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Abstract

Dehumanization, the denial of fundamentally huro@pacities to others, has contributed
to large-scale intergroup conflict and violencagiag from the Holocaust, to American slavery,
to Rwandan warfare between the Hutus and Tutsis.tyfie of dehumanization that emerges in
these contexts typically stems from the motiveefwesent others actively and overtly as
subhuman (e.g., Jews as vermin, African Americarapalike, Tutsis as cockroaches) and to
justify and facilitate aggression toward that groBppresenting others as subhuman denies them
fundamental human rights for freedom and protedtiom harm. Although psychology has
primarily focused on this active, aggressive, andrgroup-oriented form of dehumanization,
which we calldehumanization by commission, a more common form of dehumanization exists in
everyday life. We call this forrdehumanization by omission, a passive process whereby people
overlook, or fail to recognize, others’ fundamelythluman mental capacities, as opposed to
denying them these capacities actively. Here, weithent the two forms of dehumanization—
by commission and by omission—and describe theéeaauents, psychological importance, and

consequences.
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“The opposite of love is not hate, it's indiffereric
—Elie Wiesel

In distinguishing between hate and indifferencelddaust survivor Elie Wiesel suggests
that indifference, a passive disregard for othatisar than an active hatred, best captures what it
means to deem someone unworthy of love. The refdiedomenon of dehumanization, the
denial of distinctively human capacities to othatsp stems largely from indifference toward
others, although much of the psychological treatrhes focused on animosity as a root cause.
The present article distinguishes between dehuraaoizrooted in active animosity, what we
term dehumanization by commission, and dehumanization rooted in passive apathy, what
term dehumani zation by omission. We suggest that, although the former predominattances
of dehumanization in the context of violence anténgroup conflict, the latter is more common
in everyday life and thereby no less consequential.

It is important to note that we conceptualizeghecess of dehumanization the same in
both cases, and that we only distinguish in thix@ss’s ultimate cause. As we have noted
elsewhere (Epley, Schroeder, & Waytz, 2013; Wdythroeder, & Epley, 2013), the essence of
dehumanization is the representation of othera@srg a fully human mind including the
capacities for conscious experience and ratiormalght. Both dehumanization by commission
and omission involve this denial of mind. We digtirsh between these two forms by
distinguishing between their underlying antecedebéhumanization by commission stems from
active desires to distinguish oneself and one’s gmup from outgroups, stigmatized groups,
subjugated groups, or disliked targets, or toward&ive desire to justify and license harm
toward others. Although these active motives maybecsalient at the moment that

dehumanization occurs, dehumanization in intergi@ayexts or in the context of aggression



stems ultimately from these active causes. By eshtdehumanization by omission stems
ultimately from indifference, and proximally froradtors that contribute to feelings of
independence that free people from consideringrstheental states. Both forms of
dehumanization can occur consciously or unconskipasd differ only in being rooted in one
of two processes: (1) the active processes of sgpprg or denying consideration of others’
minds; or (2) a passive failure to consider othersids. Just as people judge harms of
commission to be worse than harms of omission ([B&®&itov, 1994; Ritov & Baron, 1990;
Spranca, Minsk, & Baron, 1991), the history of ggyjogy has largely focused on
dehumanization by commission and its negative apresgces and only in recent years has
devoted sufficient theoretical and empirical treattnto dehumanization by omission (Haslam &
Loughnan, 2014). Here, we summarize evidence ftr fuoms of dehumanization,
demonstrating the prevalence of dehumanizationniggion in everyday life and suggesting
that although dehumanization by omission is moffecdit to notice than dehumanization by
commission, it is no less consequential.
Dehumanization by Commission

The clearest examples of dehumanization by comarissame from atrocities
throughout human history. Considering the My Lasssre (Kelman, 1973), the Holocaust
(Levi, 1987; Bandura, 1990; Lifton, 1986), and YHetnam War (Boyle, 1972; Bar-Tal, 1990),
among other wars and genocides, led psychologisisk the question: How do people justify
committing such reprehensible acts of violenceragdellow humans? A number of productive
streams of research derived from this question,(etgtopics including obedience, Milgram,
1963; and diffusion of responsibility, Diener, 19Zfmbardo, 1969), not the least of which was

on the phenomenon of dehumanization by commission.



