effects through pity (Z = -.01 and Z = -.01) were not significant, neither 

was the indirect effect on harmful policies through anger (Z = .01). These results 

indicate that contempt partially mediates the effect of blame on both support for 

harmful policies and prejudice.   

 

Discussion 

  This study provides support for our model, and shows that blame, 

contempt, and pity also have a clear impact on support for harmful policies. The 

results showed that contempt partially mediated the impact of blame on both 

harmful policies and prejudice. Contempt thus had more impact on these 

variables than anger; moreover the effect of anger on support for harmful policies 

reduced once contempt was taken into account. Thus, contempt not only affects 

social distance from obese individuals but also more active harm doing, i.e., 

supporting weight discrimination policies.  

 The role of pity confirmed the findings of Study 3.2. Pity was unrelated to 

blame, but was related to prejudice and support for harmful policies. Again, these 

findings suggest that lower levels of blame attributed to obese people are not 

automatically associated with the perception that obese people need help of 

others and should therefore be pitied. The stigma of obesity differs from stigmas 

with a physical origin in perceived controllability; weight tends to be seen as 

something that people can change rather easily.  

 

General Discussion 

 In three studies, we provided support for the important role of contempt in 

predicting prejudice, support for harmful weight policies, and social distance 

from obese people. Contempt partially mediated the impact of blame in all 

studies; pity and anger did not show this mediating role. In line with earlier work 
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on stigmatization (e.g., Dijker & Koomen, 2003), we found that pity had some 

impact on social distance and support for harmful policies. All three studies also 

showed a modest association between pity and prejudice. Unexpectedly, we did 

not find a relation between attributions of blame and pity. As we suggested 

earlier, this might be due to the general belief that weight can be controlled 

personally, even if the onset of an individual’s obesity is partly caused by external 

factors. This belief could result in the appraisal that obese persons do not need the 

help of others and do not deserve pity.  

The modest role of anger in the present context is not surprising. Anger 

tends to be evoked when people are confronted with injustice and violation of 

freedom and rights (Cottrell & Neuberg, 2005; Kuppens et al., 2003). Anger is also 

more likely to be expressed when people feel they can change the anger 

provoking situation (Fischer & Roseman, 2007). None of these antecedents seem 

to be present when people evaluate obese individuals and decide how they would 

behave towards them. It might thus well be that participants in previous studies 

reported angry feelings towards stigmatized persons, such as obese individuals 

(e.g., Weiner et al., 1988), partly because that was the only negative emotion 

assessed.  

 Contempt is often related to the intention to avoid, expel or exclude the 

source of the moral violation (Haidt, 2003). Results obtained in the present studies 

support this. Contempt was related to both social distance and support for policy 

measures that would harm obese individuals, and, if anything, would further 

isolate this group from society. Social isolation is often seen as one of the negative 

consequences of stigma. Our findings show that contempt plays a crucial role in 

shaping behavioural reactions that tend to result in isolation.  

 In our second and third study, we found that blame had a direct and an 

indirect effect on prejudice (both studies), social distance (Study 3.2), and support 

for harmful policies (Study 3.3). These findings support Weiner’s attribution-

emotion approach, according to which emotions mediate the impact of 

attributions on behaviour. According to Weiner (1996), the impact of 

responsibility attributions on behavioural responses can be both direct and 

indirect through emotions. He states that “affects are the primary determinants of 
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responding; attributions may or may not have an independent contribution to 

doing” (Weiner, 1996, p. 209). Whether blame attributions have a direct or indirect 

effect on behaviour may depend on the type of behavioural response. A meta-

analysis by Rudolph et al. (2004) suggests that attributions of blame have an 

indirect effect on helping behaviour, but both a direct and an indirect effect on 

harmful actions. Rudolph et al. argue that harmful actions have more possible 

negative consequences or costs for the actor than pro-social behaviour. Therefore, 

it may be functional in terms of personal survival to have both thoughts and 

feelings as proximal determinants of behaviour in a hostile context (see also 

Greitemeyer & Rudolph, 2003). Interestingly, in our studies, attributions of blame 

did not only have a direct and indirect effect on harmful policies, but also on 

social distance. Social distance towards obese individuals is not likely to have 

negative consequences for those seeking distance. However, we do agree with 

Rudolph et al. that the type of behavioural response could determine whether 

blame can be considered a proximal or distal determinant of behaviour. In our 

view this is likely to depend on the valence of the response. Negative behaviour 

towards an out-group might need more justification for the actor than positive 

behaviour. Attributions of responsibility or blame can serve such a justification 

(Crandall & Eshleman, 2003), in line with the belief that ‘people get what they 

deserve’ (cf., Lerner, 1980). Although this is speculative, it may explain why 

people seem to follow their feelings when acting pro-socially, and why they seem 

to listen to both their thoughts and their feelings when acting negatively towards 

others.  

The three studies described in this chapter showed consistent relations 

between attributions of blame, emotions, and biases against obese people. We 

found effects of blame and emotions on both more general evaluations (prejudice) 

as well as more specific tendencies (social distance and support for harmful 

policies). As indicated in our introduction, no other research based on the 

attribution-emotion approach included prejudice in their models, although some 

studies on stigmatization have shown a link between blame attributions and 

prejudice (e.g., Crandall et al., 2001). Our findings indicate that emotions may 

help to explain that link. 
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It is important to note that our studies were correlational and that we 

should be careful to draw any conclusions about the causal relations between the 

variables. However, the models that we tested in our second and third study 

suggests that attributions of blame result in emotions that in turn have an impact 

on action tendencies and prejudice. Nonetheless, experimental research 

manipulating contempt could tell us more about the role of contempt and how 

that compares to the impact of other negative emotions such as anger, disgust, 

and fear. 

Contempt and derogation are also likely to affect self-esteem; and this 

mechanism could help to explain the often-found negative relation between 

obesity and self-esteem (e.g., Annis et al., 2004). Lowered self-esteem is likely to 

affect self-efficacy and people’s ability to change their behaviour and lose weight. 

This underlines the importance of changing the emotions that people associate 

with obese individuals. One possibility is to contrast contempt and derogation 

with opposing, and more positive reactions based on equality and fairness. There 

is a considerable literature showing how difficult it is to combat stigma, but some 

evidence suggests that social consensus can help to change the negative beliefs 

about stigmatized groups (e.g., Puhl & Brownell, 2003). More attention to the role 

of contempt and how this violates social norms such as equality might provide a 

new opportunity to reduce stigma and discrimination.  

In this chapter we looked at the role of contempt in how people react to 

stigmatized others; in the present case obese individuals. Findings confirm the 

important role of contempt in the context of other emotions (anger and pity). In 

the next chapter we again investigate the role of contempt and related emotions. 

In this case we focus on immigrants and the role of perceived threat and its 

impact on both contempt and intergroup behaviour. 
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Chapter 4 

Biases against Muslims in the Netherlands:  

The Role of Threat and Moral Emotions 
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Over the past decade tension between Muslim minorities and members of 

majority groups increased in quite a few European countries. A recent survey in 

the Netherlands shows that between 70-75 percent of Muslim immigrants 

believed that their group is discriminated against and around 40 percent 

indicated personal experiences of discrimination (Gijsberts & Vervoort, 2007). A 

more recent survey shows that 41 percent of the Dutch majority population 

believe that Islamic culture and Western way of life do not go together (Gijsberts 

& Lubbers, 2009), and around 40 percent indicated that ethnic minorities pose a 

serious threat to their own culture. These views are related to the increased 

popularity of right-wing politicians who fuel even more fear by referring to “the 

Islamization of the Europe”. 

 Prejudice and biases towards immigrants are often caused by the 

perception that these groups pose a serious threat to the status quo (Butz & 

Yogeeswaran, 2011; Curseu, Stoop, & Schalk, 2007; McLaren, 2003; Stephan, 

Ybarra, & Bachman, 1999). According to Integrated Threat Theory (ITT; Stephan 

& Stephan, 1993,1996), out-groups can pose realistic and symbolic threats, and 

both can lead to prejudice. Threats have also been related to distinct emotions in 

the so-called ‘socio-functional’ approach to the study of prejudice. This research 

shows that different out-groups evoke different emotions as a result of the threats 

they pose (Cottrell & Neuberg, 2005; Halperin, 2011; Kamans, Otten, & Gordijn, 

2011). In the present study, we combine these ideas and apply them to prejudice 

and discrimination of Muslims living in the Netherlands. We aim to provide a 

better understanding of how specific threats relate to different forms of 

intergroup bias by investigating the role of specific emotions. We propose a 

model in which the effects of intergroup threats on prejudice and discrimination 

are mediated by specific emotions that people experience when thinking about 

Muslims. Before elaborating on our model, we first review research on intergroup 

threat and the socio-functional approach to prejudice described by Cottrell and 

Neuberg (2005).  

 

 

 



  74 

Intergroup Threat 

ITT makes a distinction between realistic threat and symbolic threat, and 

argues that both can lead to prejudice, regardless of whether or not the threat is 

real (Stephan & Stephan, 1993, 1996). Realistic threat can be triggered by a 

competition for scarce resources (e.g., jobs, houses, territory), and generally refers 

to threats to the political or economical power, and/or physical safety of one’s 

own group.  

Symbolic threat refers to perceived inter-group differences in values, 

norms, morals, customs and beliefs. These differences can lead to the perception 

of important values being violated. Because people have a tendency to perceive 

their own (group’s) values, norms, and morals as objectively and universally true 

(e.g., Skitka, 2010), violations of those convictions are often experienced as 

threatening. Not surprisingly, several studies provide support for the impact of 

perceived value violations on prejudice and discrimination (e.g., Cottrell, 

Richards, & Lee Nichols, 2010; Esses, Haddock, & Zanna, 1993; Kinder & Sears, 

1981; Pettigrew & Meertens, 1995; Sears & Henry, 2003). ITT further proposes that 

stereotypes can pose a threat, because they create negative expectations about 

behaviour of out-group members (Stephan & Stephan, 1996). For example, people 

are likely to expect negative interactions with out-group members if they are 

stereotypically seen as immoral or aggressive.  

The relation between stereotypes and prejudice has long been established 

(Eagly & Mladinic, 1989; Haddock, Zanna, & Esses, 1993; Stangor, Sullivan, & 

Ford, 1991; Stephan & Stephan, 1993). However, whether stereotypes are best 

conceptualized as an independent factor that directly predicts prejudice (Stephan 

& Stephan, 1996), an antecedent of realistic and symbolic threat (Stephan et al., 

2002), or a mediating factor between these threats and prejudice (Cursue et al., 

2007), is still under debate. We expect negative stereotypes to predict prejudice 

independent of perceived threats. Negative stereotypes can refer to different 

types of traits, which may not necessarily be related to realistic or symbolic threat. 

For example, a group may be seen as unintelligent and lazy; traits that are 

difficult to conceptualize as either the result or cause of realistic and symbolic 

threat. Because both threats and stereotypes refer to a generalized perception of 
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members of a group we expect some overlap between these variables, especially 

when they have the same valence.    

Realistic threat, symbolic threat, and stereotypes have all been associated 

with prejudice (for a review, see Riek, Mania, & Gaertner, 2006). However, ITT 

proposes that which threat is most likely to cause prejudice depends on 

intergroup context (Stephan & Stephan, 1996). Given the present situation in the 

Netherlands, we expect that symbolic threat and stereotypes are relatively 

important in relation to Muslim minorities. Realistic threat is not likely to be a 

prime determinant of prejudice, because the public debate in the Netherlands 

regarding Muslims generally does not concern issues such as competition over 

houses or jobs, direct threats to political or economic power, or threats to physical 

safety of majority group members. Instead, the debate focuses on socio-cultural 

issues and the associated fear of losing values and traditions. Therefore, the 

Muslim minority is more likely to be seen as posing a symbolic threat.   

 Sniderman, Hagendoorn, and Prior (2004) provide support for this view; 

they showed that threats to cultural values by Islamic immigrant groups (i.e., 

Moroccans13) were more predictive of prejudice than realistic threats. Additional 

empirical support comes from a study by Velasco González, Verkuyten, Weesie, 

and Poppe (2008) who investigated adolescents’ reactions to Muslims in the 

Netherlands. Their results showed that realistic threats did not predict prejudice, 

but symbolic threats and negative stereotypes did (for similar results see also Van 

der Noll, Poppe, & Verkuyten, 2010). However, as mentioned earlier in this 

chapter, the exact role of negative stereotypes remains unclear. Consequently, in 

the present study, we focus on symbolic threat and negative stereotypes and their 

impact on prejudice and discrimination.  

 

The Role of Emotions 

ITT acknowledges that affect plays a role in predicting prejudice, but 

focuses on general negative affect, not on specific emotions. According to the 

theory, people can feel uneasy or awkward in the presence of an out-group 

                                                        
13 Based on an estimate by CBS (2006), 92% of the Moroccans living in the Netherlands 
are Muslim.  
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member, particularly if the differences between the out-group and the in-group 

are large (e.g., if the groups have a history of conflict). They refer to this feeling as 

intergroup anxiety (Stephan & Stephan, 1996). In ITT, intergroup anxiety is 

similar to threats and stereotypes, and is primarily seen as another type of threat. 

We, however, prefer to see this affective reaction as a consequence of intergroup 

threat (see also Cursue et al., 2007; Riek et al., 2006). Additionally, we think that it 

is important to focus on more specific affective reactions, because they are 

expected to shed more light on the relations between intergroup threat and 

different forms of intergroup bias.  

According to the socio-functional approach to prejudice, emotions can 

signal potential threats and help protect people against these threats (Cottrell & 

Neuberg, 2005). Importantly, emotions also contain action tendencies that 

stimulate people to act in certain ways to address the source of threat. For 

example, disgust is an adaptive emotional response to a threat such as a 

contagious illness (e.g., avian influenza, oral herpes, HIV), because it stimulates 

movement away from a potential contaminant in order to prevent harmful 

disease. Cottrell and Neuberg (2005) also found empirical support for some of 

these processes. Groups that were seen as most threatening to important values 

by their participants (e.g., gay men, activist feminist, fundamentalist Christians) 

also tended to evoke most disgust. Some people may perceive those groups to be 

potential moral contaminants. In another study, Cottrell et al. (2010) found further 

evidence for the importance of intergroup emotions and showed that disgust 

partially mediates the relation between perceived symbolic threat by gays and 

lesbians and attitudes towards gay rights. These findings suggest that emotions 

can indeed mediate the relation between perceived threat and intergroup bias.  

However, these studies focused on one specific emotion associated with an 

out-group (e.g., disgust) and tested its effect on a single outcome variable (e.g., 

attitude towards gay rights). We aim to show that a minority out-group, e.g., 

Muslims, can evoke a number of discrete emotions associated with symbolic 

threat and negative stereotypes. Moreover, we expect that these emotions are 

likely to be associated with different forms of prejudice and discrimination.  
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In the present study we focus on three emotions; all three are what Haidt 

(2003) termed moral emotions. The first is contempt, which is considered an other-

condemning emotion (Haidt, 2003; Rozin, Lowery, Imada, & Haidt, 1999). 

Contempt is strongly related to disgust, and both terms are used interchangeably 

to describe the same feeling (e.g., Miller, 1997). As outlined in the introduction of 

this dissertation, there may be some differences between the two emotions in 

terms of appraisals and expression (e.g., Rozin et al., 1999). However, both 

emotions tend to be elicited when people encounter others who act immorally or 

fail to live up to moral standards (Haidt, 2003; Hutcherson & Gross, 2011). 

Contempt and disgust are therefore both likely to occur when an out-group poses 

a symbolic threat by promoting opposing values and beliefs (Cottrell et al., 2010; 

Esses, Veenvliet, Hodson, & Mihic, 2008; Levin, Pratto, Matthews, Sidanius, & 

Kteily, 2013; Maoz & McCauley, 2008). Contempt and disgust generally lead to a 

tendency to avoid, reject, or expel the group that threatens the in-group values 

(Mackie, Devos, & Smith, 2000; Rozin, Haidt, & McCauley, 2000). In line with 

other studies on stereotyping and intergroup behaviour (e.g., Fiske, Cuddy, Glick, 

& Xu, 2002; Mackie et al., 2000) as well as the previous chapter of this dissertation, 

we measure both emotions and name this cluster contempt. We expect contempt to 

also relate to negative stereotypes, particularly when these describe a group as 

unfriendly, immoral, and unworthy of any attention (Esses et al., 2008; Fiske et al., 

2002; Cuddy, Fiske, & Glick, 2007).  

