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Imagined otherness fuels blatant
dehumanization of outgroups
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Dehumanization of others has been attributed to institutional processes that spread dehumanizing
norms and narratives, as well as to individuals’ denial of mind to others. We propose that blatant
dehumanization also arises when people actively contemplate others’ minds. We introduce the
construct of imagined otherness—perceiving that a prototypical member of a social group construes
an important facet of the social world in ways that diverge from the waymost humans understand it—
and argue that such attributions catalyze blatant dehumanization beyond the effects of general
perceived difference and group identification. Measuring perceived schematic difference relative to
the concept ofAmerica,weexaminehow thismeasure relates to the tendencyofU.S. Republicans and
Democrats to blatantly dehumanize members of the other political party. We report the results of two
pre-registered studies—onecorrelational (N=771) andoneexperimental (N=398)—that together lend
support for our theory. We discuss implications of these findings for research on social boundaries,
political polarization, and the measurement of meaning.

Upholding human life as sacrosanct is key to maintaining order in modern
Western societies. Indeed, such atrocities as genocide1–3, racially motivated
lynchings4–6, and ethnic cleansing7–9 are often rooted in people’s tendency to
dehumanize others—that is, to perceive members of different social groups
in ways that deny their full humanness10,11. Even when it does not lead to
violent action, dehumanization can still fuel such negative outcomes as the
stigmatization of people with mental illness12, expressions of hostile emo-
tions toward outgroup members13, and the support of exclusionary immi-
gration policies14. Moreover, dehumanization does not only occur in the
context of long-simmering racial and ethnic divisions: A growing body of
work examines how dehumanization can arise even in the comparatively
lower stakes context of political partisanship15–19. Across these disparate
domains, how do people come to withdraw the dignity of humanity from
others?

Sociological research has focused on blatant forms of dehumanization,
such as the use of epithets that equate human groups to non-human ani-
mals, such as vermin or apes or to less-than-human categories, such as
savages. This work has accounted for variation in people’s tendency to
engage in violent acts ormass atrocities by examining the role of institutions
and media in diffusing dehumanizing norms and narratives, as well as the
impact of social network ties between groups and the availability of eco-
nomic resources in blunting these effects [e.g.,20–22]. The more subtle, cog-
nitive underpinnings of blatant dehumanizationhave, however, been largely
overlooked in this line of work.

A parallel but mostly separate literature in social psychology has
considered dehumanization in both its blatant and subtle forms—for
example, failing to attribute distinctively human emotions such as love,
hope, and contempt to members of another group [e.g., ref. 23–25]. This
work has explained variation in people’s tendency to dehumanize others by
considering such diverse factors as personality traits, political ideologies,
group threat, and intergroup status differentials26. Yet a common theme in
this literature is that dehumanization—whether blatant or subtle—funda-
mentally involves the denial of mind to others27,28. In this view, dehuma-
nizing others entails either deliberatively suppressing full consideration of
their minds or passively failing to do so29,30.

Building on these accounts, we propose that blatant dehumanization
also arises through the subtle process of actively considering others’
minds. In particular, we argue that merely thinking that members of
another group construe the social world in atypical ways can (subject to
scope conditions we detail below) catalyze blatant dehumanization.
Building on the growing body of work in cultural sociology on
schemas31–35, we introduce the construct of imagined otherness—per-
ceiving that a prototypical member of a social group construes an
important facet of the social world inways that diverge from thewaymost
humans understand it. Imagined otherness, we contend, arouses blatant
dehumanization above and beyond the effects of general perceptions of
difference and group identification. In other words, blatant dehumani-
zation can emerge not only from failing to consider others’minds but also
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from contemplating how others think about the world and believing their
thinking to be aberrant.

To test this idea, we build on the tradition of using explicit association
tasks tomeasure the schemas that exist in people’s minds [e.g.,33].We adapt
this methodology to focus on a single concept and extend it to measure the
schemas that individuals attribute to different social groups and to the
typical human.Applying this technique to a central basis of group identity in
the United States, the very notion of America, we first demonstrate that the
various distance measures it yields are correlated with group identification
and intergroup sentiment in themanner one would expect. Next, we report
the results of two pre-registered studies that assess the semantic associations
about America that self-identified Republicans and Democrats attribute to
members of the other political party and to the typical human. Our first
study demonstrates that imagined otherness is positively associated with a
widely used measure of blatant dehumanization36 above and beyond the
effects of general perceptions of difference and group identification.