Researchers noticed that one common aspect todlres#ies was a tendency to blame
or devalue the victims. Anecdotes from perpetrabaghlighted this tendency: “When you go
into basic training you are taught that the Vieteamare not people. You are taught they are
gooks, and all you hear is ‘gook, gook, gook, gookdnd once the military has got the idea
implanted in your mind that these people are natdms, they are subhuman, it makes it a little
bit easier to kill 'em” (Boyle, 1972, p. 141). Slanly, a Nazi camp commandant explained the
extreme lengths to which Nazis went to degrademictn order to make it easier to put them in
gas chambers (Levi, 1987). Other examples of betbgiving and treating outgroup members as
subhuman have emerged historically in the treatroesiaves, females, religious and racial
minorities, and rape victims (Ball-Rokeach, 1978gB: & Malamuth, 1983). These anecdotes
point to a process by which dehumanization of metcan be functional because it makes
perpetrator’'s reprehensible behavior seem pergoaadl socially acceptable, and hence easier to
carry out (Bandura, 1990).

This functional value of dehumanization, as a mearacilitate aggressive acts, is a key
aspect of dehumanization by commission, commordjufed in theories explaining aggression
including the social learning theory of aggresgBandura, Underwood, & Fromson, 1975),
ingroup bias (Struch & Schwarz, 1989), delegitirtica (Bar-Tal, 1990), and moral exclusion
(Opotow, 1990). Although these theories divergtheir exact definition of dehumanization,
they are alike in that they consider dehumanizatiomctive process to reduce moral guilt or
concern over aggression.

The social learning theory of aggression (Bandual.e1975) suggests dehumanization
occurs when internal moral control is disengagedchfdetrimental conduct. Dehumanization of

victims serves to reduce self-censure and therelyyefrate greater aggression (Bandura, 1990).



“Inflicting harm upon individuals who are regardaslsubhuman or debased is less apt to arouse
self-reproof than if they are seen as human beintsdignifying qualities. The reason for this is
that people are reduced to base creatures” (Bamll@alal1975, p. 255). Experiments also
confirm that individuals administer higher integsiectric shocks to someone characterized in
dehumanized terms—as “animalistic, rotten"—thasdmeone characterized in neutral or
humanized, mentalistic terms (e.g., “perceptivelarstanding”) (Bandura et al., 1975). This was
particularly true when individuals felt diffuse pemisibility for the act and when the punishment
did not seem effective in changing behavior.

Other studies investigated causes of dehumanizhsimommission including strength of
conflict with the outgroup (Struch & Schwarz, 198@elings of disconnection from the
outgroup (Opotow, 1990), and perceive threat tarigeoup (Bar-Tal, 1990) and to the
ingroup’s goals (Kelman, 1973). These causes lgghthe active nature of dehumanization by
commission, suggesting the intensity of this typdehumanization depends on the nature of the
relationship between the ingroup and outgroup.

Struch and Schwarz (1989), for instance, expligtbte that dehumanization exists from
a motive to harm outgroups. According to their hjyesis, the stronger the conflict and hence
the motivation to harm, the more ingroup membetkperpetrate outgroup dehumanization, and
the more dehumanization, the greater the aggretisanvill result. In one study of Israeli Jews’
evaluations of a threatening, ultraorthodox Jewigbhgroup, perceptions of conflict predicted
dehumanization (operationalized as decreased gemspf the subgroup’s consideration and
compassion for others, and acceptance of basic inwalaes), which further predicted
willingness to aggress (e.g., willingness to dsallvoting rights to the subgroup) (Struch &

Schwarz, 1989).



Concurrently, Opotow (1990) theorized that the sgvef conflict predicts moral
exclusion (Staub, 1989), of which dehumanizatioons instance—maoral exclusion inherently
involves representing others as nonentities: exgigled undeserving. In addition to conflict
severity, Opotow (1990, p. 6) suggested that “fegiof unconnectedness” can incite
dehumanization. Specifically, perceiving personstoinnection from an outgroup member can
trigger negative attitudes, destructive competi{idautsch, 1973), discriminatory responses
(Tajfel, 1978), and aggressive behavior (Banduid.ei975). Opotow (1990) further
hypothesized that feelings of disconnection canaraie’s morality more flexible. For instance,
individuals can create a dual self (what Deuts®®0] termed “moral splitting) in which they
avoid conscious awareness of inflicting harm. Bameple, a Nazi doctor might have maintained
both an “ordinary self” and an “Auschwitz self”which he views his victims in a dehumanizing
fashion to avoid considering himself a killer (loift, 1986).