Another moral emotion, anger, is also relevant in the present context. As 

indicated in previous chapters of this dissertation, immoral acts of others could 

lead to anger (Haidt, 2003). We expect anger to also be triggered by an out-group 

that poses a threat to important values and beliefs (Cottrell & Neuberg, 2005; 

Levin et al., 2012). Mackie et al. (2000) provided some support for this by showing 

that a value conflict with a minority group tends to evoke anger. Negative 

stereotypes may also be associated with anger. When low-status groups are 

perceived as unfriendly and violent for instance, they are likely to evoke angry 

feelings (e.g., Fiske et al., 2002). Anger differs from contempt in the sense that it 

likely results in the tendency to actively remove, confront, or punish the source of 
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the emotion, rather than to avoid it (Fischer & Roseman, 2007; Hutcherson & 

Gross, 2011; Mackie et al., 2000; Nabi, 2002).    

A third emotion that is of relevance is pity. As indicated in the previous 

chapters, pity is a feeling that arises from the perception of other people suffering 

or being disadvantaged (Haidt, 2003; Goetz, Keltner, & Simon-Thomas, 2010). It is 

an empathic feeling related to compassion and sympathy. Pity is associated with a 

desire to help others (e.g., Dijker & Koomen, 2003). Out-groups that pose a threat 

to in-group values are less likely to evoke pity. Similarly, groups that are 

associated with negative stereotypes, such as unfriendly, cold, and immoral are 

less likely to evoke feelings of pity (Cuddy et al., 2007). Pity leads to a tendency to 

approach others as opposed to avoiding or harming them (e.g., Rudolph, Roesch, 

Greitemeyer, & Weiner, 2004).   

Previous studies conceptualized anti-immigrant prejudice in a variety of 

ways, including affective evaluations (Stephan et al., 1999), social distance 

(Sniderman et al., 2004), and willingness to expel immigrants (McLaren, 2003). In 

the present study we focus on prejudice, defined as a general affective evaluation 

of a group and of any person perceived to be a member of that group. Next, we 

also included separate measures of social distance and support for discriminatory 

policy measures. The former is a relatively passive form of discrimination and the 

latter refers to more active discriminatory intentions. We expect contempt and 

pity to be related to both social distance and support for discriminatory policies 

against Muslims, while anger is expected to be primarily associated with 

discriminatory policies. We expect that all three emotions predict prejudice. We 

used structural equation modelling to test our proposed model, in which 

symbolic threat and negative stereotypes predict prejudice and discrimination 

indirectly through the emotions.  

 

Method 

Participants 

Participants were 103 psychology students of the University of Amsterdam. 

They participated for course credit. Two participants indicated that they were 
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Muslim and were excluded from this study. Mean age of the remaining 101 

participants (84 female and 17 male) was 21.12 (SD = 5.08). 

 

Materials and Procedure  

Participants were told that they would participate in a study that was part 

of a larger survey on attitudes towards a variety of groups in present-day society. 

Participants were asked to answer several questions about Muslims living in the 

Netherlands. First we asked participants to indicate their agreement with several 

statements regarding Muslims on 7-point scales ranging from 1 (strongly disagree) 

to 7 (strongly agree). We measured symbolic threat with five items that were based 

on questions used by Stephan et al. (1999), for example: “Some Islamic norms and 

values are frightening”, “Cultural differences with Muslims are threatening”, and 

“Islamic values and beliefs are a great asset to our culture” (reverse scored). These 

items were combined, and a higher score on this measure indicated more 

symbolic threat (α = .78).  

To capture negative stereotypes, we used a different measure than in 

Chapter 2. Our measure was based on an existing scale used to assess stereotypes 

of Muslims in the Netherlands (Velasco González et al., 2008). One possible 

drawback of that measure is that it included just one moral trait (i.e., “dishonest”). 

Given the importance of the morality dimension in stereotypes (see Chapter 2), 

we added a few moral traits to the measure. This resulted in 11 trait adjectives 

that were included in a larger list of adjectives. Participants were asked to indicate 

for each trait whether they believed it described a typical Muslim. They could 

answer these items on a 7-point scale ranging from 1 (not at all) to 7 (to a large 

extent). Examples of the traits are: “aggressive”, “immoral”, and “friendly” 

(reverse scored). Answers to these eleven items were averaged and a higher score 

on this measure indicated more negative stereotypes (α = .88).14   

                                                        
14 A factor analysis showed that these items loaded on the first factor (loadings from .60 to .77). 
Other items loaded on multiple factors and did not relate to the other variables that we measured. 
Exceptions are “shallow”, “disorganized”, and “ignorant”, which were negatively related to pity 
and positively to the other variables. However, their impact was relatively small compared to the 
stereotype measure we used.    
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Emotions were assessed with a list of five negative and five positive 

emotion words (based on Cuddy et al., 2007; Dijker, 1987; Mackie et al., 2000). We 

asked participants to indicate to what extent they felt each emotion when thinking 

about typical Muslims who live in the Netherlands. Three negative items were 

used to measure contempt: “disgust”, “contempt”, and “disdain” (α = .83), and 

two negative items to measure anger: “anger” and “irritation” (α = .77). Pity was 

measured with five positive terms: “compassion”, “pity”, “empathy”, 

“commiseration”, and “sympathy” (α = .79). We included “happiness”, and 

“relief” as filler items.  

In the present study we based our measure of prejudice towards Muslims 

and Islamic culture in the Netherlands on the conceptualization of prejudicial 

attitudes proposed by Stephan and Stephan (1993, 1999); they measured prejudice 

with evaluative and affective reactions. We used four items to capture prejudice: 

“I am curious about Islamic culture”, “my general impression of Muslims is quite 

positive”, “I admire Islamic culture” (all three reverse scored), and “I do not want 

to get involved with Muslims”. Answers to these items could be given on 7-point 

scales ranging from 1 (strongly disagree) to 7 (strongly agree). These answers were 

combined, and a higher score indicated more prejudice towards Muslims (α = .83).  

We measured social distance with eight items that we derived from an 

adapted version of Bogardus’ social distance scale (Skitka, Bauman, & Sargis, 

2005). Participants were asked their agreement with statements that followed the 

sentence: “I would be happy to have a Muslim…”; the statements were: “living in 

the Netherlands”, “living in my city”, “living in my neighbourhood”, “living in 

my street”, “as my neighbour”, “as an acquaintance”, “as a close friend”, and “as 

a romantic partner”. The answers to these statements correlated highly and we 

averaged these scores to assess social distance (α = .91). A higher score on this 

scale indicated more social distance. 

Finally, we used six items to measure support for discriminatory policy 

measures against Muslims, for example: “The Dutch government should not 

allow more Muslims to come and live in our country”, “Wearing a niqab in the 

Netherlands should be prohibited”, and “The Muslim community should be 
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allowed to build mosques” (reverse scored) (α = .72). A higher score indicated 

more support for discriminatory measures.  

 

Results 

Descriptive Statistics  

The means of the main variables and their correlations are presented in 

Table 4.1. As this table shows, all correlations were in the expected direction and 

almost all were significant. Both symbolic threat and stereotypes were related to 

support for discriminatory policies, prejudice, and social distance. An increase in 

symbolic threat and negative stereotyping was also associated with more 

contempt, anger, and less pity. The relation between symbolic threat and pity was 

marginally significant (p = .072). Finally, all three emotions were significantly 

related to support for discriminatory measures, prejudice, and social distance.  

 

 

Table 4.1.  
Means, standard deviations, and correlations between the main variables (Study 4). 

 
Note. Symb. threat = symbolic threat. Discrim. policy measures = support for discriminatory 
policy measures against Muslims. *p < .01. **p < .001.  
 

 

Some correlations were quite high, which could lead to problems of 

multicollinearity. However, the highest VIF value was 3.05, indicating that there 

was no problematic multicollinearity between the variables. In order to detect 

Variable 1. 2. 3. 4. 5. 6. 7. M SD 

1. Symb.             

threat 
-       3.28 1.07 

2. Stereotype .66** -      3.64 .77 

3. Contempt .60** .64** -     2.79 1.07 

4. Anger .63** .64** .74** -    3.39 1.14 

5. Pity -.18 -.44** -.16 -.13 -   3.89 .83 

6. Prejudice .45* .65** .60** .56** -.37** -  3.77 1.27 

7. Distance  .47* .50** .55** .52* -.23* .62** - 2.82 .89 

8. Discrim. 

policy measures 
.53** .46** .39** .49* -.22* .46** .35* 4.02 .93 
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multivariate outliers we calculated the Mahalanobis distance statistic. One case 

exceeded the critical value (26.12, df = 8), and was considered a multivariate 

outlier. This case was dropped in further model testing. All variables were 

normally distributed; skewness and kurtosis values were not critically high 

(highest skewness value = -.49, highest kurtosis value = -.83). There were no 

missing values. The fit of the model was examined by maximum likelihood 

estimation of parameters using Mplus 6 (Muthén & Muthén, 2010). All variables 

included in the model were manifest constructs.   

 

Model Testing 

In our model, the emotions fully mediated the relations between symbolic 

threat and stereotypes and the three outcome variables. We allowed the three 

outcome variables to correlate.15 The same applies to anger and contempt. This 

model showed a reasonable fit of the data, χ2(8) = 20.95, p = .007; χ2/df = 2.62; CFI 

= .96; TLI = .87; RMSEA = .13 with 90% CI [.06, .20]; SRMR = .046. Inspection of a 

fully saturated model showed a significant direct path from symbolic threat to 

support for discriminatory policies. Incorporating this path in the model 

improved the fit, Δχ2(1) = 10.62, p < .01. The fit indices of this model were: χ2(7) = 

10.33, p = .17; χ2/df = 1.48; CFI = .99; TLI = .96; RMSEA = .07 with 90% CI [.00, .15]; 

SRMR = .031. This model is depicted in Figure 4.1 and provided a good fit of our 

data. 

As the figure shows, the paths from contempt, anger, and pity to prejudice 

were all significant, accounting for 47.5% of the total amount of variance of 

prejudice. Our findings show that the more contempt and anger, and the less pity 

participants reported, the more prejudiced they were. As expected, social distance 

was predicted by contempt and pity; more contempt and less pity were associated 

with more social distance. Anger was marginally related to social distance. The 

emotions accounted for 36.1 % of the total amount of variance of social distance. 

As predicted, support for discriminatory policies was only significantly predicted 

by anger, which - together with the other predictors - accounted for 33.7% of the 

                                                        
15 Because all these variables are related to a negative view on Muslims it is reasonable to 
find common variance. 
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total amount of variance. Figure 4.1 further shows that negative stereotypes were 

positively related to contempt and anger, and negatively to pity. Symbolic threat 

was significantly related to contempt and anger. Moreover, the relations between 

stereotypes and symbolic threat on the one end and the three outcome variables 

on the other end seem to be indirect through the emotions.   

 

 

 

Figure 4.1. Path model showing relations between main variables (Study 4). Non-
significant paths are depicted with dashed lines. Standardized regression coefficients are 
displayed. #p < .10. *p < .01. **p < .001.  
 
 

 

 To test the significance of these indirect relations, we performed additional 

tests in Mplus. As predicted, results indicated that the total indirect effects of 

negative stereotypes and on each outcome variable were significant (ps < .05). The 

indirect effects of symbolic threat on prejudice (Z = .13, p = .042) and social 

distance (Z = .13, p = .022) were also significant, but the indirect relation between 

symbolic threat and support for discriminatory policies was not (Z = .06, p = .21). 

Tests of specific indirect effects generally supported our predictions and showed 

that contempt significantly mediated the relation of stereotypes with prejudice (Z 
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= .18, p = .004) and social distance (Z = .16, p = .014), as well as the link between 

symbolic threat and prejudice (Z = .09, p = .041). Contempt only partially 

mediated the relation between symbolic threat and social distance (Z = .08, p 

= .059). Further analyses showed that anger significantly mediated the impact of 

stereotypes on prejudice (Z = .11, p = .049) and support for discriminatory policies 

(Z = .14, p = .041). Anger partially mediated the relation between symbolic threat 

and support for discriminatory policies (Z = .08, p = .074), as well as the relation 

between stereotypes and social distance (Z = .11, p = .068). Finally, pity 

significantly mediated the relation of stereotypes with prejudice (Z = .13, p = .006) 

and social distance (Z = .09, p = .048). However, pity did not mediate any relation 

between symbolic threat and the outcome variables.  

 In sum, stereotypes affected prejudice through all three emotions. Results 

revealed an indirect relation of stereotypes with social distance through contempt, 

and an indirect relation with support for discriminatory policies through anger. 

For symbolic threat, the results suggest full mediation by contempt on prejudice, 

and partial mediation on social distance. Finally, anger partially mediated the 

relation between symbolic threat and support for discriminatory policies.  

 

Alternative Model Testing  

As indicated in our introduction, there is some debate on whether 

stereotypes are best conceptualized as an independent threat that predicts 

prejudice, as antecedent of other types of threat, or as mediating factor between 

the other threats and prejudice. We tested two alternative models in which 

stereotypes predict symbolic threat (model B) or in which stereotypes mediate the 

effect of symbolic threat (model C).16 Table 4.2 shows the fit indices of these 

models and our proposed model (model A) and shows that these alternative 

models fit of our data worse than our proposed model. This suggests that 

negative stereotypes play a similar role as symbolic threat and independently 

predict emotions through which they affect prejudice and discrimination.   

                                                        
16 In the alternative models we only changed the paths as indicated, so the direct path 
from symbolic threat to support for discriminatory policies remained present in each 
model. 
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Table 4.2.  
Structural equation fit indices for five path models (Study 4). 

 
 

 

We also tested two alternative models in order to further investigate the 

role of prejudice. Some argue that prejudice precedes threats (Pereira, Vala, & 

Costa-Lopes, 2010), so that the latter mediate the impact of prejudice on 

intergroup bias (model D). Others argue that prejudice predicts the other outcome 

variables and thus mediates the impact of emotions on social distance and 

support for discriminatory policies (model E). The fit indices of these models are 

also presented in Table 4.2 and showed a worse fit than our proposed model, 

suggesting that prejudice is best modelled as an outcome variable, predicted by 

emotions.   

Some research suggests that anger and contempt are jointly experienced as 

a reaction to perceived moral violations and are strongly related in those 

situations (Guiterrez & Giner-Sorolla, 2007; Hutcherson & Gross, 2011). Our 

results indeed showed strong correlations between anger and contempt. We also 

tested a model (model F) in which we combined contempt and anger into one 

variable. Table 4.2 shows that the fit indices of this alternative model were not 

better than our proposed model (even slightly worse). Although our results did 

not show significant differences in goodness of fit, we prefer our model, because 

it is more informative and reveals different roles for anger and contempt, 

particularly in terms of outcome variables.  
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Discussion 

 In this study, we proposed and tested a model that extends previous 

research by including assessments of the role of symbolic threat, stereotypes, and 

emotions in predicting different forms of biases against Muslims. Our study 

focused on three specific forms of bias: prejudice, social distance, and support for 

discriminatory policies against Muslims. Results generally supported our 

proposed model and showed that the impact of symbolic threat on prejudice and 

social distance was mediated by emotions. The relation between symbolic threat 

and support for discriminatory policies against Muslims was partially mediated 

by anger. A possible explanation for the direct link between symbolic threat and 

support for discriminatory policies could be that people are more likely to 

discriminate on a symbolic level (e.g., banning niqabs) when they also perceive a 

symbolic threat (e.g., by Islamic values). Because perception and action fall within 

the same domain they are strongly connected. Results further showed that the 

relations between stereotypes and the three forms of bias were also mediated by 

emotions. Our study thus replicates previous findings showing that symbolic 

threat and stereotypes are important predictors of prejudice against Muslims (e.g., 

Velasco González et al., 2008). However, we extend that work by showing that 

specific emotions mediate the relations between symbolic threat and stereotypes 

with prejudice and discrimination.  