Although we theorize that imagined otherness begets blatant dehu-
manization, our first study is correlational and does not allow us to rule out
potential reverse causality—that blatantly dehumanizing an outgroup
prompts people to perceive differences in the schemas they attribute to the
outgroup versus the typical human. We therefore report the results of a
second, experimental study, in which we manipulated perceived semantic
difference betweenmembers of the opposing political party and the typical
respondent on the same categorization task related toAmerica. Results from
this experiment establish a causal link between imagined otherness and
blatant dehumanization. Together, the two studies suggest an additional
cognitivemechanism that fuels blatant dehumanization and thus also point
to avenues for curbing it that have not previously been considered. We
discuss the implications of these findings for research on social boundaries,
political polarization in the U.S., and the measurement of meaning.

A starting point for the development of our theory is the recognition
that research on dehumanization has emphasized its role in the choices
people make to participate in such atrocities as genocide and sanctioned
massacres. Sociologists have tended to focus on its blatant manifestations,
examining how institutional processes diffuse dehumanizing norms and
narratives through a population20,21,37. Hagan andRymond-Richmond21, for
example, describe how the Sudanese government’s efforts to aggregate and
amplify racial epithets fueled collective dehumanization and contributed to
genocidal victimization in Darfur. In a similar vein, mass media networks
are central to Myers’22 explanation for the diffusion of racial rioting in the
United States between 1964 and 1971.

In the context of the Rwandan genocide in 1994, Luft38 identifies three
mechanisms that account for variation in the tendency of Hutus to have
engaged in violence directed at Tutsis: transactional (i.e., having sufficient
economic resources to resist the pressure to participate); relational (i.e.,
having social network tieswithTutsis); andcognitive (i.e., engaging in actsof
violence that have a reciprocal effect on the tendency to dehumanize).
Although this work represents a conceptual integration of institutional and
cognitive processes, dehumanization as a phenomenon and its subtle cog-
nitive origins remain relatively understudied in Sociology.

In parallel, and largely disconnected from sociological research, social
psychologists have developed four main theories to explain
dehumanization26: (a) infrahumanization, (b) the dual-factor model, (c)
stereotype content, and (d) dementalization. These theories vary in several
ways, but pertinent to our theoretical intervention iswhether the category of
human—to which groupsmay be denied inclusion—is defined on the basis
of traits or the presence of a mind. The traits-based approach to defining
humanity, exemplified by the infrahumanization23,24 and dual-factor39–41

approaches, posits that groups are denied humanity when they are thought
to lack some culturally defined set of traits.

The other approach is exemplified by research on stereotype
content27,28,42 and dementalization29,43,44. This perspective argues that the
special moral status granted to humans is not simply the result of whether a
group is thought topossess a checklist of characteristics but is fundamentally
intertwinedwith the human faculties of social perception. Specifically, when

we encounter another person in a social setting, we deploy a theory ofmind
through which we reason about their internal states45. To dehumanize a
group, according to this viewpoint, is tonot engage this fundamental formof
social cognition on behalf of group members—that is, to deny them the
existence of a mind, the perspective of which can be taken by another.

Building on these ideas, we argue that dehumanization arises not only
from believing that others have an impoverished mind, but also when one
thinks that others have an inherently different mind. In particular, we
propose that it occurs through people’s lay—and often unselfconscious—
theories about inherent and specific differences between the worldviews of
others and those of typical humans. Once members of another group are
believed to be interpreting the world in ways that are antithetical to how
most people do so, their perceivedhumanity erodes.We refer to this process
as imagined otherness.

Support for this argument comes from research by cognitive and social
psychologists, which demonstrates that people are innately disposed to
attribute differences between social categories to deep, immutable, and
mostly unobservable distinct essences46,47. These essentialized differences
arise in subtle ways and often persist even when they are normatively
rejected. For example, despite the erosion in recent decades of interracial
boundaries in some parts of the U.S., white Americans continue to see
people of other races as inherently different from themselves48.

We argue that such essentialized processes of perceived group differ-
ence also fuel dehumanization. Building on Khazzoom’s49 insight that
exclusion requires the articulation of group difference, we propose that a
specific form of articulation—imagining howmembers of a different group
see the social world relative to how a typical person regards it—can lead to
explicitly denying them full humanity. We anticipate that the greater the
divergence in these two imagined perceptions, the more likely a person is to
dehumanizemembers of another group—evenwhen accounting for general
perceptions of difference or the strength of group identification.