Kelman (1973) proposed a related cause of dehumi@mz the conversion of victims
into means to an end, making them merely instruad¢ools for a purpose. The phenomenon of
using someone as a tool to fulfil one’s goals hasrged in recent research on objectification
(Galinsky et al., 2006; Gray et al., 2011). Accaglto Kelman, dehumanization was one of
three interrelated processes (including authoomadind routinization) that weaken moral
restraints against violence. Kelman (1973) waditeeto define dehumanization as failing to
attribute identity and community to another persatting the stage for future
conceptualizations of the two dimensions of mirggrecy and experience, that people perceive
in fully functioning humans (Gray, Gray, & Wegn2007).

A fourth cause of dehumanization by commissionjragisely related to severity of

conflict, is threat to the ingroup. Bar-Tal (19%@nsidered severity of perceived threat to



facilitate delegitimization, the classification @fgroup as excluded from the realm of acceptable
norms and/or values (Bar-Tal, 1988, 1989). Juskehsimanization is considered one example of
moral exclusion (Opotow, 1990), it is likewise aneample of delegitimization—other examples
include outcasting and political labeling. Deniahamanity is a prominent feature of
delegitimization, but other features include exte§megative and salient bases for
categorization, accompanied by intense, negativaiens of rejection and justification for

harm. Bar-Tal (1990) proposed that when a groupgrees that an outgroup’s goals are far-
reaching, unjustified, and threatening to the bgemls of the ingroup, then the ingroup engages
in deligitimization. This process is particularligdly to occur in a zero-sum conflict, in which

the outgroup’s goals are seemingly at odds withrigeoup’s goals such as the Palestinian-
Israeli conflict in which both groups want posseassf common land.

Around the turn of the 21st century, a “new logletspective on dehumanization
emerged (Haslam & Loughnan, 2014) that sought pped many of these prior theories of
dehumanization with empirical data. What resultes an outpouring of research on
dehumanization by commission toward outgroupsisitged groups, subjugated groups, or
disliked targets. This research was led by a noeeteptualization of dehumanization called
infrahumanization (Leyens et al, 2000), wherebypbepreferentially attribute uniquely human
emotions to their ingroup and deny uniquely humaotens to their outgroup. Since the initial
establishment of this phenomenon, numerous sthdies demonstrated that infrahumanization
indeed exists between groups of various typesalmgsearch on this topic validated and
established two basic categories of emotions—sengramotions such as nostalgia and
humiliation that people believe to be unique to Basand primary emotions such as anger and

fear that people believe to be shared between hsiarash other animals (Demoulin et al., 2004).



Studies that asked people to make comparisonswvalsdther ingroups and outgroups possess
these emotions then established a consistent patténfrahumanization. Using an implicit
association test, one study showed that Frenctspadish Europeans more readily associated
typically Spanish and French names with secondaigtiens (versus primary emotions)
compared to typically Arab and Flemish names (Fatadt al., 2002). A similar study showed
that Belgians were better able to recall in menamgociations between ingroups (Belgians) and
secondary emotions than outgroups (Arabs) and secpemotions (Gaunt, Leyens, &
Demoulin, 2002). A more explicit early demonstrataf infrahumanization asked members of
various high and low social groups from Spain tniify emotions that were typical of their
ingroup and outgroup, revealing that people attedumore secondary emaotions to their
ingroups (Leyens et al., 2001). Other studies skicivat people were quicker to identify ingroup
versus outgroup members after being primed witbrsg&ry emotions (Boccato, Cortes,
Demoulin, & Leyens, 2007). These studies suppe@retistence of infrahumanization,
suggesting that the association of secondary vensomary emotions with ingroup versus
outgroup members can emerge automatically.

Subsequent research demonstrated that infrahuatemzs consequential as well. In one
set of studies, Portuguese patrticipants’ degreefi@humanization toward an outgroup country
(e.g., Turkey) led them to perceive that countrg agmbolic threat, and increased opposition to
Turkey’s membership in the European Union (Per&eda, & Leyens, 2009). Another study
showed that the denial of secondary emotions terstis associated with unwillingness to help
outgroup victims of a hurricane (Cuddy, Rock, & tor, 2007). In addition, one experiment
documented infrahumanization as a mechanism thradmth violent video game play increases

aggression. —playing violent versus nonviolent egkmes decreased the attribution of



secondary emotions to immigrants, and increasadammnl| behavior toward these individuals
(Greitemeyer & McLatchie, 2011). These findingsgess the aggressive and potentially
harmful nature of infrahumanization..