We showed that contempt was primarily related to social distance, and 

that anger was most strongly related to support for discriminatory policies 

against Muslims. Pity was also related to social distance, but was not related to 

support for discriminatory policies once anger was taken into account. As 

predicted, all three emotions were associated with prejudice. Results further 

indicated that contempt was associated with support for discriminatory policies, 

but this effect disappeared when anger was controlled for. Anger has been 

associated with the action tendency to do something about an unpleasant 

situation by trying to remove the source of frustration (e.g., Kuppens, van 

Mechelen, Smits, & de Boeck, 2003; Mackie et al., 2000). Our findings confirm that. 

Contempt, on the other hand, stimulates movement away from an unworthy or 

immoral source (e.g., Fischer & Roseman, 2007; Rozin et al., 2000), which may 
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explain why contempt seemed primarily related to social distance. These findings 

stress the importance of taking specific discrete emotions into account when 

predicting bias against immigrant minority groups.  

A possible limitation of our study is that we did not measure fear. Some 

would argue that people who hold different values can be threatening and evoke 

fear as a result (Cottrell & Neuberg, 2005; Mackie et al., 2000). We believe 

however, that fear is less relevant in the present context. As we outlined in the 

introduction of this chapter, our participants belonged to the majority group in 

the Netherlands and were likely to perceive themselves to be more powerful than 

members of a minority group. This perception will give rise to other-condemning 

moral emotions (i.e., contempt, anger) rather than to fear when experiencing a 

symbolic threat (see also Study 2.2). 

Because of the correlational nature of our study, we need to be careful with 

drawing strong conclusions about the causal relations between the variables. 

However, we tested several alternative models in which some variables changed 

position in the sequence, and we showed that none of these alternative models 

provided a better fit for our data than our proposed model. This suggests that 

both symbolic threat and stereotypes are best conceptualized as independent 

predictors of prejudice and not as successive factors, as some suggest (e.g., Cursue 

et al., 2007; Stephan et al., 2002). Thus, negative stereotypes did not mediate the 

effects of symbolic threat or vice versa. Our findings are also inconsistent with 

research suggesting that threats mediate the relation between prejudice and 

discrimination (Pereira et al., 2010). Our study shows that prejudice towards 

Muslims directly relates to other types of bias, and is best treated as an outcome 

variable predicted by perceived threats.   

As indicated in our introduction, surveys indicate that a sizeable 

proportion of the Dutch majority population seems to be fearful of Islamic culture, 

and our study supports the importance of this symbolic threat. In order to 

understand and possibly reduce prejudice and discrimination against Muslims in 

Western societies, it could be beneficial to take a closer look at the specific 

emotions that result from symbolic threat. Although some emotions are automatic 

responses and therefore seem difficult to change, persuading individuals to pay 
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attention to their own feelings may provide an opportunity. For instance, in their 

study, Esses and Dovidio (2002) asked participants to either list their own feelings 

while watching a clip showing discrimination against an out-group member, or to 

list their thoughts. After watching, participants who wrote down their feelings 

reported more positive emotions towards this out-group and preferred more close 

contact than did participants who focused on their own thoughts. In addition, this 

effect was mediated by emotions towards that group. These findings suggest that 

paying attention to our own feelings in a negative intergroup context can result in 

positive changes in emotions and behaviour towards members of the out-group. 

Thus, when majority group members in Western societies are made (more) aware 

of the inappropriateness of some of their own emotions (e.g., contempt, anger) 

this might also change their emotions, behavioural intentions, and prejudice 

towards minority groups.  

In the present and previous chapters, we focused on the role of moral 

emotions as determinants of social distance, prejudice, and a variety of 

discriminatory behavioural intentions. We related these emotions to factors that 

are generally associated with moral concerns; in the present chapter we focused 

on the role of symbolic threat, in Chapter 3 we focused on blame, and in Chapter 

2 we investigated the role of perceived morality. In the next chapter we again 

focus on moral concerns, and investigate the emotional and behavioural 

consequences of moral violations. So far, we described people’s reactions to 

stigmatized groups that have relatively low status; in the next chapter we will 

focus on a group that was generally associated with a relatively high status: 

bankers. The context of the financial crisis provides a unique opportunity to study 

a high status group that clearly crossed a moral boundary in the eyes of the public, 

and investigate the impact of these moral violations on prejudice and support for 

punitive measures. 
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Chapter 5  

Moral Outrage and Public Support for 

Punishment of ‘Fat Cat’ Bankers 
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The mortgage foreclosure crisis in the United States in 2007 resulted in the worst 

financial crisis since the 1930s. Since the onset of the crisis numerous large 

financial institutions collapsed, stock market values declined worldwide, 

governments were forced to bail out banks, a number of currencies had severe 

problems, and bankruptcy loomed for some countries (e.g. Greece, Cyprus). In 

quite a few countries, the housing market collapsed and consumers’ wealth 

declined considerably.  

Although there are various causes for the crisis, many scholars and lay 

people hold bankers and CEO’s of other financial institutions responsible for the 

present unstable financial climate (see e.g., Acharya & Richardson, 2009). Bankers 

are blamed for introducing risky loans for so-called subprime borrowers. These 

risky loans most likely resulted from pressure by superiors as well as bonus 

payments. Although some studies found no direct relation between bonuses and 

performance in financial companies (e.g. Gregg, Jewell, & Tonks, 2011), other 

researchers point to the positive relation between incentives and risk taking by 

banks’ managers (e.g., Diamond & Rajan, 2009). Moreover, the general public 

tends to find these bonuses absolutely inexcusable. This negative attitude became 

even more pronounced when these payments continued after governments bailed 

out quite a few banks. The general public was very critical about the ‘barefaced 

greed’ of bankers who had earlier persuaded vulnerable customers to take 

unacceptable risks (www.worldpublicopinion.org). Some prominent politicians 

mirrored these views of ‘fat cat’ bankers and criticized the financial world for 

greed and indifference (Williamson, 2009). Perhaps the most illustrative example 

of outrage directed at bankers is the case of the former CEO of the Royal Bank of 

Scotland, Fred Goodwin, whose house and car were attacked in 2009. On top of 

that, he was stripped of his knighthood as a consequence of his role in the 

creation of the recession (Wintour, 2012).   

Empirical support for these negative attitudes toward bankers comes from 

a nationwide survey in the U.S.A. showing that more than three-quarters of the 

population blamed bankers for the crisis and more than half supported new 

legislation that allowed the government to limit (bonus) payments and increase 

regulation of their business (Piquero, Gertz, & Bratton, 2011). Moreover, 
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confidence in large banks has decreased drastically since the beginning of the 

crisis, and attitudes towards financial institutions have become more negative 

(Owens, 2011).   

 Thus, the general public is quite prejudiced towards bankers, and there 

seems considerable support for the view that bankers deserve punitive measures. 

In the present chapter we focus on the psychological processes underlying these 

views. We emphasize the role of moral judgment and moral emotions and argue 

that morality plays a crucial role in public reactions towards bankers. Moral 

judgments are defined as evaluations of actions, attitudes, and character of other 

individuals or groups with regard to generally shared moral values or virtues (cf., 

Haidt, 2001).  

 We expect that bankers are generally seen as moral transgressors; they are 

often blamed for purposefully selling ‘toxic’ loans and many people think that 

they were motivated by greed (Dowd, 2009; Moore, 2008). The belief that bankers 

violated moral values is also illustrated by the view that they should have been 

ashamed of their practices (Eder & Margolies, 2010). Shame is a self-conscious 

emotion that results from violating prevailing moral values (e.g., Smith, Webster, 

Gerrod Parrott, & Eyre, 2002). Moreover, a recent study by Owens (2011), based 

on data from large survey polls in the U.S.A, showed that the public’s perception 

of the ethical standards of bankers changed since the start of the crisis; in 2009 

33% of the American population rated bankers as unethical, as opposed to 11% in 

2003.  

Several studies suggest that if a specific group is perceived to be violating 

moral values its members are likely to face various forms of prejudice (Esses, 

Haddock, & Zanna, 1993; Kinder & Sears, 1981; Pettigrew & Meertens, 1995; 

Skitka, Bauman, & Sargis, 2005; Stephan, Ybarra, & Bachman, 1999; see also 

Chapter 4 of this dissertation). Other work on value violations suggests that moral 

violations by specific groups not only lead to prejudice but also to harmful 

intentions against members of those groups (Cottrell, Richards, & Lee Nichols, 

2010; Henry & Reyna, 2007, McLaren, 2003). Most of this research focuses on 

majority perceptions of minorities such as immigrants. Bankers are different in 

the sense that they generally have higher status than the groups just mentioned. 
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For that reason the present crisis provides a unique opportunity to study a high 

status group that clearly crossed a moral boundary in the eyes of others. Before 

the financial crisis people thought quite positively of bankers and did not 

perceive them to be particularly immoral (Worcester, 1997). Some would argue 

that high status groups are less likely to be stigmatized than low status groups, 

because of power differences (e.g., Major & O’Brien, 2005; Link & Phelan, 2001). 

We belief however, that when a high status group violates important moral 

values, its members are likely to face harm and punishment comparable to 

persons who belong to a stigmatized group.   

In the present study we relate perceived moral transgressions not only to 

prejudice and harmful intentions but also to emotions. In previous chapters of 

this dissertation we showed that different judgments related to morality (blame, 

symbolic threat, and perceived morality) are associated with so-called moral 

emotions. These emotions affected both prejudice and discriminatory intentions. 

In the present study we focus on moral violations and investigate whether moral 

emotions can explain their impact on prejudice and support for punitive 

regulation. 

 As discussed in the introduction of this dissertation, violations of moral 

codes tend to trigger other-condemning moral emotions such as anger, contempt, 

and disgust (Haidt, 2003; Hutcherson & Gross, 2011; Rozin, Lowery, Imada, & 

Haidt, 1999). These emotions express a general disapproval of moral transgressors. 

Some argue that these emotions can be related to different appraisals and action 

tendencies (Fischer & Roseman, 2007; Hutcherson & Gross, 2011; Mackie, Devos, 

& Smith, 2000; Nabi, 2002; Rozin et al., 1999). In the previous chapter, we made a 

distinction between contempt and anger in order to test their unique impact on 

different intentions towards an out-group. In the present study however, we 

focus on other-condemning emotions in general and test their impact on the 

intention to punish bankers. In our view, the moral violations associated with 

bankers evoke a mixture of these other-condemning emotions. More specifically, 

we expect many people to belief that bankers harmed other individuals, neglected 

their duties to society, and degraded themselves by acting immorally. These 

beliefs are likely to result in a combination of anger, contempt, and disgust. 
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Research supports this combination of other-condemning emotions and shows 

that they often correlate strongly (e.g., Fiske, Cuddy, Glick, & Xu, 2002), and 

jointly occur, particularly in real life situations (Esses, Veenvliet, Hodson, & Mihic, 

2008; Maoz & McCauley, 2008).  

The joint occurrence of other-condemning emotions is further supported 

by Grappi, Romani, and Bagozzi (2013) who investigated consumer responses to 

immoral acts by large corporations. Their results showed that moral 

transgressions by large corporations evoked other-condemning emotions and 

negative behavioural intentions. Importantly, other-condemning emotions were 

best conceptualized as one factor supporting the co-occurrence of anger, contempt, 

and disgust in the context of business ethics. In line with that study, we expect 

that the perception that bankers violated moral values results in a mixture of 

other-condemning emotions. Because other-condemning emotions are related to 

the tendency to reject, retaliate, or harm others (e.g., Cuddy, Fiske, & Glick, 2007; 

Frijda, Kuipers, & ter Schure, 1989; Nabi, 2002), we also expect them to be 

associated with support for punitive measures against bankers.    

Another cluster of moral emotions may also be relevant in the present 

studies; the so-called other-suffering emotions such as pity (Haidt, 2003). We 

discussed these emotions in the previous chapters and in line with our findings 

we expect other-suffering emotions to play a role opposite to the role of other-

condemning emotions (cf., Weiner, Perry, & Magnusson, 1988). Other-suffering 

emotions are elicited when people are disadvantaged and not (fully) responsible 

for the situation or condition they are in (Dijker & Koomen, 2003; Weiner, 

Osborne, & Rudolph, 2011; Weiner et al., 1988). These emotions tend to be evoked 

by social groups that are seen as honest, friendly, and reliable (Cuddy, Fiske, & 

Glick, 2007). Other-suffering emotions also have a different effect on action 

tendencies than other-condemning emotions, because they reduce aggression and 

promote help (see Rudolph, Roesch, Greitemeyer, & Weiner, 2004). Thus, when 

people tend to belief that bankers have violated moral values, they are less likely 

to feel other-suffering emotions, whereas the reverse could be expected when 

bankers are not seen as moral violators. We expect other-suffering emotions to be 



  95 

negatively related to support for punitive measures; i.e., reduced levels of other-

suffering emotions should increase support for punitive measures.  

In the present study, we aim to show that the impact of perceived moral 

violations on prejudice and support for punitive regulation affecting bankers is 

mediated by moral emotions. There is a possibility that these negative reactions 

towards bankers are also caused by more general beliefs or stereotypes about 

bankers; i.e., they may be seen as immoral. As shown in Chapter 2, perceived 

(im)morality has a strong impact on intergroup attitudes and harmful intentions 

towards members of out-groups. Other research indicated that negative 

stereotypes (including those related to morality) are also associated with harmful 

actions against high status groups such as businessmen (Cuddy et al., 2007). In 

those studies, the relation between stereotypes and harmful intentions was 

mediated by contempt and pity. As indicated above, people seem to have a 

negative view of bankers in general; moreover we think that bankers are likely to 

be stereotyped as unreliable, immoral, and unethical, which in turn will have an 

impact on emotions and intentions towards this group.  

We expect perceived moral violations and negative stereotypes to be 

associated with an increase in other-condemning emotions and a reduction in 

other-suffering emotions. We define and measure prejudice against bankers as a 

general evaluation of that group and any person being a member of that group. 

Several studies showed that emotions are better predictors of prejudice than 

cognitions, and are likely to mediate the impact of the latter (Haddock, Zanna, & 

Esses, 1993; Stangor, Sullivan, & Ford, 1991). In line with those studies, we expect 

other-condemning emotions and other-suffering emotions to mediate the impact 

of perceived moral violations and negative stereotypes on prejudice. As outlined 

before, other-condemning emotions are likely to relate to actions that would harm 

moral violators, whereas other-suffering emotions are likely to be associated with 

the intention to help others. We therefore expect both emotion clusters to be 

associated with support for punitive regulation that would harm bankers (but in a 

different direction). Because emotions are likely to be more strongly related to 

actions tendencies than cognitions, we expect other-condemning emotions and 

other-suffering emotions to mediate the impact of perceived moral violations and 
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negative stereotypes on support for punitive measures.  The model that is 

depicted in Figure 5.1 summarizes our predictions. As the figure shows, there are 

two possible routes from perceived moral violations and negative stereotypes to 

prejudice and support for punitive regulation; one through other-condemning 

emotions, and one through other-suffering emotions. We tested this model in a 

representative sample in the Netherlands.  

 

 

 
 
Figure 5.1. A proposed model of the role of perceived moral violations, negative 
stereotypes, and moral emotions predicting prejudice and support for punitive regulation 
(Study 5.1). 
 

 

Method 

Participants. The sample (n = 423) was representative of the Dutch 

population in terms of educational level and age. Nearly 50% of the participants 

were female. Mean age was 42.09 (SD = 13.78). On the education measure, 5.7% 

had not finished high school; 21% had graduated from high school; 4.5% had 

some college background; 29% were college graduates; 7% had some advanced 

schooling; just over 32% had completed an advanced degree; and less than 1% 

(two participants) did not report their educational level. 
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 Materials and procedure. We first presented participants with a brief 

summary (around 200 words) of the history of the financial crisis that started in 

2007. This summary focused on the economic consequences, without holding 

anyone in particular responsible for the crisis. We stressed that opinions about the 

role of bankers in the financial crisis tend to differ and that we were interested in 

our participants’ views on this issue.  