Under what conditions should we expect this process to unfold? One
important scope condition, we propose, is whether the prototype of most
people serves as a reference point for legitimacy. While normative expec-
tations shape the behavior of most social groups50, some groups may focus
less on the expectations of others and more on systems of morality that are
core to their identity. Potential examplesmight include hate groups such as
the Ku Klux Klan, religious communities such as Amish Mennonites, and
cults. For such groups, we conjecture that perceiving an outgroup as being
different frommost peoplemay not give rise to dehumanization because the
category ofmost people is not necessarily valued. Similarly, if an outgroup is
viewed as elite or especially enlightened, wemight expect that perceptions of
its difference relative to most people need not produce dehumanization
given that the outgroupmay be viewed asmore legitimate than the category
of most people.

What does it mean to imagine that a person sees the social world in
fundamentally different ways from another person or a typical human?
Social scientists commonly make inferences about how people understand
the world by asking them about their attitudes. Attitudes, however, do not
fully capture the meaning structures undergirding people’s understandings
of themselves and others31,33,51. Working-class Londoners, for example,
appreciate material excess as much as those higher on the income dis-
tribution do. However, when they describe their mentality as inherently
different from that of posh stuck-ups, they allude to a self-perceived
authentic ordinariness, contrastedwith the contrived propriety of the upper
classes, that cannot be captured by a single attitude [ref. 52, p. 152]. In fact,
the same normative attitude can often be the product of different inter-
pretations. Most Americans, for instance, value hard work. But when rural
Wisconsinites describe their belief in hard work as something that distin-
guishes them from city dwellers, they invoke an appreciation of toughness
that, as they see it, is neither understoodnor valuedby their fellow citizens in
large cities53.

These archetypal descriptions of social groups relate to different ways
by which people construct meaning. An extensive body of work demon-
strates that people represent meaning as semantic relationships between
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concepts51,54–56. By concept, we mean an abstract mental representation of a
feature of the world. When rural Wisconsinites talk about hard work, they
invoke such a concept. The meaning they assign to hard work is implicit in
the cognitive associations this concept has with other concepts, such as
toughness. Accounting for these cognitive associations helps uncover the
meaning structures that underlie people’s beliefs. Americans who benefit
from the market, for example, tend to express unbridled faith in capitalism.
Nevertheless, the various ways by which the economically advantaged
perceive associations between different market activities suggests that this
faith is fueled by different understandings of the moral boundaries of
markets57.

Imagine two Americans who are self-professed believers in freedom.
Whereas a conservative might associate freedom with economic indepen-
dence and the lack of government intervention, a liberal might associate it
with civil liberties and the freedom of expression58. Drawing on conven-
tional sociological nomenclature, we refer to these different associations,
and themeanings they embody, as schemas. Note that schemas are generally
conceptualized as the network of associations between concepts that people
hold in theirminds31,33. That said, the termhas been used in such a variety of
ways that it has almost become an omnibus term for all cognitive
representations35. Although our conceptualizationmapsmore closely to the
construct of construals59, or mental representations about a given domain,
we retain the more widely used term, schemas, to follow the convention in
the literature. As a growing body of research by cultural sociologists
demonstrates, members of different groups often make associations about
the same concept in systematically different ways. People with differing
class, political, or religious identities have divergent schemas about issues as
varied as what it means to be American60, the role and epistemological
authority of science61,62, and the structure and social prestige of
occupations63.

This prior work explores the different ways that members of social
groups interpret reality. We refer to these as differences as their personal
schemas. In contrast, our theory pertains to the schemas that an individual
attributes to others.We theorize about two such schemas. The first involves
imagining how members of different groups perceive the world, which we
refer to as the outgroup schema. The second builds on the insight that
individuals also have amental representation of persons in general. As prior
work demonstrates, people imagine what most others expect as they
determine whether and how to adjust their behavior to conform to these
generic expectations64,65. Importantly, thinking about this generalized other
is not the same as simply constructing a composite image based on a
weighted average of known groups. Rather, it represents a distinct cognitive

act—one that people are capable of doingwhen, for example, thinking about
specific political parties and then abstracting to typicalmembers of society66.
Drawing on Mead’s67 nomenclature, we refer to this mental representation
as the generalized other schema.

How do the outgroup schema and the generalized other schema that
people imagine in their minds jointly relate to dehumanization? Consider
the stylized individualmental representation illustrated in Fig. 1. Thismodel
depicts a hypothetical individual’s personal, ingroup, outgroup, and gen-
eralized other schemas of a conceptC (e.g., freedom). Thedimensions of this
conceptual space correspond to two other concepts, C1 (e.g., governmental
regulation) andC2 (e.g., civil liberties). For ease of presentation, we illustrate
only two dimensions—although in reality a cognitive conceptual space is
hyperdimensional. A schema’s location in this space relates to the level of
association between the focal concept C and other concepts. Thus, schemas
that are closer together in this space have more shared associations
between them.