Following the development of infrahumanizationdhg Haslam (2006) established the
Dual Model of Dehumanization that established twsib forms of dehumanization by
commission—one in which individuals are considaeas@nimals (as in infrahumanization) and
one in which individuals are considered as mechiarestities, or objects. Animalistic
dehumanization consists of the denial of cognitiapacity, civility, and refinement, whereas
mechanistic dehumanization consists of the defilaiaomth and emotional openness. Most
studies of these forms of dehumanization meas@m tsing the denial of traits (e.g., polite vs.
curious) that capture these respective capackiaslém, Bain, Douge, Lee, & Bastian, 2005),
and initial studies using this operationalizati@msbnstrated people’s tendency to see others as
more mechanistic than the self (Haslam et al., 2B@5lam & Bain, 2007).

Additional work has also demonstrated that—sintibainfrahumanization—people
engage in both mechanistic and animalistic dehunasion toward outgroups relative to
ingroups. One set of studies showed that Australtiehumanized Chinese people by viewing
them mechanistically whereas Chinese dehumanizstt#lian people by viewing them
animalistically (Bain, Park, Kwok, & Haslam, 200®)terestingly, one line of research showed
that people tend to dehumanize individuals fronir thetgroup countries even in terms of
denying them flaws that are considered to be umyqueman (Koval, Laham, Haslam, Bastian,
& Whelan, 2012). Other studies have shown that lgedghumanize immigrants, indigenous and
traditional people, as well as lower class peoglg.( “white trash” or “bogans”) animalistically

(Hodson & Costello, 2007; Loughnan, Haslam, Sut@&pencer, 2014; Saminaden, Loughnan,



& Haslam, 2010). Heterosexual people also dehureaasexuals in mechanistic and animalistic
terms (Maclnnis & Hodson, 2012).

These animalistic and mechanistic forms of dehuraitn by commission have
behavioral consequences as well. One set of staimsed that people dehumanized criminals
who committed violence or sexual molestation re&ato white-collar criminals, and this
dehumanization predicted desire for punishmentt{@asDenson, & Haslam, 2013). The Dual
Model forms of dehumanization also predict Chrisiiadividuals’ willingness to torture Muslim
prisoners of war (Viki, Osgood, & Phillips, 201Zhey further contribute to the effects of
violent video game play on aggression as well (@&neeyer & McLatchie, 2011). .

In addition to studies of dehumanization by consnois that use the infrahumanization
and Dual Model frameworks, numerous studies hasessed people’s associations with
particular social targets and nonhuman stimuli agchnimals or object. For example, several
studies have shown that people dehumanize radigfaups by associating them with animals or
objects, such as in the case of Whites’ perceptidfEacks. In one set of studies, people
associated Black people with images of apes, asdidhumanization reduced sensitivity to
police brutality toward Blacks (Goff, Eberhardt, idims, & Jackson, 2008). More recent work
has used a similar paradigm and has shown thaBlack-ape association increases perceptions
of Black juveniles as less childlike than Whitesl gmedicted police willingness to use violence
toward them (Goff, Jackson, Di Leone, Culotta, & ®mnasso, 2014). Similar studies measured
dehumanization using an IAT that employs using huarad animal-related words and has
showed that people associate words related to &wersus humans) with outgroup names
more easily than with ingroup names (Viki et a008). Furthermore, one set of studies showed

that this association between animals and sex ddfesreduces support for rehabilitating these



offenders (Viki, Fullerton, Raggett, Tait, & Wilski 2012). An analogous set of studies found
that men’s associations between women and animaddated to sexual aggression and rape
proclivity (Rudman & Mescher, 2012).

As noted in our introduction, we consider the asseof these different
conceptualizations of dehumanization to be thead@fimind—capacities for agency (e.g.,
intentionality and free will) and experience (efgeling and emotion) (Gray et al., 2007).