After this introduction, we presented the questionnaire. We assessed 

participants’ prejudice towards bankers with the same item we used in Chapters 2 

and 3: a bipolar adjective scale ranging from 1 (negative) to 11 (positive). We 

reverse- scored this measure so that a higher score indicated more prejudice. Next 

we asked participants to indicate the extent to which they believed that bankers 

violated moral codes. This was assessed with four items asking whether bankers 

“acted unfairly”, “ignored their responsibility to society”, “ignored the interest of 

others”, and “degraded themselves with their actions”. Answers were given on a 

7-point scale ranging from 1 (strongly disagree) to 7 (strongly agree) and were 

averaged, with a higher score indicating increased agreement with the view that 

bankers committed moral violations (α = .87). In order to capture stereotypes we 

added a list of 24 trait adjectives to the questionnaire and asked participants to 

indicate for each trait whether they believed it described a typical banker. In the 

present study we focus on stereotypes related to morality, and this was assessed 

with the following traits: “unreliable”, “unhelpful”, “unethical”, “benevolent”, 

and “moral”. After reverse scoring them appropriately, we averaged these items 

to capture negative stereotypes (α = .88). In order to cover up our goal of 

measuring morality we interspersed these items with other traits based on the 

Big-Five literature (Gosling, Rentfrow, & Swann Jr., 2003).17  

Next we presented a list of twelve emotions and asked participants to 

indicate the degree to which they felt each of these emotions when thinking about 

bankers. Answers to these items were given on a 7-point scale ranging from 1 (not 

at all) to 7 (to a large extent). We calculated the mean score on five emotion words 

                                                        
17 A factor analysis showed that the five items related to morality were extracted first and 
loaded on the same factor (loadings: .71-.81). This result thus provides some empirical 
support for the importance of these morality traits. The resulting items loaded 
moderately on more than one factor and their role was difficult to interpret.  
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to capture other-suffering emotions: “compassion”, “commiseration”, “empathy”, 

“pity”, and “sympathy” (α = .81). Scores on the six other-condemning emotions 

“contempt”, “disgust”, “aversion”, “anger”, “irritation”, and “revulsion” formed 

a reliable scale (α = .90). The item “happiness” was used as a filler item. 

 Finally, we assessed support for punitive regulation by asking participants’ 

agreement with statements describing new policy measures that would affect 

bankers. We presented eight items. Examples are: “Bankers, who failed to do their 

job, should be prosecuted”, “Governments should have complete control over 

banks”, and “Bankers have a right to keep their bonuses” (reverse scored). 

Answers to these items were given on a scale ranging from 1 (strongly disagree) to 

7 (strongly agree). The answers were averaged, and a higher score on this measure 

implied more support for punitive regulation (α = .82).  

 

Results 

 Descriptive statistics. The means and correlations are presented in Table 

5.1 and show that participants had quite negative attitudes towards bankers. First, 

participants held some negative stereotypes of bankers and considered them to be 

rather immoral. They clearly believed that bankers had violated moral codes. 

Further, they seem to report more negative other-condemning emotions than 

other-suffering emotions (the range of other-condemning emotions was from 1-7). 

Their mean prejudice score was above midpoint of the scale, indicating a negative 

evaluation of bankers. Finally, participants strongly supported punitive measures, 

which indicated that they believed bankers should be punished for their actions 

and repay society.  
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Table 5.1. 
Means, standard deviations, and correlations between main variables and age (Study 5.1).  

 
Note. Moral violat. = perceived moral violations; O-c. emotions = other-condemning  
emotions; O-s. emotions = other-suffering emotions; Regulation = support for punitive regulation. 
i Prejudice is measured on 11-point scale. * p < .01. ** p < .001 
 

 

 

The correlations in Table 5.1 show that all relations between our main 

variables were significant and in expected direction. The correlation between 

perceived moral violations and negative stereotypes can be considered moderate, 

suggesting that these variables can be distinguished and treated as unique factors. 

Furthermore, moral violations and perceived immorality were both associated 

with more prejudice, more support for punitive regulation, stronger other-

condemning emotions, and reduced other-suffering emotions. Other-condemning 

emotions and other-suffering emotions were associated with prejudice and 

support for punitive regulation.  

The present sample also allowed us to look at the effect of demographic 

factors on our main variables.18 The correlations in Table 5.1 show that age of 

participants had an effect on all main variables; older participants tended to 

report more negative views on bankers than younger participants. As a result, we 

                                                        
18 Results indicated that sex of participant only had marginal effects; women tended to be 
slightly more positive on perceived moral violations, stereotypes, and emotions (rs 
between .10-.14, ps < .05). Employment did not have any effect, but there was a 
significant negative correlation between educational level and support for punitive 
regulation (rs = -.26, p < .001).  
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also tested our proposed model with age as covariate in order to show that our 

predictions are supported independent of participants’ age.  

There were missing values on some of the variables. Specifically, there 

were 32 missing values on prejudice, nine missing values on moral violation, and 

two on each emotion category. There was one multivariate outlier (Mahalanobis 

D = 37.13, p < .001), which we dropped from further analyses. There were ceiling 

effects on moral violations, prejudice, and punitive regulation. These findings 

pose a threat to multivariate normality, so we decided to test the fit of our model 

using maximum likelihood estimation that is robust to non-normality, as 

implemented in the Mplus 6 software (Muthén & Muthén, 2010). We included 

manifest variables in the model.  

 Main analyses. First, we tested a model in which other-condemning 

emotions and other-suffering emotions mediated the effects of moral violations 

and morality stereotypes on prejudice and support for punitive regulation. The 

two outcome variables were allowed to correlate. This model showed a poor fit, 

χ2(5) = 79.91, p < .001; χ2/df = 15.98; CFI = .89; TLI = .68; RMSEA = .19 with 90% CI 

[.16, .23]; SRMR = .07. A fully saturated model showed that moral violations were 

significantly related to both prejudice and retaliation. There appeared also to be a 

direct relation between stereotypes and prejudice. Incorporating these paths 

significantly improved the fit of the model, Δχ2 = 77.19, df = 3, p < .001;19 χ2(2) = 

2.72, p = .26; CFI = 1.00; TLI = .99; RMSEA = .03 with 90% CI [.00, .11]; SRMR = .01. 

This model is presented in Figure 5.2.   

                                                        
19 We used a chi-square difference test for scaled chi-square suggested by Muthén and 
Muthén (n.d.) on the Mplus website. (http://www.statmodel.com/chidiff.shtml) 
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Figure 5.2. Path model showing relations between perceived moral violations, negative 
morality stereotypes, other-condemning emotions, other-suffering emotions, prejudice, 
and support for punitive regulation. Standardized regression coefficients are displayed. *p 
< .01. **p < .001 (Study 5).  
 

 

As Figure 5.2 shows, perceived moral violations had both direct and 

indirect effects on prejudice and support for punitive regulation (the proportion 

of variance explained for each criterion variable is also depicted in the figure). The 

indirect effects of moral violations through other-condemning emotions on 

prejudice (Z = .09, p < .001) and punitive regulation (Z = .05, p = .014) were 

significant, as well as the indirect effects through other-suffering emotions on 

prejudice (Z = .06, p = .003) and punitive regulation (Z = .05, p = .001). Morality 

stereotypes had an indirect effect on punitive regulation and affected prejudice 

both directly and indirectly. The indirect effects of stereotypes through other-

condemning emotions on prejudice (Z = .10, p < .001) and punitive regulation (Z 

= .05, p = .012) were significant, and the indirect effects through other-suffering 
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emotions on prejudice (Z = .07, p = .001) and punitive regulation (Z = .06, p = .001) 

were as well.20  

 To summarize, our findings suggest that the effects of moral violations on 

prejudice and punitive regulation is partially mediated by other-condemning and 

other-suffering emotions. The effect of negative morality stereotypes on prejudice 

is partially mediated by other-condemning and other-suffering emotions as well, 

and the relation between stereotypes and punitive regulation is fully mediated by 

other-condemning and other-suffering emotions. 

 

Alternative model testing. Perceptions of moral violations are related to 

specific actions, whereas negative stereotypes are more generalized perceptions of 

a group. One could argue that moral violations result in negative stereotypes, and 

should therefore be placed before stereotypes in the model. We tested this 

alternative model in which perceived moral violations predict negative 

stereotypes and thus have an indirect effect on the emotions. The direct relations 

with support for punitive measures and prejudice were maintained. This model 

showed a poor fit of the data, χ2(4) = 120.66, p < .001; CFI = .83; TLI = .38; RMSEA 

= .27 with 90% CI [.23, .31]; SRMR = .11. These results indicate that both 

stereotypes and perceived moral violations can best be seen as predictors of 

prejudice and punitive action via emotions, as opposed to moral violations 

causing negative stereotypes which in turn determine prejudice and punitive 

action.  

 We also tested an alternative model in which we placed emotions first and 

moral violations and negative stereotypes as mediating variables. We thus 

changed the positions of emotions and moral violations and stereotypes. This 

model showed a poor fit of our data, χ2(5) = 38.60, p < .001; CFI = .95; TLI = .86; 

RMSEA = .13 with 90% CI [.09, .17]; SRMR = .04. This model has more free 

                                                        
20 We tested a model in which we included age as a covariate in order to confirm that our model 
fits the data regardless the age of participants. Results indicated that age was significantly related 
to support for punitive regulation (β = .26, p < .001) and prejudice (β = .12, p = .004). Importantly, 
all other relations did not change and were still significant. The indirect effects reported above 
were also still significant. These results thus suggest that our model supported by data from a 
representative sample.  
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parameters than the model in Figure 5.2, which could have caused the poorer fit. 

We therefore tested another alternative model in which we added direct paths 

from other-condemning emotions and other-suffering emotions to prejudice and 

from other-suffering emotions to punitive regulation. This model showed an 

appropriate fit of our data, χ2(2) = 4.08, p = .041; CFI = 1.00; TLI = .98; RMSEA 

= .09 with 90% CI [.03,.18]; SRMR = .01; but the fit indices showed a poorer fit 

than the model in Figure 5.2. These results suggest that emotions are better 

modelled as outcomes of perceived moral violations and negative morality 

stereotypes than vice versa.   

 

General Discussion 

 Results of this study revealed that the general public in the Netherlands 

holds relatively negative views of bankers; in line with previous surveys (e.g., 

Piquero et al., 2011), we showed that participants were quite prejudiced and 

tended to support punitive legislation for bankers. Our study is the first to shed 

some light on the psychological processes underlying the negative reactions of 

people towards bankers since the start of the crisis in 2007. As predicted, our data 

showed that a majority believed that bankers’ behaviour violated moral values 

and this perception had a strong impact on prejudice and support for punitive 

regulation. These findings support previous research showing that perceived 

value violations are likely to result in behavioural intentions with detrimental 

effects for the target group (see e.g., Henry & Reyna, 2007). 

The present study contributes to the literature on value violations by 

showing that moral emotions can help explain the negative reactions towards 

groups violating norms. Our findings indicate that perceived moral violations 

induce other-condemning emotions and reduce other-suffering emotions (Haidt, 

2003). These emotions affect prejudice and support for punitive regulation. 

Importantly, both other-condemning emotions and other-suffering emotions fully 

mediated the effects of perceived moral violations on prejudice and partially 

mediated the effect on punitive regulation. These findings confirm that it is 

important to take moral emotions into account when predicting reactions towards 

groups that are seen as relatively immoral. It needs to be added that we expected 
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emotions to fully mediate the impact of perceived moral violations on both 

outcome variables. A possible explanation is suggested in Chapter 3 of this 

dissertation in which we showed that emotions partially mediate the impact of 

blame on support for harmful actions. We argued that people are likely to need 

justification for their negative behaviour against others, which they might seek in 

their evaluations of others (i.e., whether they can be blamed or not). In the present 

study, perceived moral violations by bankers also had a direct effect on support 

for punitive measures. This suggests that people also follow their moral 

evaluations when supporting negative actions against bankers.  

In our study we also measured stereotypes of bankers and investigated 

whether they help to predict negative views on bankers. In line with the findings 

presented in Chapters 2 and 4, we showed that stereotypes predicted support for 

punitive measures indirectly through other-condemning and other-suffering 

emotions. The effect of negative stereotypes on prejudice was partially mediated 

by these emotions. Our data showed that more general stereotypes about bankers 

can be distinguished from specific judgments of moral violations and also 

contributed to the prediction of negative reactions towards bankers. Results 

further indicated that negative stereotypes do not seem to result from perceived 

moral violations, but are better conceptualized as a predictor of negative attitudes 

similar to perceived moral violations.   

The sample in the present study was representative of the Dutch 

population in terms of educational level, sex, and age. Only age was related to 

reactions towards bankers: older people tended to report more negative views. 

We can only speculate on explanations for this finding and more research is 

definitely needed to warrant any conclusion. However, there is a possibility that 

older people feel more personally affected by the crisis and belief that they have 

invested more in the economy than younger people. As a consequence, they may 

more strongly condemn bankers for triggering this financial climate.  

Although our data are correlational and more research is needed to test the 

proposed model, our studies suggest that moral judgment is an important 

determinant of condemnation of bankers. An expression of self-relevant moral 

emotions by bankers, namely shame or guilt, might mitigate this public 
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condemnation. This might be seen as an acknowledgement of moral 

transgressions. Unfortunately, most bankers did not express these emotions, and 

only a few - reluctantly - expressed some regret. This might be one reason for the 

continued negativity of public reactions.  

 So far, the studies presented in this dissertation have shown that negative 

moral judgments are strongly associated with prejudice and discrimination. The 

effects of these moral evaluations are likely to be the result of changes in moral 

emotions, i.e., other-condemning and other-suffering emotions. Although the 

models we tested in this chapter and chapters 3 and 4 suggest a causal sequence 

from moral evaluations to emotions and finally to prejudice and discrimination, 

this conclusion cannot be fully supported by our correlational data. In the next 

chapter we present two studies in which we manipulated morality of a minority 

group and tested the effect on moral emotions, prejudice, and discriminatory 

intentions. The aim of the next chapter is to show that perceived morality has a 

clear impact on prejudice and behavioural preferences related to the exclusion of 

the target group. Moreover, moral emotions are expected to play a crucial role in 

these processes.  
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Chapter 6  

On the Morality and Competence of 

Immigrants: Moral Emotions as Amplifiers of 

Expulsion  

 

 

 

 

 

 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

This chapter is based on Wirtz, C., & van der Pligt, J. On the morality of 
immigrants: Moral emotions as amplifiers of expulsion. Manuscript under review.  
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As we have seen in previous chapters, minority group members are often 

confronted with stereotypes and prejudice. Immigrants for instance, tend to be 

perceived as incompetent and unfriendly (Cuddy et al., 2009; Lee & Fiske, 2006), 

and are likely to be avoided or excluded (Esses, Veenvliet, Hodson, & Mihic, 2008; 

McLaren, 2003; Stephan, Ybarra, & Bachman, 1999). Research on stereotypes 

generally uses two dimensions, i.e., warmth and competence, to describe how 

different social groups are perceived (Abele & Wojcizske, 2007; Fiske, Cuddy, 

Glick, & Xu, 2002; Judd, James-Hawkins, Yzerbyt, & Kashima, 2005; Kervyn, 

Yzerbyt, & Judd, 2010; Ybarra et al., 2008). As mentioned in Chapters 1 and 2, 

warmth often comprises two separate dimensions: sociability and morality 

(Anderson & Sedikides, 1991; Leach, Ellemers, & Barreto, 2007). A number of 

studies addressed the impact of morality on out-group evaluations (Brambilla, 

Rusconi, Sacchi, & Cherubini, 2011; Phalet & Poppe, 1997). Brambilla, Sacchi, 

Rusconi, Cherubini, and Yzerbyt (2011) showed that evaluations of a fictitious 

out-group were more strongly influenced by morality than by competence or 

sociability ascriptions. When this out-group was portrayed as immoral, the 

impression of that group was more negative as compared to descriptions that 

stressed low levels of competence or sociability. In Chapter 2 of this dissertation 

we showed that the attitude and social distance towards a stigmatized group, i.e., 

HIV-patients, was also strongly related to perceived morality, while sociability 

and competence were less important.  