By positioning schemas in such a space, we can measure schematic
distances between people. For example, two people who hail from indivi-
dualistic cultures may have personal schemas about freedom that are closer
together than are the personal schemas of two individuals who come from
different national cultures—one individualistic and one collectivist. Yet
because people have not only personal schemas but also schemas they
attribute to others, we can also derive within-personmeasures of perceived
schematic differences. For example, we can assess the distance between a
person’s personal schema and her ingroup schema. We might expect, for
example, that a person who identifies strongly with her ingroup will have a
personal schema that is closer to her ingroup schema than to her outgroup
schema.

Applying this conceptual apparatus to our outcome of interest, we
anticipate that outgroup dehumanization is related to the relationship
between a person’s outgroup schema and her generalized other schema. In
particular, we posit that the tendency to dehumanize an outgroup will
increase with the distance between a person’s outgroup schema and her
generalized other schema,whichwe refer to as generalized outgroupdistance
and which is represented in Fig. 1 by the dashed line. Although our moti-
vating example focuses on the concept of freedom, we recognize that our
theory is unlikely to extend to associations about concepts with little sym-
bolic meaning—for example, chair or gerbil. We conjecture that concepts
that are either relevant to ingroup and outgroup identities or that have
otherwise acquired symbolic value are ones that can activate our proposed
imagined otherness mechanism.

Perceptions of difference can, of course, also lead to negative affect
about an outgroup. Yet prior work has shown that dehumanization and
disliking are analytically distinct phenomena25. For instance, one may very
much enjoy the company of pets but also understand that they are not
human. More work needs to be done to fully understand the relationship
between antipathy and dehumanization, and we therefore remain agnostic
about the relationship between generalized outgroup distance and the
affective evaluation of a group. Based on with social identity theory68, we
anticipate that perceiving an outgroup schema as distant from one’s per-
sonal schema will lead to dislike of the outgroup—an idea we test (with the
results reported inSupplementaryNote 2) tohelp validate ourmeasurement
strategy. That said, the arguments above lead to the following pre-registered
hypothesis:

Main hypothesis
The tendency to exhibit outgroup dehumanization will increase with per-
ceived generalized outgroup schematic distance.

The pre-registrations for our correlational and experimental studies
can be found at https://osf.io/kba36 and osf.io/5t79a, respectively. The
correlational studywas pre-registered on January 8, 2021. The experimental
studywas pre-registered onMay 17, 2021. In this paper, we focus onwhat is
referred to as Hypothesis 5 in the first pre-registration and Hypothesis 2 in
the second pre-registration. Imagined otherness corresponds to the variable
referred to as generalized-outgroup construal distance in the

Fig. 1 | Graphical representation of schematic differences. Graphical repre-
sentation of schematic representations in themind of a hypothetical individual. Dots
represent personal, ingroup, outgroup, and generalized other schemas of a focal
concept. A schema’s location corresponds to its level of association with two other
concepts, C1 and C2. The dashed line represents the schematic distance of interest,
which we refer to as Generalized Outgroup Distance.
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pre-registrations. MCET in the pre-registrations refers to our schema eli-
citation task.

To test our theory, we apply it to the context of political identity in the
United States. Bymanymeasures, theAmericanpolitical sphere has become
increasingly polarized in recent decades69,70, especially among political
elites71,72. While there is disagreement as to howmuch ordinary Americans
have grownapart in their ideological andpolicy preferences73,74, there is little
doubt that Republicans and Democrats have become increasingly antag-
onistic toward members of the other party75,76. The independent effects of
growing interparty hostility are difficult to isolate; however, multiple indi-
cators suggest that it has been increasing asAmerican political discourse has
become more divisive [e.g.,77] and Americans’ faith in democratic institu-
tions has declined [e.g., ref. 78].

Partisan politics is a useful context for exploring the dehumanizing
implications of imagined otherness for two main reasons. First, unlike race
or ethnicity, party identity is not ascribed at birth. Moreover, partisan
affiliations can often change significantly throughout one’s lifetime. It is
therefore likely that, to the extent that it exists, party-based imagined
otherness is not anchored in lay theories of biological difference. Second,
recent work has already established that some but not all Americans see
members of the opposing political party as less than human16. We contend
that variation in this tendency is partly rooted in the belief that members of
the other party see the world in inherently different ways.

Sociologists have recently begun to examine differences in schematic
understandings across party lines. Hunzaker and Valentino33, for example,
find that Democrats and Republicans have different interpretations of
poverty, while Baldassarri and Goldberg79 show that schematic hetero-
geneity crosscuts political identities. These studies examine differences in
howmembers of different parties understand theworld. Our primary focus,
in contrast, is perceived schematic distance: individuals’ beliefs about
opposing party members’ understandings of the world. Building on our
theoretical framework, we argue that perceived generalized outgroup
schematic distance is related to opposing party members’ dehumanization.