Having a mind with high capacity for agency andexignce appears to be the essence of
humanness. People attribute these capacitiesliaXdlusively to adult humans similar to the

self (Gray et al., 2007), and as we have arguenvbiere, the qualities that infrahumanization
theory and the dual models theory identify as nigsively human tend to require agency and
experience (Epley et al., 2013; Waytz et al., 20$8)dies that operationalize dehumanization in
terms of the denial of mind show similar patteimshie predominant frameworks for studying
dehumanization by commission. For example, stutke® shown that people deny mental
capacities to disliked individuals (Kozak, Marsh\8egner, 2006), use fewer mental state terms
when describing targets low in warmth and compet€rqy., homeless people) (Harris & Fiske,
2011), and show a reduced response in brain regions/ed in mentalizing toward these

targets (Harris & Fiske, 2006). Similarly, othetsdies have shown that Canadians depict
refugees as barbaric in terms of lacking basic alesatphistication and values (Esses, Veenvliet,
Hodson, & Mihic, 2008), and this sort of dehumati@a—reduced attribution of mental
sophistication—mediates the relationship betwegnomp glorification and acceptance of
torturing outgroup members (Leidner, Castano, Za&&iner-Sorolla, 2010). People also show
a reduction in mental state attribution toward sdized women (Gray, Knobe, Sheskin, Bloom,

& Feldman-Barrett, 2011; Loughnan et al., 2010pststent with men’s tendency to represent



such women as objects (Bernard, Gervais, Allen, @omzzi, & Klein, 2012; Cikara,
Eberhardt, & Fiske, 2011) (as we describe belowakobjectification may have a passive
component as well). In sum, studies that operalimmndehumanization as the denial of mind
show considerable evidence of dehumanization tostgdatized, subjugated, or disliked
targets.

To this point, we have discussed the majorityeskarch on dehumanization by
commission, which demonstrates dehumanizationgpamse to prospective or retrospective
harm, or dehumanization toward enemy groups, stigetgroups, subjugated groups, or
otherwise disliked targets. We consider these favhtehumanization to be active, in the sense
that even when they emerge unintentionally or uscmusly, they serve some ultimate purpose,
either to reduce moral angst over harming others) ceinforce superiority over outgroups. In
the case of dehumanization toward outgroup men{baemy groups, stigmatized groups,
subjugated groups, or otherwise disliked targetfudhanization can also occur for another
more passive reason. These targets simply failggdr people’s tendency to see other minds.
Given that these targets are inherently dissimiddhe self, and people consider the self to be
prototypically human (Karniol, 2003), people simply not consider these targets to be human
to the same degree as oneself. This form of pagglkiemanization, or what we term
dehumanization by omission, is most evident inistthat do not confound the dissimilarity of
the target to the self and the target’s statusiasuggroup member. In the subsequent section, we
review research that provides evidence for dehumation by omission.

Dehumanization by Omission
Dehumanization by omission occurs not when peaglizely choose to suppress the

triggers to perceive other minds, but when thaggers are simply suppressed by contextual and



individual factors. Broadly speaking, the primatgder to perceiving other minds is
interdependence (Epley & Waytz, 2010), and numepsyshological factors reduce dependence
on others, thereby suppressing these triggersastdring dehumanization. Chief among these
factors are outcome irrelevance, social connecgoal instrumentality, and possession of
resources such as status, power, and money. Bet@wetail how each of these factors causes
dehumanization in a passive, rather than activenea
Outcome Irrelevance

When people encounter individuals who are irrelet@amne’s personal outcomes they
devote fewer social and cognitive resources toetivedividuals than to outcome-relevant
individuals. For instance, people are less capatblecalling photographs of strangers than
people who are naturally relevant to their livesd@R, 2001) and people tend not to distinguish
between members of an outgroup unless the outgraupber conveys a facial expression that is
somehow goal-relevant to the perceiver (Ackermaal.eR006). In addition, when perceivers
identify other targets as outcome-dependent, tkien@ less to outcome-dependent targets who
display behavior that is consistent (versus ingiast) with the perceivers’ expectations (Erber
& Fiske, 1984; Neuberg & Fiske, 1987; Ruscher &Ejs1990)—consistent behavior is not as
socially relevant as inconsistent behavior, and fieople devote more cognitive resources to the
latter. In addition, people seek out less soci@rmation about individuals with whom they do
not expect future interaction compared with indiats they expect to meet and are thus goal-
relevant (Berger & Douglas, 1981; Berscheid, GrazjdMonson, & Dermer, 1976; Kellerman &
Reynolds, 1990).

