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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 
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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.  

 