To test our theory, we apply it to Democrats’ and Republicans’ group
construals of America. We expect that, when people imagine that typical
outgroup members’ schemas of America differ from those of the typical
person, they are less likely to see them as fully human. Previous research has
convincingly shown that the American identity is contested60,80,81—and
especially so across party lines82,83—yet we know little about how partisans
imagine those on the other side of the aisle understands this shared identity.
America is an ideal stimulus for us to test our theorywith, since itmeets both
of the scope conditions we mentioned above. First, America is a relevant
concept to the identity of Democrats and Republicans. Second, we expect
most participants will believe that the prototypical Republican, Democrat,
and person would value this concept. Our choice of America as a stimulus,
however, may provide a conservative test of our theory, since Levendusky84

demonstrates that, when primed to think about themselves as Americans,
interparty hostility between politically affiliated Americans declines.

One question that naturally arises is whether outgroup dehumaniza-
tion is simply an expression of outgroup antipathy. Indeed, in our empirical
setting, we find that affective polarization—a commonly used measure of
the degree towhichpartisans prefer their own party over the other party85—
is strongly correlated with outgroup dehumanization (in our correlational
study, r = 0.54). However, previous work has demonstrated that blatant
dehumanization is not tantamount to disliking an outgroup—whether in
intergroup contexts generally36 or the specific domain of politics16. Addi-
tionally, as mentioned above, our theory is agnostic both to the relationship
between imagined otherness and outgroup prejudice as well as the rela-
tionship between outgroup prejudice and dehumanization. For these rea-
sons, we do not consider affective polarization further in the results
discussed below.

Before describing our methods, we first review prevailing approaches
formeasuring schemas and explain why they are ill-suited for our purposes.
Existing approaches to measuring schemas fall broadly into two categories:
relational transformation techniques and association tasks. Relational

transformation techniques rely on traditional survey responses: Respon-
dents are asked to provide their attitudes on independent concepts. Mea-
sures of the strengthof associationbetween these attitudes (e.g., correlation86

or relationality31) are transformed into inter-attitude and inter-respondent
distances. Relational transformation techniques are useful in identifying
subsets of respondentswhoorganizemeaning in distinctiveways and canbe
applied to data that were not specifically designed to elicit cultural schemas.
Because they are designed to measure attitudes, however, schematic
representations can only be inferred indirectly.

In contrast, association tasks directly probe the cognitive associations
between concepts, either by asking about them explicitly [e.g.,33] or eliciting
them implicitly [e.g.,51]. Explicit association tasks typically suffer from two
problems. First, they tend to conflate interpretation with valence. In the
Concept Association Task used by Hunzaker and Valentino33, for example,
respondents are asked to associate multivocal concepts such as immigrant
with value-laden concepts such as lazy or dishonest that usually have strong
positive or negative connotations. Respondents who report such associa-
tions and who do not may differ in at least two ways. One is that they may
genuinely interpret the category of immigrant differently—for instance, one
subgroupmight think of low-skill immigrants, while anothermight imagine
high-skilled immigrants. Another possibility is that they feel different levels
of warmth towards the category of immigrants and thus report different
levels of association between this category and lazy, dishonest, or any other
clearly positive or negative concept put before them. The design of the
ConceptAssociationTaskmakes it impossible todifferentiate between these
possibilities. The second problem with explicit association tasks is that,
because associations of value-laden concepts are included, responses are
susceptible to social desirability bias. For example, respondents might feel
that associating immigrant with lazy is normatively inappropriate, even if
they would espouse such an association in private.

To overcome social desirability bias, implicit association tasks typically
use response latencies to assess the degree to which respondents differen-
tially associate two pairs of concepts such as black and white with pleasant
and unpleasant87. Accurate assessments require, however, that respondents
complete dozens of trials for a given concept pair. Given that we seek to
assess a broad range of associations that people attribute to outgroup
members and the generalized other, an implicit association task would be
unwieldy for our purposes and would likely result in participant fatigue and
low-quality responses.

Methods
To test our hypothesis, we recruited a total of 1,169 individuals fromProlific
to complete two pre-registered studies that were approved by the Stanford
Institutional Review Board. The first was a correlational study in which
participants provided informed consent before participating. The second
was a survey experiment, in which participants were temporarily
deceived but were informed of this deception (and given the opportunity to
withhold their data) after participation. All relevant ethical regulations were
followed in conducting this research.