Given that people devote less social attentidhdse who are irrelevant to their goals, or

who do not convey goal-relevant behavior, peopleswter the minds of these others to a lesser



degree as well. For example, one study asked Soutrican, Israeli, and Arab participants to
evaluate South American, Israeli, and Arab targeksle undergoing neuroimaging. When Arab
and Israeli evaluated Arab and Israeli targets—etiarthat are clearly relevant to the current
conflict between Israel and neighboring Arab coestrbrain regions involved in considering
others’ minds (mentalizing) were responsive, big #ctivity reduced significantly when these
individuals evaluated South American targets, wieoenrrelevant to the current conflict (Saxe
& Bruneau, 2012). Although little research has eixenth the effect of outcome irrelevance
directly on dehumanization, the sum of researchvgigpthat people devote less social attention
to goal-irrelevant individuals suggest a form adfetigagement consistent with dehumanization
by omission.
Social Connection

Related to outcome irrelevance, is social irreleeawhereby others are not perceived as
relevant social targets for affiliation and conmact Although humans are undeniably social
animals, they also have their social limits (Hilll3unbar, 2003) and construe others as socially
relevant only when their motivation for connectiemot already fulfilled. In other words, when
people feel socially connected, they devote feweras and attentional resources toward others.
Conversely, when people lack social connectiory ecome attentive to the minds around
them, even the minds of nonhumans such as pewstratpral agents, and technology (Epley,
Akalis, Waytz, & Cacioppo, 2008; Epley, Waytz, Alkal& Cacioppo, 2008). Considering the
minds of others is likely a critical step towardadsishing affiliation with others, when people
feel that social connection is lacking. Sociallynaected (versus socially isolated) individuals
display poorer ability to recall social informatiand display poorer performance on tasks

assessing the ability to decode others’ mentastabm facial and vocal cues (Gardner, Pickett,



Jefferis, & Knowles, 2005; Pickett, Gardner, & Krles; 2004). Similarly, people who are
experimentally induced to experience social acece@alisplay less interest in getting to know
others (compared to individuals induced to experesocial rejection) (DeWall, Baumeister, &
Vohs, 2008).

In the clearest demonstration of the effect ofedamnnection on dehumanization, one
set of studies demonstrated that heightening p&ofalelings of social connection by asking
them to recall close friends and family memberdyyoasking them to sit next to close friends,
increased dehumanization (Waytz & Epley, 2012) pRemade to experience social connection
(compared to comparable baseline conditions) ateibfewer mental states to others and
reported that others were less worthy of moral eambecause these others lacked feelings and
emotions. Feeling socially connected makes pe@ske dependent on others, and thus more
prone to overlook others’ mental states.

Goal Instrumentality

Whereas people are often afforded little attentiecause they are outcome irrelevant or
socially irrelevant, people who are necessary lfdlfa goal may be afforded a great deal of
attention—only not to their intrinsic value as huragbut instead to their extrinsic utility to
complete the goal (Gruenfeld, Inesi, Magee, & Gadin 2008). Although this process might
seem more active than passive, the active compaminemerges in attention and consideration
directed toward others’ instrumentality. Becauserdion is finite, this very same active focus
on instrumentality can lead to a more passive megled overlooking of people’s essential
humanity outside the scope of the focal goal. heotvords, people who are instrumental for
goals are treated like tools only, used to fulfipurpose. Philosophically, using someone to

achieve a goal is the very definition of objecation—people consider the instrumental



individual like an object (Nussbaum, 1999). Emglitndings support this philosophical
proposition. Instrumental others tend to be sogcieditegorized based on their ability to fulfill a
goal: they are more easily confused with equakyrumental others in memory tests (Fitzsimons
& Shah, 2009) and are judged more in terms of lagacteristics that make them instrumental
(Maner, Miller, Moss, Leo, & Plan, 2012) compareithwon-instrumental others. These data
suggest that because instrumental others are vphiredrily for their ability to fulfill the goal,
people may tend to remember and judge them bas#teorutility. An instrumental person
seems substitutable with any other person who eaghally instrumental.