In the present research we again investigate reactions to an existing group; 

i.e., Romanian immigrants. In the last decade people from several countries in the 

east of Europe moved to Western Europe in order to find work. Polish 

immigrants now form a sizable minority in countries such as Germany, the 

Netherlands and Great Britain. More recently, Romanians also moved to western 

European countries. In the present chapter we experimentally manipulate 

morality of Romanian migrant workers, and investigate whether it has an impact 

on general attitudes towards this group and support for their expulsion.  

In the context of immigrant workers, we do not expect sociability to be 

related to the tendency to exclude that group. Indirect support for the modest role 

of sociability comes from work showing that sociability has less impact on the 
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impression of an out-group than both competence and morality (Brambilla, Sacchi 

et al., 2011). The findings described in Chapter 2 of this dissertation provide 

further support for this view and showed that sociability did not affect prejudice 

and social distance to members of a stigmatized group. Thus, in the present 

studies we focus primarily on perceived morality and competence.  

Some research suggests that majority group members incorporate 

perceived competence when forming impressions of minorities such as migrant 

workers (e.g., Phalet & Poppe, 1997). Generally, immigrants have a lower status 

than the majority group (e.g., Van Oudenhoven, Prins, & Buunk, 1998), and in 

order to maintain that status distinction, majority groups tend to stress 

differences in competence between the in-group and out-group (Bettencourt, Dorr, 

Charlton, & Hume, 2001; Ellemers, 1993). Thus, competence is likely to play a role 

in out-group evaluations (see also Fiske et al., 2002). There is also some evidence 

that perceived incompetence is related to passive forms of harm, such as 

avoidance and neglect (Cuddy et al., 2007). However, as argued in Chapters 1 and 

2, we expect perceived morality to be a more important determinant of prejudice 

and willingness to exclude others (see also Brambilla, Sacchi et al., 2011).  

As we have seen in earlier chapters, moral emotions play an important role 

in this process. In the introduction of this dissertation we explained that other-

condemning emotions (i.e., contempt, disgust, and anger) are likely to be elicited 

when other groups are perceived as immoral (Haidt, 2003; Rozin, Lowery, Imada, 

& Haidt, 1999). This class of moral emotions may result in the exclusion of the 

group that evokes these emotions (e.g., Hutcherson & Gross, 2011). Contempt and 

disgust are associated with the tendency to exclude, avoid, or expel the persons 

who evoke these emotions (Mackie, Devos, & Smith, 2000; Rozin, Haidt, & 

McCauley, 2000). Generally, anger is related to the tendency to punish, confront 

or attack the moral violator (Kuppens, van Mechelen, Smits, & de Boeck, 2003; 

Fischer & Roseman, 2007; Mackie et al., 2000), but there is some evidence that 

anger can also result in avoidance and turning away from the elicitor (Hutcherson 

& Gross, 2011, Nabi, 2002). Although these three emotions can have different 

behavioural consequences as a function of context, we expect that they are highly 

correlated in the context of reactions to immigrants. There is some evidence that 
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people use all three emotion terms to describe their feelings that express their 

general disapproval of moral violations (Grappi, Romani, & Bagozzi, 2013; 

Gutierrez, Giner-Sorolla, & Vasiljevic, 2012; Nabi, 2002; see also the previous 

chapter of this dissertation). All three emotions can result in willingness to expel 

immigrants from society, albeit with different motivations (i.e., to punish them or 

to avoid them).  

Other-suffering emotions such as pity, compassion, and commiseration 

(Haidt, 2003) are also relevant in the present context. As discussed in previous 

chapters, these emotions are associated with groups that are perceived as honest 

and reliable, but disadvantaged (due to incompetence for instance, Cuddy et al., 

2007), and result in a tendency to offer help and reduce harm (e.g., Rudolph, 

Roesch, Greitemeyer, & Weiner, 2004). Other-suffering emotions are a positive 

counterpart of other-condemning emotions; when out-groups are portrayed as 

immoral they are likely to evoke contempt and not pity. When other groups are 

perceived as moral but incompetent however, pity is likely to be evoked and not 

contempt. This also suggests that morality and competence have opposite effects 

on other-suffering emotions. Though we expect that the impact of morality on 

these emotions will be more pronounced.  

Cuddy et al. (2007) showed that specific emotions mediate the impact of 

stereotype content on action tendencies towards individuals associated with that 

stereotype. They showed that feelings of pity towards other groups mediate the 

impact of perceived competence on willingness to avoid members of these groups, 

indicating that when people believed that other groups were relatively 

incompetent they tended to feel pity. This feeling was in turn associated with the 

view that members of the majority group generally avoided or neglected those 

out-groups. This finding seems somewhat surprising, as pity is generally 

associated with the tendency to help disadvantaged groups (Rudolph et al., 2004). 

According to Cuddy and colleagues, pity sometimes involves sadness, sometimes 

disrespect. These two feelings could help to explain the relation with avoidance. 

However, when pity involves other-suffering feelings such as compassion, it will 

more likely lead to help and support (Goetz, Keltner, & Simon-Tomas, 2010). In 
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the present study we focus on other-suffering emotions and expect them to be 

negatively related to prejudice and support for expulsion.   

 Cuddy et al. (2007) also showed that contempt mediates the relation 

between warmth (a combination of sociability and morality) and the tendency to 

harm others; groups that are seen as less warm are more likely to evoke contempt, 

and this emotion is associated with a tendency to harm these groups. Cuddy and 

colleagues did not manipulate morality, but focused on the relationship between 

stereotype content, emotions, and action tendencies that people generally 

associate with certain groups.  

In the present study we manipulate morality and competence of Romanian 

migrant workers and assess their impact on prejudice and willingness to expel 

this group. We expect morality to have a strong impact on prejudice and 

preference for expulsion. More specifically, when Romanian immigrants are 

portrayed as immoral, we expect this to result in more prejudice and willingness 

to expel that group than when they are portrayed as moral. We expect the impact 

of morality to be more pronounced than the impact of competence. We also 

expect morality to have a strong impact on emotions; immoral immigrants are 

expected to evoke more other-condemning emotions and less other-suffering 

emotions than moral immigrants. This effect is also expected to be more 

pronounced than the effect of competence. Moreover, we expect that other-

condemning emotions such as contempt and other-suffering emotions such as 

pity will mediate the impact of morality on prejudice and willingness to expel 

Romanians from society.  

 

Study 6.1 

Method 

Participants. Participants were 103 undergraduates (65 women, 38 men) 

from the University of Amsterdam, who took part in the study for course credit. 

Their age ranged from 18 to 51 (M = 22.23, SD = 5.20). 
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Materials and procedure. First, we reminded participants of the increased 

media-coverage of immigration of Romanians to the Netherlands, and asked 

them to read a newspaper article on this issue. The article started with a general 

description of Romanians coming to the Netherlands, looking for work. This was 

followed by the manipulated text: Two versions stressed the [im]morality of 

Romanians and two their [in]competence. In the former we described research 

showing that “Romanians can [not] be trusted, are self-reliant [lazy], [un]reliable, 

and [do not] show respect to each other and superiors”. In the competence 

conditions we stressed that “research showed that Romanians are well [poorly] 

educated, have [no] useful work experience, are [un]able to work hard, and need 

very few [a lot] of instructions”. We based our manipulation on the morality and 

competence stereotypes used by Leach et al. (2007). This manipulation resulted in 

a 2 (morality vs. competence) by 2 (high vs. low) between-subjects design. 

Participants were randomly assigned to one of the four conditions.   

 After reading this newspaper article, we presented the questionnaire. The 

first question aimed to assess participants’ prejudice towards Romanians on a 

scale ranging from 1 (negative) to 11 (positive). This measure is the same we used in 

the previous chapter and comparable with the evaluation thermometer that has 

been successfully used in past research to capture attitudes towards groups (e.g., 

Haddock, Zanna, & Esses, 1993). We reverse scored this measure and a higher 

score indicated more prejudice. Next we presented thirteen emotion words and 

asked participants to indicate the degree to which they felt each of the emotions 

when thinking about Romanians. They could answer these items on a 7-point 

scale ranging from 1 (not at all) to 7 (to a large extent). We calculated the mean 

score on five emotion words to capture other-suffering emotions: “compassion”, 

“empathy”, “pity”, “sympathy”, and “commiseration” (Cronbach’s α = .83). We 

also assessed the mean for other-condemning emotions: contempt: “contempt”, 

“disgust”, “revulsion”, “aversion”, “anger”, and “irritation” (α = .94). The list was 

completed with one positive emotion: “happiness”.21 

                                                        
21 A principal factor analysis after varimax rotation on these items resulted in the 
expected two factors. The first factor explained 47.8% of the total variance and comprised 
the six other-condemning emotions (factor loadings .81-.90). The second factor explained 
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 We measured willingness to expel Romanians from society by asking 

participants’ agreement with eight statements that were based on a scale used by 

Mclaren (2003). Examples are: “Romanians should return home immediately after 

their contract ends”, “Romanians add nothing useful to our society”, and “Family 

reunification should be made impossible for Romanians”. They could answer on a 

7-point scale ranging from 1 (strongly disagree) to 7 (strongly agree). Answers to 

these statements were averaged (α = .79), and a higher score indicated increased 

willingness to expel Romanians from society.  

 To check if our manipulations were successful, we concluded the 

questionnaire by asking our participants to rate Romanian immigrant workers on 

two 11-point bipolar adjective scales (immoral-moral and incompetent-competent).  

 

Results 

Manipulation checks. We used 2 (dimension: morality vs. competence) by 

2 (level: high vs. low) ANOVA’s to test if our manipulations were successful. The 

means in Table 6.1 show that the low morality condition scored lower on 

perceived morality than the high morality condition. The low morality condition 

also resulted in lower scores on this dimension than obtained in the low and high 

competence condition. The latter conditions did not differ, and both scored lower 

than the high morality condition on perceived morality. Competence was seen as 

lower in the low competence condition than in the high competence condition. 

Competence was also rated low in the low morality condition. This effect of level 

was significant, F(1, 99) = 129.80, p < .001, ηp2 = .09. These results indicate that our 

manipulation of morality was successful. However, the impact of morality 

seemed to generalize to perceived competence.  

 

 

 

 

                                                                                                                                                                       
21.3% of the variance and captured the other-suffering emotions (loading .61-.86). 
Happiness loaded moderate on both factors (-.33 and .54, respectively).  
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Table 6.1  
Means (and standard deviations) of the main variables per condition (Study 6.1). 

  Condition 

  Morality  Competence 

Variables  Low   High   Low   High  

Morality1  3.13 (1.73)a  8.52 (2.19)b  6.57 (1.41)c  7.41 (2.08)c 

Competence1  3.96 (2.04)a  9.13 (1.79)b  4.76 (1.74)a  8.74 (2.44)b 

Prejudice1  9.14 (1.36)a  3.53 (2.67)b  6.36 (1.76)c  4.17 (2.38)b 

Expel2  4.08 (1.12)a  3.05 (.94)b  3.74 (.90)a  3.56 (.96)ab 

O‐C emotions2  4.37 (.81)a  1.94 (1.16)b  2.91 (1.11)c  2.35 (1.05)b 

O‐S emotions2  3.03 (1.19)a  3.88 (.94)b  4.30 (.90)b  4.04 (1.22)b 

 
Note. 1 Measured on 11-point scale. 2 Measured on 7-point scale. Expel = willingness to expel 
Romanians from society; O-C emotions = other-condemning emotions; O-S emotions = other-
suffering emotions. Means with different superscripts in the same row differ from each other at 
the .05 confidence level.  
 

 

Willingness to expel. We performed 2 (morality vs. competence) by 2 

(high vs. low) ANOVA’s on all dependent variables.22 Analysis of willingness to 

expel Romanians revealed a main effect of level, F(1, 99) = 9.75, p = .002, ηp2 = .09; 

and a significant interaction between level and dimension, F(1, 99) = 4.78, p = .031, 

ηp2 = .05. Simple main effect analyses showed that participants in the low morality 

condition excluded Romanians more than those in the high morality condition, 

F(1, 99) = 13.68, p < .001, ηp2 = .12. The two competence conditions had 

intermediate scores and did not differ from each other, F(1, 99) = .45, p = .50. The 

high morality condition scored marginally lower on willingness to expel than the 

high competence condition, F(1, 99) = 3.38, p = .069, ηp2 = .03. Mean scores are 

presented in Table 6.1. 

 

                                                        
22  Our manipulation checks showed that morality also affected perceived competence, so 
to ensure that possible effects of morality on the dependent variables are due to our 
manipulation of morality only, we included perceived competence as a covariate in all 
analyses. Results of these ANCOVA’s showed that the covariate (perceived competence) 
only affected prejudice and other-condemning emotions. Importantly, we again obtained 
the effects on our dependent variables; simple main effects analyses showed that the low 
morality condition was most negative and differed from the high morality and 
competence conditions, all ps < .001. 
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 Prejudice. Next, we tested if our manipulations had an effect on prejudice. 

Results showed a main effect of level, F(1, 99) = 89.55, p < .001, ηp2 = .48; and a 

main effect of dimension, F(1, 99) = 6.79, p = .011, ηp2 = .06. These effects are 

further qualified by a significant interaction, F(1, 99) = 17.13, p < .001, ηp2 = .15. As 

shown in Table 6.1, the two high conditions did not differ from each other, F(1, 

99) = 1.14, p = .29; but the low morality condition was significantly more 

prejudiced than the low competence condition, F(1, 99) = 23.44, p < .001, ηp2 = .19. 

Moreover, the effect size of morality was larger than the effect size of competence 

(ηp2 = .48 vs. ηp2 = .13, respectively), this difference was significant at the 99% 

confidence level. 

 

 Emotions. Next, we tested if the conditions differed on reported other-

condemning emotions towards Romanians. Results showed a main effect of level, 

F(1, 99) = 53.53, p < .001, ηp2 = .35; and of dimension, F(1, 99) = 6.54, p = .012, ηp2 

= .06. These effects were further qualified by a significant interaction, F(1, 99) = 

20.71, p < .001, ηp2 = .17. Means are presented in Table 6.1. Follow-up analyses 

showed more other-condemning emotions in the low morality condition than in 

the low competence condition, F(1, 99) = 26.04, p < .001, ηp2 = .21. There was no 

difference between the high competence and high morality conditions, F(1, 99) = 

1.93, p = .17. Results further showed that there was a substantial effect of morality 

on these emotions; lower morality was accompanied with more other-

condemning emotions; F(1, 99) = 68.37, p < .001, ηp2 = .41. The effect of 

competence was smaller but also significant, indicating that higher levels of these 

emotions were reported in the low competence condition than in the high 

competence condition, F(1, 99) = 3.94, p = .050, ηp2 = .04. The difference between 

effect sizes was significant at p < .005. 

Analysis with other-suffering emotions as a dependent variable showed a 

main effect of dimension, F(1, 99) = 11.27, p = .010, ηp2 = .10, and a significant 

interaction between level and dimension, F(1, 99) = 6.94, p = .010, ηp2 = .07. 

Further analyses showed that the low morality condition evoked lower levels of 

these emotions than the low competence condition, F(1, 99) = 18.51, p < .001, ηp2 

= .16; but there was no difference between the high morality and the high 
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competence conditions, F(1, 99) = .25, p = .62. Moreover, there was a significant 

difference between the two morality conditions, indicating more other-suffering 

emotions in the high morality condition than in the low morality condition, F(1, 

99) = 7.9, p = .006, ηp2 = .07. There was no difference between the two competence 

conditions, F(1, 99) = .78, p = .38.  