Evaluating our main hypothesis requires us to elicit the schematic
representations of a target concept that participants attribute to outgroup
members and to the generalized other.We describe below the technique we
used, which builds on the prior methods described above but addresses
some of their limitations.

Measuring generalized outgroup schematic distance
To address the limitations of existingmethods identified above, we used our
own, modified version of a schema elicitation task. Building on the logic of
the well-established pile sort method88,89, our instrument uses multiple
forced-choice categorizations to tap into participants’ schematic repre-
sentations of a focal concept. In the course of completing the instrument,
participants are asked to categorize subsets ofassociated concepts relative to a
target concept. Although our particular implementation focused on the
target concept of America, this approach can be readily adapted to other
target and associated concepts [see, for example,90].

https://doi.org/10.1038/s44271-024-00087-4 Article

Communications Psychology |            (2024) 2:39 4



For a given subset of associated concepts, participants are presented
with eight words and are asked to identify four of these eight that most
belong in a category with the target concept. By assessing participants’
choices across several such subsets, our instrument efficiently taps into the
many cognitive associations about a target concept that participants either
make themselves or attribute to others. It also uncovers the potential
associations that participants do not make or do not attribute to others.
Thus, it yields a profile of concepts that are either associated or not asso-
ciated with the target concept.

We configured the instrument such that participants were shown six
subsets of associated concepts: two with only positive words, two with only
negative words, and twowith only neutral words. To avoid order effects, we
randomized the order in which these sets were presented to participants, as
well as the position of each word in each set. The division of the task into
fixed-valence subsets allowed us to distinguish respondents’ interpretations
of the target concept from their sentiment toward it. This feature of the
instrument also helped neutralize the threat of social desirability bias by
forcing all respondents toassociate the target conceptwith the samenumber
of negative, positive, and neutral associated concepts.

A question that arises about this measurement strategy is whether
people are able to make associations that reflect their schematic under-
standing of a focal concept when they harbor strongly positive or negative
sentiments about that concept. For example, if a respondent feels unam-
biguously positively aboutAmerica, towhat extent can she reliably associate
negative terms with this concept? Given that both Republicans and
Democrats tend to express pride in different facets of the country while also
harboring grievances about the current state of affairs, we think this issue is
less concerning in our empirical context.

We configured four versions of the instrument that varied based on the
perspectivewe asked participants to take: (a) the personal perspective, or the
categorizations they themselvesmade; (b) theRepublicanperspective, or the
categorizations they ascribed to a prototypical Republican; (c) the Demo-
cratic perspective, or the categorizations they ascribed to a prototypical
Democrat; and (d) the generalized other perspective, or the categorizations
they ascribed tomost people. Ourmain hypothesis focuses on tasks (b), (c),
and (d).Weused task (a) for validation checks of ourmeasurement strategy.
Depending on the respondent’s partisan identity, versions (b) or (c) cor-
responded to her ingroup and outgroup perspective. In (a), respondents
were asked to select the four words “you think most belong in a category
with” the target word. This was in (b) altered to “you think Republicans
think”, in (c) to “you thinkDemocrats think”, and in (d) to “you thinkmost
people think.” Fig. 2 provides an illustration of our procedure.

Stimuli selection
Our choice of associated concepts was guided by three objectives. First, to
separate associations from positive or negative evaluations, we sought to
minimize variation in the valence of wordswithin each subset. Because only
associated conceptswithin a subsetwere compared, we reduced the risk that
participants’ choices were driven by the associated concepts’ valences.
Second, we wanted to choose words that could plausibly be associated with
America in participants’minds. Finally, in identifying potentially associated
concepts, we sought to generate a set of potential words that would resonate
with a broad cross-section of U.S. Republicans and Democrats and not
encapsulate our own potentially biased perspectives.

To accomplish these aims, we conducted a preliminary study in which
we asked participants on Prolific (N = 200), a widely used research-oriented
participant pool, to make free word associations with America. Specifically,
we asked participants to think about America and to provide five generally
positive words, five generally negative words, and five neither positive nor
negativewords that came to theirmind.After lower-casing and lemmatizing
all generated words, we were left with 955 unique terms. The distribution of
frequency over these terms was highly skewed: 582 words were only men-
tioned once, 51 words were mentioned at least ten times, and one word
(freedom) was mentioned over one hundred times. To identify words that
could plausibly be associated with America in participants’ minds in our
eventual main studies, we selected words that were mentioned at least three
times by participants in this preliminary study. This left us with 57 positive
words, 59 negative words, and 56 neutral words.