A person’s instrumentality also affects the extenwhich others consider their mental
capacities. For instance, as described above, iexpetis showed that when people considered
others to be instrumental for sexual goals, theggieed these others to have more experiential
but less agentic capacities compared to theirilstaumental counterparts (Gray et al., 2011). In
these experiments, the perception of instrumenthViduals only diminished for the one
dimension of mind that was unnecessary to fulfid aictivated sexual goal: agency. This
redistribution of mind, particularly the belief theexual targets have less agency, may well
account for the feelings of being “objectified” thadividuals experience when they are
considered instrumental for sexual goals (Cikara.eR011; Frederickson, & Roberts, 1987,
Gervais, Vescio, Forster, Maass, & Suitner, 20TBgre are also behavioral consequences to
perceiving someone as more experiential: peoplarasit@r less intense electric shocks to those
they consider to have greater feeling (Gray eaill).

In another set of experiments using a very differeanipulation of goal instrumentality,
when people felt more in need of health care, prergeived their physicians to have more

agentic but fewer experiential capacities, agamsgient with their (in this case, agentic but not



experiential) goal for health care (Schroeder &bach, 2014). Again, this redistribution of
perceived mind has behavioral consequences: paopl@ore likely to choose a physician
showing little emotion when they have greater needare.

Possession of Resources. Status, Power, and Money

A final factor that triggers dehumanization by esion is possession of social and
financial resources. People with relatively higbitus, power, and money think and behave
differently than those with fewer of these resoareggely because these attributes allow people
independence from others (Keltner, Gruenfeld, & éisdn, 2003; Vohs, Mead, & Goode,
2008). This perceived independence then allowslpdogh (vs. low) in resources to spend
fewer cognitive resources, attending to and enggpgith others. We review how having each
type of resource can affect these disengagingidés and behaviors toward others, resulting in
dehumanization.

People with relatively higher socioeconomic sta&umsl to have more self-focused
cognitions (Kraus, Piff, & Keltner, 2009; KrausffP& Keltner, 2011) and display greater
narcissism (Piff, 2014), resulting in various belbaal consequences that reflect a lack of
concern for others (along the lines of dehumaromtiThese consequences included increased
unethical behavior (Gino & Pierce, 2009; Piff, Stato, Cote, Mandoza-Denton, & Keltner,
2012), reduced prosocial behavior (Piff, Kraus,eC@heng, & Keltner, 2010) and greater
disengagement during social interactions (Krauseitier, 2009). For example, in one set of
studies, upper class drivers were more likely toofliother vehicles and pedestrians at a
crosswalk (Piff et al., 2012). People made to l&elthey ranked relatively higher in social-class
(e.g., by comparing themselves to people with heseey, less education, and less respected

jobs) were also literally more likely to take carfdym children and cheat in a laboratory game



than people made to feel relatively lower in soclaks (Piff et al., 2012). In another set of
studies, upper class participants were less geseéoogtrangers in the dictator game, less willing
to make charitable donations, and exhibited lass tn a trust game, compared to lower class
participants (Piff et al., 2010). Even upper clasbviduals’ subtle, nonverbal behaviors indicate
that they are less socially engaged, displayingendesengagement cues (e.g., doodling) and
fewer engagement cues (e.g., head nods, laughspdbeir interactions with others (Kraus &
Keltner, 2009). Perhaps because of this apparatieimtion to others, higher social-class
individuals are less accurate in their understapadinothers’ emotions and thoughts (Kraus,
Cote, & Keltner, 2010).

Feeling powerful may have similar consequencegefy high-status in that powerful
people often seem inattentive to others. Powedobje tend to objectify others and consider
them more in terms of extrinsic utility than insio worth as humans (Gruenfeld et al., 2008; see
also Slabu & Guinote, 2010). This relationship kesgw power and objectification is moderated
by the purpose of one’s power (Overbeck & Park,&2@3 well as the utility of the person being
perceived (Gruenfeld et al., 2008). For instanc@ne study, people assigned to the role of
manager in a game but told their responsibilitiesenprimarily “people-centered” could better
remember employees’ hames and otherwise individhate compared to people whose
manager responsibilities were primarily “productiezed” (Overbeck & Park, 2006). Feeling
powerful also can increase stereotyping (Fiske31@iinote & Phillips, 2010) decrease
perspective-taking (Galinsky, Magee, Inesi, & Giieéth 2006), and decrease compassion
toward another person’s distress (Van Kleef e28108). These disparate but related findings,
which together suggest that higher power individumay subtly perceive and treat others as less

than human, have led to . the suggestion that paitierately produces asymmetric social