 

Mediation analyses. Results show that morality, but not competence, had 

an effect on willingness to expel Romanian immigrants. Participants in the low 

morality condition reported more other-condemning emotions and less other-

suffering emotions than in the high morality condition. In order to test if these 

emotions mediated the impact of morality on willingness to expel Romanians, we 

first dummy coded conditions to create a contrast between the low morality 

condition and the high morality condition (-1 1 0 0). Next, we performed a series 

of multiple regression analyses to test for mediation. As reported above, there 

was a significant relation between morality and willingness to expel (β = -.35, p 

< .001), indicating that participants in the low morality condition were more 

willing to expel Romanians than those in the high morality condition. Next, 

regression analyses showed that low morality predicted other-condemning 

emotions (β = -.62, p < .001) and reduced other-suffering emotions (β = .27, p 

= .007). Finally, we performed a regression analyses in which we included 

morality, other-condemning and other-suffering emotions as predictors and 

willingness to expel as criterion. Only other-condemning emotions were 

significantly related to willingness to expel (β = .32, p = .007); morality (β = -.12), 

and other-suffering emotions were non-significant (β = -.09). We used 

bootstrapping analyses (Preacher & Hayes, 2008) to test the significance of the 

mediation by the emotions. Based on 2000 bootstrap samples, the 95% confidence 

interval of other-condemning emotions did not include zero [-.53, -.09], which 

confirms that the indirect effect of morality on willingness to expel through these 

emotions is significant. The interval of other-suffering emotions did include zero 

[-.17, .03] indicating that the indirect effect through those emotions was non-

significant. This mediation is depicted in Figure 6.1 and indicates that when 
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Romanians are portrayed as immoral, they evoke other-condemning emotions in 

others, which results in more willingness to expel them.   

      

    

 
Figure 6.1. Multiple mediation by other-condemning and other-suffering emotions of the 
relation between morality and willingness to expel Romanian immigrants (Study 6.1). 
Note. *p < .05. **p < .01.  

 

 

Finally, we tested whether the emotion clusters mediated the impact of 

morality on prejudice. Again, we used the dummy coded condition variable (-1 1 

0 0) to test the effects of morality. First, morality was related to prejudice (β = -.66, 

p < .001) as indicated above. Next, we already showed that morality was related 

to other-condemning and other-suffering emotions. Finally, we conducted a 

regression analysis in which morality and the emotion clusters were added as 

predictors and prejudice as criterion. Results indicated that other-condemning 

emotions (β = .33, p < .001) and other-suffering emotions (β = -.29, p < .001) both 

affected prejudice. The impact of morality dropped but was still significant (β = -

.38, p < .001) when we controlled for the emotions. Bootstrap analyses showed 

that the indirect effects through other-condemning [.09, 1.89] and other-suffering 

emotions [.09, .66] were significant, suggesting multiple mediation of the relation 

between morality and prejudice. This multiple mediation is depicted in Figure 6.2.  
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 Figure 6.2. Multiple mediation by other-condemning and other-suffering emotions of the 
relation between morality and prejudice (Study 6.1). Note. *p < .05. **p < .01.  
 

 

Discussion 

 In this study we showed that morality affects prejudice and willingness to 

expel Romanian immigrants from society, while competence only had a relatively 

modest impact on prejudice. This difference between morality and competence 

can be explained by the intensity of the emotions associated with these two 

appraisals. Perceived immorality evoked other-condemning emotions such as 

contempt and anger and reduced levels of other-suffering emotions such as pity 

and compassion. Low levels of competence, on the other hand, had a modest 

effect on other-condemning emotions, and no effect on other-suffering emotions. 

Particularly other-condemning emotions had a strong impact on willingness to 

expel, and this emotion class fully mediated the relation between morality and 

this action tendency. Both other-condemning and other-suffering emotions 

mediated the impact of morality on prejudice.  

 In this study we manipulated morality and competence in such a way that 

participants only read about one of the two dimensions. In everyday interactions 

however, people often receive information on more than one dimension. In a 

second study we therefore cross-manipulated morality and competence. Because 

participants in such a design would receive information regarding both morality 
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and competence it allows a more direct test of the differential impact of these 

dimensions on discrimination and prejudice. Moreover, in the first study the 

negative emotions we measured were all moral emotions, so it remains to be seen 

whether other negative emotions could also explain the impact of morality. We 

therefore decided to include another negative emotion that is often mentioned in 

the context of majority-minority intergroup perceptions; i.e., fear. As indicated in 

the introduction, low morality could also pose a threat to members of another 

group. We decided to add this emotion because it has been shown that threats can 

result in fear (e.g., Cottrell & Neuberg, 2005). 

 

Study 6.2 

 This study was designed to replicate the findings of the Study 6.1 with a 

different design. We expected other-condemning emotions to be the underlying 

mechanism that could explain the impact of morality on willingness to expel and 

prejudice, and not just any negative emotion related to threat posed by 

immigrants (e.g., fear).  

 

Method 

 Participants. Participants were 93 undergraduates (64 women and 29 men) 

from the University of Amsterdam. Nearly 40 percent studied psychology, the 

remaining students were undergraduates in other disciplines. Their age ranged 

from 16 to 52 (M = 22.11, SD = 5.88).  

 

 Materials and procedure. We used the same procedure as in Study 6.1 but 

in the present study we cross-manipulated morality and competence, so we used 

a 2 (Morality: high vs. low) by 2 (Competence: high vs. low) design. Another 

difference with the previous study is that we informed participants that according 

to an alleged study, employers either had “a relatively clear and straightforward 

attitude towards Romanian employees” (in case of similar levels of competence 

and morality), or “a less certain, slightly ambiguous attitude” (in the mixed 

high/low conditions). We described the results of that study indicating that 

Romanians were perceived as being either high or low in morality (i.e., 
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“[un]reliable”, “[not] trustworthy”, and “[dis]respectful”; see Leach et al., 2007), 

and high or low in competence (i.e., “[un]experienced”, “[in]competent”, and 

“[un]skilful”).  

After a short summary of the main results and conclusion of that study, we 

presented the questionnaire. Prejudice was measured with the same item as in the 

previous study. We also used the same items to capture other-condemning 

emotions (α = .92) and other-suffering emotions (α = .84). The items “fear” and 

“anxiety” were combined to measure fear (α = .69).23 We added two new items in 

order to have a more elaborate measure of willingness to expel Romanian 

immigrants: “Romanians should be treated the same as other immigrants” 

(reverse scored) and “Romanians are entitled to the same protection by the Dutch 

government as other immigrants” (reverse scored). Answers to these ten items 

were averaged and a higher score on this measure indicated increased willingness 

to expel Romanian immigrant workers (α = .76). Our manipulation checks were 

the same as we used in the previous study.  

 

Results 

 Manipulation checks. We performed two 2 (high vs. low morality) by 2 

(high vs. low competence) ANOVA’s to test if our manipulations were successful. 

The means are presented in Table 6.2. Results showed a main effect of morality on 

perceived morality, indicating that Romanians in the high morality conditions 

were evaluated as more moral than in the low morality conditions, F(1, 89) = 37.52, 

p < .001, ηp2 = .30. There was no effect of competence on perceived morality, and 

no interaction neither. Results further showed a main effect of competence on 

perceived competence, indicating that high competence conditions were 

perceived as higher in competence than low competence conditions, F(1, 89) = 

77.50, p < .001, ηp2 = .47. As expected, there were no other effects. These analyses 

confirm that our manipulations were successful.   
                                                        
23 A principal factor analysis after varimax rotation confirmed this three-factor solution. 
The first factor accounted for 42.8% of the total variance and comprised the six other-
condemning emotions (factor loadings: .67-.89). The second factor explained 22.2% of the 
total variance and captured the five other-suffering emotions (loadings: .63-.91). The last 
factor comprised the two fear items (loadings .72 and .87) and explained 7.8% of the 
variance.  
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Willingness to expel. We conducted a 2 (high vs. low morality) by 2 (high 

vs. low competence) between-subjects ANOVA to test whether the two 

dimensions affected willingness to expel Romanians. Results revealed a main 

effect of morality, F(1, 89) = 3.94, p = .050, ηp2 = .04. As can been seen in Table 6.2, 

participants were more willing to expel Romanians from society in the low 

morality conditions than in the high morality conditions. There was no effect of 

competence, and no interaction.  

 
 
Table 6.2   
Means (and standard deviations) of manipulation checks, prejudice, and willingness to 
expel Romanians (Study 6.1). 

 
Note. Expel = willingness to expel Romanians from society. Only main effects are indicated; 
means with an asterisk in the same row differ from each other at the .05 confidence level.  
 

  

 Prejudice. A 2 (high vs. low morality) by 2 (high vs. low competence) 

between-subjects ANOVA on the prejudice score revealed a main effect of 

morality, F(1, 89) = 49.39, p < .001, ηp2 = .36. Prejudice was stronger for those 

participants in the low morality conditions than in the high morality conditions. 

This effect was further qualified by a morality x competence interaction, F(1, 89) = 

6.11, p = .05, ηp2 = .06. Simple main effects analyses showed that the effect of 

morality on prejudice was stronger when competence was high (F(1, 89) = 44.70, p 

< .001, ηp2 = .33) than when competence was low (F(1, 89) = 10.48, p = .002, ηp2 

Dependent variable 

Condition 
Competence  Morality 

Morality  Competence  Prejudice  Expel 

Low  Low  5.46 (2.06)  3.36 (1.92)  6.09 (1.93)  3.63 (1.02) 

  High  7.68 (1.55)  3.88 (1.51)  7.72 (1.57)  3.16 (.70) 

  Total  6.72 (2.06)  3.64* (1.71)  6.96 (1.91)  3.38 (.88) 

High  Low  5.23 (2.22)  7.05 (2.10)  4.73 (2.25)  3.44 (.99) 

  High  7.96 (1.65)  7.04 (1.94)  8.12 (.95)  3.19 (.78) 

  Total  6.65 (2.37)  7.04* (2.00)  6.50 (2.40)  3.31 (.89) 

Total  Low  5.43* (2.13)  5.20 (2.72)  5.41* (2.18)  3.54* (.99) 

  High  7.82* (1.59)  5.43 (2.35)  7.92* (1.30)  3.18* (.73) 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= .11). The means are presented in Table 6.2. There was no main effect of 

competence. 

 Emotions. To test if the type of trait dimension affected participants’ 

emotions, we submitted other-condemning, other-suffering emotions, and fear 

scores to a 2 (high vs. low morality) by 2 (high vs. low competence) between-

subjects MANOVA. Results showed a significant multivariate main effect of 

morality, F(3, 87) = 11.30, p < .001, ηp2 = .28. There was no multivariate main effect 

of competence, nor any interaction. At the univariate level, the main effect of 

morality was significant for other-condemning emotions, F(1, 89) = 31.25, p < .001, 

ηp2 = .26. The means are presented in Table 6.3 and show that participants 

reported more other-condemning emotions in the low morality conditions than in 

the high morality conditions. Morality also had a significant univariate main 

effect on other-suffering emotions, F(1, 89) = 8.18, p = .005, ηp2 = .08. Lower levels 

of other-suffering emotions were reported in the low morality conditions than in 

the high morality conditions. Finally, the univariate main effect of morality was 

significant for fear, F(1, 89) = 7.46, p = .008, ηp2 = .08. Participants reported more 

fear in the low morality conditions than in the high morality conditions.   

 

 
Table 6.3   
Means (and standard deviations) of the emotions (Study 6.1). 

 
Note. O-C emotions = other-condemning emotions. O-S emotions = other-suffering emotions. 
Only main effects are indicated; means with an asterisk in the same row differ from each other at 
the .05 confidence level. 

Dependent variable 

Condition 

Competence  Morality 
O‐C emotions  O‐S emotions  Fear 

Low  Low  3.08 (1.59)  3.96 (1.31)  3.14 (1.42) 

  High  1.88 (.66)  4.42 (.65)  2.64 (1.02) 

  Total  2.44 (1.32)  4.20 (1.03)  2.87 (1.23) 

High  Low  3.50 (1.21)  3.66 (1.36)  2.98 (1.38) 

  High  2.10 (.85)  4.47 (.87)  2.10 (1.00) 

  Total  2.77 (1.25)  4.08 (1.19)  2.52 (1.26) 

Total  Low  3.29* (1.41)  3.81* (1.33)  3.06* (1.38) 

  High  1.99* (.76)  4.44* (.76)  2.38* (1.03) 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Mediation analyses. Results thus indicated that morality, but not 

competence, affected both support for willingness to expel Romanians as well as 

the various emotions. In order to test if the emotions mediate the impact of 

morality on willingness to expel, we conducted multiple regression analyses. 

More specifically, we tested if other-condemning emotions would mediate the 

impact of morality on willingness to expel, but fear would not. First, a regression 

analysis with morality as predictor and willingness to expel as a criterion showed 

that morality was related to increased willingness to expel Romanian immigrants 

(β = -.21, p = .048), as indicated above. Second, morality was also related to other-

condemning emotions (β = -.51, p < .001), fear (β = -.27, p = .008), and other-

suffering emotions (β = .29, p = .005). Finally, we performed a regression analysis 

with morality and the three emotion clusters as predictors and willingness to 

expel as a criterion. Only the impact of other-condemning emotions was 

significant (β = .53, p < .001); other-suffering emotions were marginally related (β 

= -.19, p = .060) and fear was unrelated to willingness to expel (β = -.01, ns.). 

Importantly, the impact of morality became non-significant (β = .11, p = .28). 

These results suggest that other-condemning emotions mediated the effect of 

morality on willingness to expel Romanians. Bootstrap analyses also suggested 

that the mediation through other-condemning emotions was significant, as the 

95% confidence interval did not contain zero [-.85, -.18]. The intervals of other-

suffering emotions [-.30, .01] and fear [-.11, .11] included zero, indicating that their 

indirect effects were not significant. The full mediation is depicted in Figure 6.3. 
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Figure 6.3. Multiple mediation by other-condemning emotions, other-suffering emotions, 
and fear of the relation between morality and willingness to expel Romanian immigrants 
(Study 6.2).  
Note. * p < .05. ** p < .01.  
 

 

 

 Finally, we conducted a series of regression analyses to test whether the 

emotions mediated the impact of morality on prejudice. First, morality was 

related to prejudice (β = .58, p < .001). Second, morality affected the emotions, as 

previously described. Third, we conducted a regression analysis in which 

morality and the emotions were simultaneously entered as predictors and 

prejudice was included as criterion. Results showed that other-condemning 

emotions (β = -.23, p = .025) and other-suffering emotions (β= .34, p < .001) were 

significantly related to prejudice, but fear was not (β = -.04). The impact of 

morality dropped but was still significant (β = .36, p < .001). Bootstrap analyses 

showed that the indirect effect of other-suffering emotions [.16, 1.13] was 

significant, but of other-condemning emotions [-.17, 1.59] and fear were not [-

.21, .30]. This mediation is depicted in Figure 6.4. 
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Figure 6.4. Multiple mediation by other-condemning emotions, other-suffering emotions, 
and fear of the relation between morality and prejudice (Study 6.2).  
Note. * p < .05. ** p < .01.  
 
 
 

General Discussion 

 In two studies we manipulated the morality and competence of a specific 

group (Romanian immigrant workers), and showed that perceived morality 

affects prejudice and the wish to expel Romanian immigrants, while perceived 

competence had a very modest impact. This difference between morality and 

competence can be explained by the intensity of the moral emotions associated 

with these two appraisals. When minority groups were portrayed as immoral, 

they evoked other-condemning emotions, and reduced levels of other-suffering 

emotions. Our second study showed that immorality also evoked fear. However, 

fear was unrelated to prejudice and willingness to expel Romanian immigrants 

when we controlled for the other emotions. This supports our idea that moral 

emotions are the main determinants of the impact of perceived immorality on 

prejudice and support for expulsion of the target group. Particularly other-

condemning emotions had a strong impact, as they mediated the effect of 

morality on willingness to expel Romanians in both studies and on prejudice in 
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the first study. Other-suffering emotions also affected prejudice, when we 

controlled for the other emotions and morality, indicating that perceived 

immorality resulted in reduced levels of other-suffering emotions. These low 

levels of other-suffering emotions were associated with increased levels of 

prejudice.   