These words varied in sentiment even within a given category, and
some were also ambiguous in sentiment. Thirty words appeared at least
three times in at least two sentiment categories (positive, negative, or neu-
tral). Two words—money and capitalism—appeared at least three times in
all three sentiment categories.Toquantify eachword’s typical sentiment and
assess its ambiguity, we relied on word embedding models. Specifically, we
used three separate embedding models (GloVe GigaWord, GloVe Twitter,
and Word2Vec Google News) to assess the sentiment of each word by
measuring its cosine distance to a centroid of negative words (bad, negative
and immoral) minus its cosine distance to a centroid of positive words
(good, positive, andmoral).Wemeasuredboth themeanand thevarianceof
this measure across the three embedding models. We also measured the
average cosine distance between eachword and the target concept America.

Based on this information about each word’s sentiment and its typical
association with America, we selected six sets of eight words that: (a)
exhibited low within-set variation in sentiment and low cross-corpus var-
iance in sentiment; (b) were within the interquartile range of semantic

Fig. 2 | Schema elicitation procedure. Illustration of the schema elicitation procedure, applied to the concept America and the context of partisan politics.
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associationwithAmerica; and (c)were invokedby participants at least three
times.Wewere also interested inwhether nouns or adjectives would exhibit
systematically different patterns, so we maintained sets that were either all
adjectives or all nouns according to the word’s first listed sense in
WordNet91. This procedure and the final subsets of words we selected are
shown in Fig. 3. Supplementary Table 1 (located in Supplementary Note 1)
lists the specific words we selected based on this procedure. In Supple-
mentary Note 2 (which contains Supplementary Fig. 1, Supplementary
Fig. 2, and Supplementary Table 2), we also report the results of several
additional analyses that help establish the validity of our measurement
technique.

Correlational study
We sought and were mostly successful in recruiting a sample from Prolific
that was nearly equally split between Republicans and Democrats and was

close to nationally representative in terms of gender (51% Female), race/
ethnicity (76% white, 11% black, 7% Asian, and 6% mixed or other), reli-
gious affiliation (60% some type of Christian, 27% Atheist or Agnostic, 2%
Jewish, 1 %Muslim, 10% some other religious affiliations), and geographic
region of the Unites States (25% Northeast, 21% Midwest, 29% South, and
23%West). Participants, after providing informed consent to participate in
the study, were asked to complete the schema elicitation task from their
personal perspective first (to acclimate them to the task) and then, in a
random order, to fill it out from the perspective of Republicans, Democrats,
and most people. Finally, they were asked various attitudinal measures,
including our control and dependent variables.

To determine respondents’ ingroup and outgroup affiliation, we asked
how they typically think of themselves: as a Republican, as a Democrat, as a
member of a third party, or as something else. After dropping respondents
who (1) completed the survey more quickly than half the median response

Fig. 3 | Stimuli selection procedure. Illustration of the process by which we selected the associated words we used in our version of the schema elicitation task.
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time (as we pre-registered), (2) did not complete all versions of the schema
elicitation task in full, or (3) did not identify as a Republican or Democrat,
we were left with 771 participants—382 of whom (49.5%) identified as
Republican.

While studies of dehumanization were focusing on its subtle
manifestations36, introduced the Ascent of Man scale, which measures—in
the most blatant terms possible—the degree to which an individual views a
group as less-than-human. The version of the scale we used asked partici-
pants to rate both Democrats and Republicans on a slider scale from 0 to
100, corresponding to different images depicting the Ascent of Man from
apes to fully upright humans. Following prior studies, we defined outgroup
dehumanization as a participant’s ingroup rating minus her outgroup rat-
ing. Higher values of this measure correspond to reporting the outgroup as
less human than one’s ingroup. The ingroup rating is included in the
measure to account for baseline differences in how participants use the
dehumanization slider scale, though our measure is highly correlated with
just the slider rating given to one’s political outgroup; r = -0.83.

Theuseof this scale in the contextofU.S. politics raises some important
analytical questions (we thank an especially insightful reviewer for raising
these concerns). First, the scale appears to assume that participants believe
that humans evolved from apes—a belief that may be less popular among
political conservatives. Second, the scale depicts a male human, which may
conflict with gendered expectations of political preferences92. Importantly,
both of these issues would suggest differences in the mean level of dehu-
manization across political parties.

Despite these concerns, we chose to use this scale for three main rea-
sons. First, it has been extensively validated by Kteily and colleagues36: It has
been shown to correlate with other measures of dehumanization, to be
reliable over time, and to be predictive of important attitudes and behaviors
towards several groups above and beyond prejudice. Second, it is the most
commonly used measure of dehumanization in the political realm to date
[e.g.,16,19]. Finally, it is efficient to implement given that it asks participants to
report their visceral sense of how they view a group.