distance with higher power individuals feeling mdrstant than lower power individuals
(Magee & Smith, 2013). This theory predicts thatvpdul individuals will have less interest in
others’ mental states (e.g., reduced empathic acguGonzaga, Keltner, & Ward, 2008; Woltin,
Corneille, Yzerbyt, & Forster, 2011), be more impeusness to social influence (e.g., Galinsky
et al., 2008, See, Morrison, Rothman, & Soll, 20&hd experience fewer socially engaging
emotions (e.g., compassion and gratitude). Comgigteh the little evidence that exists on
power dehumanization (see Lammers & Stapel, 2Q@fé)social distance theory of power
overall predicts that more versus less powerfuMiddals will be less response to others’ needs
and generally treat others with less humanity.

A final pervasive resource that seems to influgmereeptions of others is money. Merely
being exposed to money can lead people to enddeséogies associated with social inequality
and dehumanization (Caruso, Vohs, Baxter, & Wa3@4,2). People exposed to money are more
likely to believe social advantaged groups showlchithate disadvantaged groups and that
victims deserve their fates (Caruso et al., 20IBgrefore, although money seems to encourage
individual self-sufficiency (Vohs et al., 2008) nitay also encourage social distance from others,
making people feel less distressed about socidlisixn, for instance (Zhou, Vohs, &
Baumeister, 2009). Money seems to activate duablatains that may at times be in conflict: a
motive for personal responsibility and fairnesd, ddso a motive for distance from others and
selfishness, which could conversely lead to chgatirtreating others unfairly. A recent set of
studies proposed a moderator that could explasetdeserging motives—whether the money is
clean versus dirty (Yang et al., 2013). Clean manay lead to fair treatment of others, whereas

dirty money leads to cheating and unfair treatmienparticular, exposure to dirty money may



therefore account for the antisocial and dehumagibehaviors exemplified in economic games,
such as cheating or giving less money to othera@¥& al., 2013).
Concluding Thoughts on a Shift in Focus

Here we have documented and distinguished bettweeegeneral forms of
dehumanization: commission and omission. Whereamyhand empirical evidence supporting
dehumanization by omission is relatively recergptietical discussion of dehumanization by
commission has been ongoing for the past 50 yaétteough examples of dehumanization by
commission might be more salient in memory—as we moted, historical examples include
the Mai Lai massacre, the Holocaust, American sig\and Rwandan Genocide—
dehumanization by omission might be more commataity life, and thus easier to overlook.
However, just as acts of omission and commissionresult in the same absolute level of harm
(withholding the truth versus lying; failing to sagsomeone from drowning versus pushing
someone below the water; Spranca et al., 19913uggest that dehumanization by omission
can be just as consequential as its counterparthieencourage greater empirical attention to
the various ways that dehumanization may irrepgrdainage social interactions.

One reason for this suggestion is that many ottmsequences of these two forms of
dehumanization we have documented are similaydeg willingness to torture (Viki et al.,
2013; Waytz & Epley, 2012), sexual subjugati@efvais et al., 2012; Gray et al., 2011), and
decreased compassion during times of need (Cudaly, 2007; Van Kleef et al., 2008). Second,
whereas dehumanization by commission may contritsuteassacre, dehumanization by
omission is more likely to contribute to experieno¢ loneliness and exclusion that are just as
deadly in terms of risks to physical and mentaltheand ultimately mortality (House, Landis,

& Umberson, 1988; Luo, Hawkley, Waite, & Caciop@0,12; Steptoe, Shankar, Demakakos, &



Wardle, 2013). For example, dehumanization by oiomsis more likely to result in subtle forms
of failing to attend to others’ full humanity suak forgetting their names, ignoring their needs,
or not considering their feelings. Finally, wher@asiehumanization by commission the harm
clearly befalls the target, harm may also befadl plerpetrator in dehumanization by omission.
For example, by overlooking the humanness of otteevard whom one holds no prior
prejudice, individuals may mistakenly forgo oppaities for affiliation, make poor choices
about whom to hire, and generally fail to benebini the social opportunities others may offer if
they were attributed full mental capacity. Dehurzation by commission has more violent and
detrimental consequences for the target, but dehinat@gon by omission may subtly affect both
the perpetrator and target, resulting in commonudtichately costly mistakes. Aggregated over

a lifetime, apathy, not antipathy, could best predetachment from fellow humans.
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