Recently, Ufkes, Otten, Van der Zee, Giebels and Dovidio (2012) showed 

that portraying an out-group as incompetent can also result in the tendency to 

avoid that group. Interestingly, this effect was also mediated by an other-

condemning emotion, i.e., contempt. Their findings are similar to our findings, 

but they focused on competence only. We assessed both competence and morality 

and the latter had a more pronounced impact on prejudice and discriminatory 

action than the former. This might be due to a number of differences between the 

two studies. First, Ufkes et al. manipulated competence and warmth of a fictitious 

group (i.e., aliens on an other planet), and did not include morality. Another 

difference with our study is that they focused on a more passive form of 

avoidance, and asked their participants if they wanted to leave the alien planet. In 

our study morality was related to whether participants wanted to expel 

immigrants, a more-pro-active behavioural tendency as compared to withdrawal 

tendencies assessed in the study by Ufkes et al. 

Generally, both incompetence and immorality are associated with social 

distance and a wish to avoid individuals or groups with those characteristics. 

Immorality, however, is also associated with more active action tendencies, such 

as sanctions, punishment, and exclusion. Low levels of competence could be 

associated with both pity and contempt depending on the circumstances (e.g., 

Cuddy et al., 2007). Immoral behaviour, on the other hand, is more strongly 

related to other-condemning emotions (such as contempt and anger) than 

incompetence. Our findings are in line with Haidt's (2003) work on moral 

emotions, and it might be worthwhile to investigate when and why incompetence 

can also result in the above action tendencies, and to what extent.  

The design of our first study was set up to disentangle the effects of 

morality and competence. There is some evidence that these two dimensions are 

not completely independent (see Kervyn et al., 2010); the fact that in our first 
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study our morality manipulation also affected perceived competence, while the 

reverse was not the case, supports this. In our second study we cross-manipulated 

morality and competence, which allowed us to test for possible interaction effects 

between the dimensions. Interestingly, in the second study morality did not affect 

competence. Moreover, the effects of morality seemed even more pronounced 

than in the first study. A possible explanation for this difference could be that in 

the second study the importance of morality becomes more pronounced because 

it is contrasted with information regarding competence. The larger effect of 

morality on prejudice in the high competence conditions than in the low 

competence conditions supports this view. Thus, both studies show that 

immorality can have a profound effect on a general preference to exclude 

immigrants. Moreover, moral emotions tend to amplify this effect and have a 

direct effect on support for the expulsion of immigrants.   
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Chapter 7  

Summary and General Discussion 
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This dissertation investigated the role of moral judgment and moral emotions in 

the rejection of deviant groups. Research on stigma has focused on several 

mechanisms that contribute to the severity of the stigma; these include 

stereotypes (e.g., Fiske, Cuddy, Glick, & Xu, 2002), blame attributions (e.g., 

Weiner, 1996), and intergroup threat (e.g., Stephan & Stephan, 1996). Interestingly, 

these lines of research paid little attention to the role of morality. The aim of the 

current dissertation was to investigate the role of moral judgment and moral 

emotions in the context of these three factors.  

As outlined in the introduction, morality is used to criticize or praise other 

people’s actions. Moral values are often felt to be binding for all people (Shweder 

& Haidt, 1993), and people tend to respond with intolerance and condemnation to 

others that have different moral values (Sears & Henry, 2003; Skitka, Bauman, & 

Sargis, 2005). Moral judgments are strongly related to emotions, which could help 

explain their impact on social behaviour. Two clusters of moral emotions are 

relevant when predicting responses towards stigmatized groups: other-

condemning emotions such as contempt, and other-suffering emotions such as 

pity (e.g., Haidt, 2003). These emotions are strongly related to action tendencies 

that are associated with stigma. For instance, both clusters are related to 

potentially harmful intentions, exclusion, and reduced willingness to help 

members of stigmatized groups (Cuddy, Fiske, & Glick, 2007; Rudolph, Roesch, 

Greitemeyer, & Weiner, 2004). Thus, I expected moral judgment to be an 

important predictor of social rejection of stigmatized groups. Moreover, moral 

emotions were expected to mediate this relation.  

 In the next section, I summarize and discuss the main findings of this 

dissertation. This is followed by a discussion of the role of moral judgment and 

moral emotions. I will end with practical implications of the findings and 

suggestions for future directions.  

 

Summary of Main Findings 

A first goal of this dissertation was to highlight the role of morality-related 

stereotypes in relation to social rejection of stigmatized groups. In Chapter 2, the 

impact of these stereotypes on social distance and prejudice was investigated in 



  132 

the context of sociability and competence stereotypes. In two studies participants 

were asked to evaluate individuals infected with HIV and also to report their 

feelings towards this group. Results showed that perceived morality had a 

profound impact on prejudice and social distance. These findings clearly support 

the importance of morality in predicting biased reactions to stigmatized groups. 

An important addition to these findings was that in both studies moral emotions 

mediated the effects of perceived morality. Particularly contempt was important, 

because this feeling mediated the relation between morality and social distance.   

The predictive power of contempt in biased reactions towards stigmatized 

groups was further examined in Chapter 3. In this chapter I studied contempt in 

the context of attributions of blame and two other emotions: anger and pity. In 

three studies participants reported the extent to which they blamed obese people 

for their overweight and how much they felt anger, pity, and contempt towards 

this group. The findings of Study 3.1 showed that contempt mediated the impact 

of blame attributions on social distance and prejudice towards obese individuals, 

while anger and pity did not show this mediating role. In Study 3.2 a structural 

model provided further support for these findings in a more representative 

sample. Study 3.3 showed that contempt also affects intentions that more directly 

inflict harm on obese people, i.e., support for weight related discrimination 

policies.  

The first chapters thus supported the importance of morality when 

investigating social rejection of deviant groups. Chapter 4 focused on biases 

against Muslim immigrants, and investigated whether these biases could be 

explained by perceived threats and moral emotions. Participants were asked to 

report whether they believed Muslims threatened their values, and whether they 

held negative stereotypes of this group. Three types of bias were measured: 

prejudice, social distance, and support for discriminatory actions against Muslims. 

Findings showed that moral emotions mediated the relations between symbolic 

threat and stereotypes with prejudice and social distance. The effects on support 

discriminatory policies were partially mediated. This chapter also illuminated the 

specific role of each emotion; contempt was primarily related to social distance, 

while anger affected support for discriminatory policy measures. Pity also 
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affected social distance, and in line with the previous chapters all three emotions 

were related to prejudice.  

Chapter 5 focused on a high status group that transgressed moral values 

with their actions: bankers. The study presented in this chapter investigated the 

impact of perceived moral violations and more general stereotypes on prejudice 

and support for punitive regulation that would affect bankers. Results showed 

that the general public in the Netherlands generally holds negative views of 

bankers. Moreover, moral judgments predicted these negative attitudes. A 

structural model showed that perceived moral violations and morality 

stereotypes predicted prejudice and support for punitive regulation. These 

relations were mediated by other-condemning and other-suffering emotions.  

The first four empirical chapters of this dissertation relied on correlational 

designs to test the impact of moral judgment and emotions on social rejection of 

stigmatized individuals. The goal of Chapter 6 was to test the causal relations 

between moral judgment, emotions, and rejection of stigmatized groups. In two 

studies I experimentally manipulated morality of Romanian immigrants and 

tested the effect on moral emotions, prejudice, and willingness to expel this group 

from society. Competence of this group was also manipulated. Both studies 

showed that participants responded with more prejudice and more willingness to 

expel Romanian immigrants when this group was portrayed as immoral 

compared to when they were portrayed to be moral persons. The impact of 

morality was mediated by changes in other-condemning and other-suffering 

emotions. The impact of competence was only modest; competence affected 

prejudice and other-condemning emotions in Study 6.1, but did not have any 

other effects.  

All in all, these findings contribute to the existing literature on stereotype 

content (e.g., Fiske et al., 2002), and show that morality stereotypes have a strong 

impact on social distance (Chapter 2, 4, and 6), preference for exclusion (Chapter 4 

and 6), and punitive intentions (Chapter 5) towards real life groups. Chapter 2 

and 6 further suggest that perceived morality has a more profound impact on 

negative behavioural preferences affecting stigmatized groups than other 

stereotype dimensions. Another contribution to the stereotype literature concerns 
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the role of moral emotions. The present findings show that other-condemning 

emotions and other-suffering emotions have a profound impact on prejudice, 

social distance, and harmful intentions towards these groups.  

 The focus on moral emotions also helped to shed more light on the relation 

between blame attributions and rejection of stigmatized individuals. Chapter 4 

showed that contempt (in combination with disgust) helped to explain the link 

between blame attributions and social rejection. The findings suggest that the 

previously reported effects of anger (see for a review, Rudolph et al., 2004) might 

in some cases be due to the fact that it was the only other-condemning emotion 

that was assessed. Participants in those studies might have felt contempt and 

disgust towards various stigmatized groups, but were only provided with the 

opportunity to report anger.   

The chapters that focused on value threat and value violations also stressed 

the importance of moral emotions. Other research showed that people who 

challenge or violate our moral values can be threatening, which results in 

prejudice and condemnation (Crandall, 2004; Sears & Henry, 2003; Solomon, 

Greenberg, Pyszczynski, 1991). The present findings contribute to that research by 

showing that moral emotions help to explain those relations. More specifically, 

Chapter 4 showed that other-condemning and other-suffering emotions mediated 

the impact of symbolic threat on prejudice and support for discrimination. These 

moral emotions also mediated the impact of perceived moral violations on 

prejudice and support for punitive actions in Chapter 5. In sum, the inclusion of 

moral judgment and moral emotions provides a better understanding of the 

processes that lead to rejection of stigmatized groups.  

 

Moral Judgment and Emotions 

Moral judgment thus plays an important role in the present research. In 

Chapter 1 moral judgment was defined as an evaluation of actions, attitudes, and 

other characteristics of individuals or groups in moral terms. In Chapters 2 and 6, 

participants were asked to evaluate groups in terms of their honesty and sincerity; 

both are clear indications of a group’s moral character (Leach, Ellemers, & Barreto, 

2007). In Chapter 3 we did not directly assess moral judgments, but relied on 
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blame attributions; these are strongly related to the perceived morality of a 

specific group regarding their actions and their character (cf., Weiner, Osborne, & 

Rudolph, 2011). Symbolic threat, which was measured in Chapter 4, could also be 

considered a type of moral judgment, as it implies an evaluation of another 

group’s moral attitudes (i.e., values) and how they differ from our own moral 

convictions. Finally, Chapter 5 measured perceived moral violations, a very direct 

assessment of moral judgment evaluating other people’s actions with respect to 

shared moral values. Thus, although we relied on a variety of evaluations 

focussing on different aspects of a specific group, these evaluations were all 

related to moral concerns.  

 In the present studies, the effects of moral judgment were mediated by 

moral emotions, but the emotions had a different impact on the outcome variables. 

Contempt and disgust had an effect on prejudice and discriminatory intentions, 

and the impact of anger was more modest. Anger was not related to social 

distance when the other emotions were taken into account. This was in line with 

my predictions, because anger is primarily associated with the tendency to 

approach rather than to avoid a stimulus (e.g., Roseman, Wiest, & Swartz, 1994). 

However, the relation between anger and more active behavioural intentions was 

less clear; anger was associated with support for some harmful policies (Chapter 

4), but not with others (Chapter 3). This might be related to differences in target 

group. The target group in the studies reported in Chapter 3 (obese persons) 

might have been less harmful and less self-relevant to participants than other 

target groups in this dissertation, which may have caused anger to have a 

relatively small effect (cf., Hutcherson & Gross, 2011). The differential impact of 

the other-condemning emotions suggests that in some cases it might be useful to 

investigate the role of moral emotions separately.  

 This brings me to another issue. In the first three empirical chapters the 

other-condemning emotions were investigated as distinct emotions, whereas in 

the last chapters they were combined into a single measure. In the first three 

chapters I decided to differentiate between anger on the one hand, and contempt 

and disgust on the other hand because I expected stigmatized groups such as 

individuals with HIV and obese people to be particularly associated with 
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contempt and disgust, and to a lesser extent with anger. By distinguishing 

between these emotions I could show the unique impact of contempt and disgust. 

In the last two empirical chapters however, the three other-condemning emotions 

were expected to show similar and equally strong relations with moral 

evaluations as well as behavioural intentions. As mentioned in previous chapters, 

other-condemning emotions often jointly occur in real life situations as a response 

to moral transgressions (e.g., Grappi, Romani, & Bagozzi, 2013). Because many 

people may believe that bankers and immigrants violate multiple moral values 

(e.g., benevolence, reciprocity), these groups were expected to evoke most, if not 

all, other-condemning emotions. Moreover, the outcome variables in those 

chapters included both punitive measures and increased social distance (e.g., 

expulsion), so we decided to combine the emotions into a single factor. 

 I expected opposite effects of other-suffering versus other-condemning 

emotions. Both can serve as a possible route from moral judgment to social 

rejection, depending on the valence of the judgment (cf., Weiner, 1996). For 

instance, a stigmatized group that is perceived as relatively moral is likely to 

evoke pity rather than contempt, which results in increased closeness and less 

harm doing. The findings presented in this dissertation provided mixed results 

regarding the effect of other-suffering emotions. For instance, pity was 

(negatively) related to social distance in Chapter 3 and 4, but unrelated to social 

distance in Chapter 2. This could be explained by the more elaborate, and 

possibly more reliable measures that were used in Chapters 3 and 4. Other-

suffering emotions also had a negative effect on support for harmful policies in 

Chapters 3 and 5, but did not reduce support for policies that implied the 

exclusion of out-groups in Chapters 4 and 6. Again, other-suffering emotions 

were expected to have a negative effect on all these outcome variables. Cuddy et 

al. (2007) suggested that pity is related to passive, but not active harm. Possibly, 

participants considered support for expulsion to be a more active form of harm 

than support for less extreme but still harmful policies. Finally, other-suffering 

emotions mediated the effect of moral judgment only in some cases (Chapters 4, 5, 

and 6), but not in others (Chapters 2 and 3). In sum, these findings indicate a 

relatively unstable role for other-suffering emotions in the relation between moral 
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judgment and social exclusion or prejudice. This is in contrast with the more 

pronounced role of other-condemning emotions. As discussed in Chapter 2, this 

difference is in line with work on negativity bias in emotions, suggesting that 

negative emotions are more extreme and tend to have stronger action tendencies 

than positive emotions (for a review, see Baumeister, Bratslavsky, Finkenauer, & 

Vohs, 2001).    

 

Deviant Groups 

  I investigated a limited number of target groups in this dissertation. Hence, 

it could be questioned whether the findings apply to other deviant groups as well. 

The answer depends on whether those groups can be seen as immoral or are 

associated with immoral actions. For instance, moral evaluations and moral 

emotions are not very likely to have an impact on stigma related to illnesses such 

as Alzheimer’s disease and schizophrenia. I expect the severity of stigma to be a 

function of whether it is associated with moral judgment. This conclusion is 

similar to the attribution approach to stigma (e.g., Weiner, 1995), and also helps to 

explain why some stigmatized groups are treated more harshly than others. Thus, 

the focus on moral judgment in research on biased reactions against deviant 

groups may help to provide more insight in the negative treatment of those 

groups.  

 Findings presented in Chapter 5 demonstrate that high status groups can 

also elicit strong moral emotions and retaliatory action. Although some argue that 

high status and power are likely to reduce the likelihood of becoming stigmatized 

(e.g., Major & O’Brien, 2005), that chapter indicates that once a high status group 

violates moral values its members are likely to be treated similarly to other 

stigmatized groups. The findings show that evaluations of bankers have been 

moved into the moral realm, and this had a profound impact on people’s 

reactions to that particular group. This process is reminiscent of what Rozin 

(1999) called moralization: a process of conversion of an entity from a preference 

into a value. Research on moralization shows that it can lead to increased disgust 

and condemnation of the entity in question. For instance, according to Rozin 

(1999; Rozin & Singh, 1999) smoking has become moralized, and research reveals 
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an increase in disgust responses to cigarettes and cigarette smokers. This process 

of moralization may help to understand the strong reactions to groups such as 

bankers.      

 

Practical Implications and Future Directions 

 At the beginning of this chapter I mentioned that previous research on 

stigmatized groups paid little attention to the role of morality. For instance, work 

based on the Stereotype Content Model (Fiske et al., 2002) showed that various 

social groups could be placed on two stereotype dimensions: competence and 

warmth. Future research should investigate evaluations of multiple social groups 

and ask participants to place them on a third dimension ranging from very 

immoral to very moral. By adding a moral dimension, more knowledge could be 

gained regarding social perception of a wide range of groups. This type of 

research could also help to further predict how people feel and act towards 

multiple groups within a society. At the same time, it could provide a direct test 

of different reactions towards group that are considered immoral and groups that 

are seen as relatively moral.  

In this dissertation I not only investigated prejudice and social distance, 

but also added several other measures such as support for a variety of policy 

measures that would have detrimental effects for the target groups. Those policies 

were all discriminatory in nature and included disproportionate taxes and 

premiums (Study 3.3), not allowing an ethnic group and it’s culture to become 

part of society (Study 4.1), punitive regulation of business (Study 5.1), and 

expulsion from society (Studies 6.1 and 6.2). Some of these measures have been 

seriously discussed in the media and some were even implemented, such as 

prohibition of niqabs, prosecution of bankers, limitation on bonuses, and family 

reunification of immigrants. By using real groups and a variety of dependent 

measures I attempted to design ecologically valid tests of the main predictions 

investigated in this dissertation. The findings might help to further predict 

people’s preference for the way stigmatized groups should be treated.  

 One of the consequences of social stigma is social isolation. The measures 

assessed in this dissertation are likely to further contribute to that predicament. 
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Social isolation and lack of social support are strongly related to well-being and 

physical health (Cacioppo et al., 2008; Cohen, 1988; Cohen & Wills, 1985). 

According to the literature, it is very difficult to change stigma (e.g., Brown, 

Macintyre, & Trujillo, 2003; Puhl & Heuer, 2009). One important reason may be 

that stigma are multi-faceted, so various aspects need to be changed in order to 

reduce stigmatization. The knowledge gained by this dissertation may provide 

additional ways to combat prejudice and discrimination of stigmatized groups. 

 One option could be to explicitly mention the various negative effects of 

social isolation as described in the previous paragraph. A second option could be 

to change people’s emotions towards deviant groups. As suggested in various 

chapters, the use of moral values could provide a possible solution. People might 

be reminded of the inappropriateness of other-condemning emotions such as 

contempt and how those feelings oppose widely held moral values such as equity 

and fairness. This might change their feelings, attitudes and behavioural 

intentions. Research on behavioural economics and distributive justice indicate 

that people are generally inequity averse; that is, they have a preference for 

fairness and a resistance to inequitable outcomes (Fehr & Schmidt, 1999; Skitka, 

2012). People’s awareness that their other-condemning emotions are also likely to 

contribute to inequity could cause them to inhibit or even change their feelings 

towards certain groups. It thus seems imperative to make the moral values of 

equity and fairness more prominent.  

In my view research should focus on testing the effectiveness of 

interventions that stress generally shared values of equity, fairness, and 

benevolence. If those studies provide positive results, campaigns could help to 

create more awareness of the fact that condemning certain groups and treating 

them unfairly violates moral norms. This could lead people to realize that their 

feelings and actions towards stigmatized groups differ from those of the majority.  

 

Conclusion 

The findings in this dissertation stress the importance of taking moral 

judgment and moral emotions into account when investigating and predicting 

social rejection of individuals who belong to a deviant group. Moral evaluations 
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of deviant groups have a strong impact on prejudice towards, and exclusion of 

members of those groups. These effects are often mediated by moral emotions. 

This dissertation helps to understand the processes that lead to social exclusion 

and rejection. Obviously, this will not directly help or comfort members of 

deviant groups, but I belief that the present findings help to create awareness of 

the powerful impact of moral judgment and its far-reaching consequences. 

Moreover, the present findings also provide suggestions for how to use moral 

beliefs and moral emotions to help change prejudice and discriminatory 

behaviour towards deviant groups. 
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Mensen die als ‘afwijkend’ worden gezien zijn vaak het slachtoffer van 

vooroordelen, sociale uitsluiting, en discriminatie. Er wordt in dat geval ook wel 

gesproken van gestigmatiseerde individuen en groepen. Eerder onderzoek naar 

stigma heeft zich niet alleen bezig gehouden met de net genoemde negatieve 

consequenties van stigmatisering, maar richtte zich ook op de mogelijke factoren 

die kunnen bijdragen aan de mate van stigmatisering, zoals stereotypen, de 

attributie van verantwoordelijkheid en schuld, en de dreiging die mensen zien in 

afwijkende individuen en groepen. Opvallend hierbij is dat de rol van morele 

aspecten onderbelicht is gebleven. Dit proefschrift onderzoekt de rol van morele 

oordelen en morele emoties bij reacties op gestigmatiseerde groepen in de context 

van stereotypen, de attributie van schuld, en de idee dat een andere groep een 

bedreiging vormt.  

 Moraliteit is een belangrijk onderdeel van hoe we andere mensen 

beoordelen. Onze morele oordelen bepalen vaak of we anderen veroordelen of 

juist steunen. Aangezien morele waarden als belangrijk en universeel worden 

beschouwd, hebben mensen de neiging om individuen met afwijkende morele 

overtuigingen niet te tolereren, zo blijkt uit eerder onderzoek (zie bijvoorbeeld 

Skitka, Bauman, & Sargis, 2005). Een mogelijke verklaring voor de sterke invloed 

van morele oordelen op ons gedrag is dat ze sterk verbonden zijn met emoties. 

Twee soorten morele emoties lijken relevant in deze context: ander-veroordelende 

emoties, zoals woede en minachting, en zogenoemde hulpbevorderende emoties, 

zoals compassie en medelijden. Uit eerder onderzoek blijkt dat deze emoties 

gerelateerd zijn aan zowel sociale uitsluiting en ander negatief gedrag ten 

opzichte van anderen, als steun en behulpzaam gedrag (zie Rudolph, Roesch, 

Greitemeyer, & Weiner, 2004). Daarnaast zijn er duidelijke aanwijzingen dat 

morele emoties ook sterk verbonden zijn met een algemene houding ten opzichte 

van andere groepen (Haddock, Zanna, & Esses, 1993; Pettigrew & Tropp, 2008).  

 Een eerste doel van dit proefschrift was om de rol van moraliteit en 

stereotypen te onderzoeken in relatie tot reacties ten aanzien van 

gestigmatiseerde groepen. Hierbij keek ik naar drie dimensies van stereotypen: 

vriendelijkheid (sociability), competentie en moraliteit. Moraliteit en 

vriendelijkheid worden door sommigen gezien als onderdeel van de dimensie 
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warmte (Fiske, Cuddy, Glick, & Xu, 2002); ik besloot deze factoren apart te meten 

en als zelfstandige onderdelen van stereotypen te beschouwen. In Hoofdstuk 2 

heb ik de relatieve invloed onderzocht van waargenomen moraliteit, competentie, 

en vriendelijkheid op het vooroordeel over een afwijkende groep en de mate 

waarin mensen een voorkeur hebben voor sociale afstand tussen zichzelf en leden 

van die groep. Deelnemers in twee studies werd gevraagd om individuen die 

geïnfecteerd zijn met HIV te evalueren en hun meningen en gevoelens over die 

groep te rapporteren. Uit de resultaten bleek dat morele oordelen over de 

betreffende groep een grote invloed hadden op vooroordelen en de sociale 

afstand die men wilde houden ten opzichte van die groep. Een belangrijke 

bevinding daarbij was dat morele emoties in beide studies de effecten van 

waargenomen moraliteit medieerden. Met name minachting bleek een belangrijke 

rol te spelen, aangezien het de verbinding vormde tussen moraliteit en sociale 

afstand. Met andere woorden, hoe meer mensen overtuigd zijn dat HIV-patiënten 

immoreel zijn, hoe meer minachting ze voelen voor die groep, wat vervolgens 

resulteert in meer sociale afstand.   

 De voorspellende waarde van waargenomen moraliteit en minachting bij 

reacties op gestigmatiseerde groepen werd verder onderzocht in Hoofdstuk 3. In 

dit hoofdstuk keek ik naar de mate van verantwoordelijkheid die wordt 

toegeschreven aan de negatieve situatie waarin mensen verkeren; die schuldvraag 

behelst in feite een morele evaluatie van het gedrag van een bepaalde groep. Meer 

specifiek keek ik naar de rol van minachting, boosheid, en medelijden in relatie 

tot attributies van schuld en voorkeur voor sociale afstand. In drie studies werd 

deelnemers gevraagd om aan te geven in hoeverre ze mensen met overgewicht de 

schuld gaven voor hun (over)gewicht en in hoeverre ze minachting, boosheid, en 

medelijden voelden voor deze groep. Daarnaast werd hun voorkeur voor sociale 

afstand en de mate van vooroordeel ten opzichte van mensen met overgewicht 

gemeten. De resultaten van Studie 3.1 lieten zien dat minachting de relatie 

medieerde tussen schuld en sociale afstand. Boosheid en medelijden lieten geen 

mediërende rol zien. Deze resultaten werden gerepliceerd in Studie 3.2 bij een 

meer representatieve steekproef. Studie 3.3 liet zien dat minachting ook sterk 

gerelateerd is aan gedragsintenties die mensen met overgewicht benadelen, zoals 
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het steunen van maatregelen die discrimineren op basis van gewicht. Tot slot 

lieten drie studies zien dat de relatie tussen toegeschreven schuld en het 

vooroordeel ten aanzien van mensen met overgewicht indirect was; minachting 

speelde een mediërende rol. Dit hoofdstuk bevestigt de belangrijke rol van morele 

emoties bij reacties op gestigmatiseerde groepen als gevolg van de attributie van 

verantwoordelijkheid en schuld.  

 De eerste twee hoofdstukken onderstrepen dus het belang van moraliteit  

bij het bestuderen van vooroordelen, sociale afstand, en steun aan 

discriminerende maatregelen ten aanzien van gestigmatiseerde groepen. In 

Hoofdstuk 4 heb ik me gericht op de rol van morele oordelen bij reacties ten 

opzichte van islamitische immigranten in Nederland. Ik heb onderzocht of deze 

reacties voorspeld kunnen worden door de ervaren bedreiging van morele 

waarden (symbolische dreiging) en morele emoties. Symbolische dreiging kan 

ontstaan wanneer mensen de morele overtuigingen van een andere groep binnen 

een samenleving sterk vinden afwijken van de eigen morele waarden. Gezien het 

belang van morele oordelen, verwachtte ik in deze studie een sterke associatie 

tussen de ervaren symbolische dreiging door moslims en de meningen over en 

reacties op deze groep. De resultaten bevestigden dat een toename in de ervaren 

symbolische dreiging gerelateerd was aan meer sociale afstand en meer steun 

voor discriminerend beleid ten aanzien van moslims in Nederland. Bovendien 

was er een sterke associatie tussen symbolische dreiging en vooroordelen ten 

aanzien van moslims. Wederom speelden morele emoties een belangrijke rol; ze 

vormden de verbinding tussen morele oordelen en reacties ten opzichte van 

moslims. Dit hoofdstuk laat duidelijk de specifieke rol van elke emotie zien; 

minachting was voornamelijk gerelateerd aan sociale afstand, terwijl boosheid 

met name een verband vertoonde met steun aan discriminerend beleid. Dit komt 

overeen met de specifieke actietendensen die geassocieerd worden met deze 

emoties (zie Haidt, 2003). De groepen die beoordeeld werden in de eerste drie 

empirische hoofdstukken kunnen worden beschouwd als minderheidsgroepen 

die een relatief lage status hebben en in de ogen van een meerderheid bepaalde 

morele waarden structureel niet naleven. Het komt echter ook voor dat leden van 
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een hoge status groep door hun gedrag een morele grens overschrijden en 

daardoor door anderen negatief beoordeeld worden op basis van morele waarden.   

 Een dergelijke hoge status groep komt aan bod in Hoofdstuk 5. In dit 

hoofdstuk heb ik reacties bestudeerd ten opzichte van een groep die volgens een 

groot deel van de publieke opinie recentelijk een morele grens heeft 

overschreden: bankiers. Er is onderzocht of de waargenomen morele 

overtredingen door bankiers van invloed waren op vooroordelen en steun aan 

een negatieve sancties die bankiers direct zouden treffen. Het bleek dat 

Nederlanders over het algemeen een negatief beeld hebben van bankiers en veel 

steun geven aan bestraffende maatregelen. Deze negatieve houding ten aanzien 

van bankiers werd sterk bepaald door mate waarin mensen vonden dat ze morele 

overtredingen hadden begaan. Deze relaties werden gemedieerd door een tweetal 

emotieclusters: veroordelende emoties, zoals minachting, en hulpbevorderende 

emoties zoals medelijden. De resultaten laten zien dat hoe sterker mensen van 

mening zijn dat bankiers een morele grens hebben overschreden, hoe meer 

minachting en hoe minder medelijden zij ervaren. Dit is weer gerelateerd aan 

sterkere vooroordelen en meer steun voor bestraffende sancties. De resultaten in 

dit hoofdstuk lieten verder zien dat specifieke morele overtredingen 

onderscheiden konden worden van meer algemene stereotypen over bankiers met 

betrekking tot moraliteit (bijvoorbeeld dat ze onbetrouwbaar zijn). Beide factoren 

bleken van invloed op de negatieve reacties ten aanzien van bankiers.    

 De eerste vier empirische hoofdstukken waren gebaseerd op onderzoek 

met een correlationele opzet. Het doel van Hoofdstuk 6 was om de causale relatie 

tussen morele oordelen, morele emoties, en reacties ten aanzien van een 

afwijkende minderheidsgroep te testen. In twee studies heb ik de morele 

eigenschappen (zoals betrouwbaar en eerlijk) van Roemeense immigranten 

gemanipuleerd en getest of dit van invloed was op morele emoties, vooroordelen, 

en de bereidheid om steun te verlenen aan het uitzetten van deze groep. De 

competentie van Roemeense immigranten werd ter vergelijking ook 

gemanipuleerd. Beide studies lieten zien dat deelnemers meer vooroordelen 

rapporteerden en meer bereid waren om uitzetting van Roemenen te steunen 

wanneer deze groep geportretteerd was als immoreel dan wanneer de groep als 
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moreel was neergezet. Deze effecten van moraliteit kunnen grotendeels verklaard 

worden door veranderingen in ander-veroordelende emoties en 

hulpbevorderende emoties; deelnemers ervoeren meer ander-veroordelende en 

minder hulbevorderende emoties wanneer ze Roemenen immoreel vonden dan 

wanneer deze groep als moreel werd gepresenteerd. De manipulatie van 

competentie had weinig effect; het had alleen een zwakke invloed op 

vooroordelen en veroordelende emoties in studie 6.1. Deze bevindingen 

bevestigen dus dat met name waargenomen moraliteit van invloed is op de mate 

van sociale uitsluiting en afkeuring van afwijkende groepen; morele emoties 

spelen hierbij een belangrijke rol.  

 De bevindingen in dit proefschrift benadrukken dus de rol van morele 

oordelen en morele emoties bij het beschrijven en voorspellen van reacties ten 

opzichte van individuen die tot een afwijkende groep behoren. Mijn bevindingen 

laten zien dat morele oordelen de reacties op dergelijke gestigmatiseerde groepen 

sterk beïnvloeden. Deze effecten lijken te kunnen worden verklaard door 

veranderingen in morele emoties, zoals minachting en medelijden. Een mogelijke 

oplossing om vooroordelen en discriminatoire intenties te reduceren zou 

gevonden kunnen worden in een algemene bewustwording van de verregaande 

gevolgen van morele oordelen en emoties voor gestigmatiseerde groepen. Dit kan 

bijvoorbeeld door mensen te wijzen op het feit dat emoties zoals minachting 

lijnrecht tegenover algemeen geldende normen van gelijkheid en eerlijkheid staan. 

Hierdoor zouden mensen zich bewust kunnen worden van de onrechtvaardige 

behandeling van gestigmatiseerde groepen, waardoor ze mogelijk hun gevoelens 

en daardoor hun attitudes en gedrag tegenover die groepen zullen veranderen.  

 