Our main independent variable is imagined otherness—that is, the
degree to which a participant’s attributed interpretations of America from
the perspective of their political outgroup and from the perspective of most
people are divergent. This construct corresponds to generalized outgroup
schematic distance illustrated in Fig. 1. Formally, we defined the distance
between these two interpretations, labeled A and B, using a simple diver-
gence metric:

DðA;BÞ ¼ 1� 2jA \ Bj
n

ð1Þ

wheren is the number of associated concepts (48 in our case) in eachversion
of the schemaelicitation task. Thismeasure canbe interpreted as one less the
proportion of selections inA that are also inB, with higher values indicating
thatA and B are more dissimilar. Wemean-centered and standardized this
measure (except in reporting descriptive statistics) to ease interpretation.

Our models include a set of control variables that previous literature
has related to dehumanization. For example, Martherus and colleagues16

find that strong party identification is associated with both subtle and bla-
tant dehumanization. Other work shows that conservatives are more likely
to espouse authoritarian positions93, which has been tied to outgroup
dehumanization36. To account for outgroup dehumanization that is driven
by partisanship and ideology, we included the following control variables in
our models:
• Democrat. Participantswere askedwhether they identify as Republican

or Democrat (recall that respondents with other forms of partisan
identifications were removed from the sample).

• Strong partisan. Consistent with how the American National Election
Studies (ANES) measures strength of party identification, participants
were asked after reporting their party affiliationwhether they identified
as a strong [Democrat/Republican] or a not very strong [Democrat/
Republican]. One benefit of controlling for identification strength is

that it is likely correlated with the degree of political homophily in
participants’ networks94. Thus, insofar as people’s views of the out-
groupor the generalized other are informed inpart by their exposure to
members of the opposing party, this control variable should at least
partially account for such variation.

• Ideological extremity. We asked participants to report their political
ideology using the ANES 7-point ideology scale and treated each
response’s distance from the midpoint (moderate or middle of the
road) as a measure of ideological extremity. We used this as a
continuousmeasure (although the resultswe report beloware robust to
modeling it as a categorical variable).

• Extreme conservative. Given the association between authoritarianism
and conservatism, we included a dummy variable for extreme con-
servatism in dehumanization models. This variable was set to 1 for
respondents who reported being extremely conservative on the ANES
7-point scale and to 0 otherwise.

While our key independent variable—imagined otherness—corre-
sponds to the divergence between one’s outgroup schema and generalized
other schema, divergences between other pairs of schemas also plausibly
correlate with blatant outgroup dehumanization (see Fig. 1). We therefore
compute twoadditional divergencemeasures that could be related to blatant
dehumanization. The first is the divergence between one’s personal schema
and one’s outgroup schema (i.e., how differently does one respond to “what
do they think?” and “what do you think?”).We refer to this divergence as the
personal-outgroup divergence. The second is the divergence between one’s
ingroup schema and one’s outgroup schema (i.e., “what do they think?”
compared to “what do we think?”). We call this the intergroup divergence.
Both are calculated using equation (1), but A and B change accordingly.
Both measures are also standardized.

Finally, to assess whether our schema elicitation task taps into sche-
matic differences above and beyond what people would report in response
to a simple survey question, we also collected two self-report measures of
perceived atypicality of the outgroup’s perspective. Specifically, participants
were asked on a Likert scale from 1 (Strongly disagree) to 5 (Strongly agree)
how strongly they agree thatmembers of their political outgroup: (1) “think
about America in a very abnormal way, or a way that is different from how
most people think about America”; and (2) “see the world in a very
abnormal way, or a way that is different from how most people see the
world”. We combined these responses into a composite measure (α = 0.85).

Experimental study
We aimed to recruit 200 Republicans and 200 Democrats fromProlific to
complete our survey experiment; however, the procedure described
below resulted in a sample that came close to but did not precisely achieve
this target. As in the correlational study, we asked participants who gave
consent to participate in the research about their party affiliation and
screened out individuals who did not identify as a Democrat or a
Republican. This step occurred prior to random assignment. We then
asked participants to report on outgroup dehumanization using the same
scale as in the correlational study, as well as to complete the schema
elicitation task—but only from their ownperspective (i.e., to provide their
personal schema about America). We had participants complete the
schema elicitation task to put into context the information they would
later receive as part of the experiment about distances between outgroup
members and typical respondents. Participants were then randomly
assigned to one of two conditions. In both conditions, they were shown
the following text (with [blue/red] dots and [Democrats/Republicans]
selected to correspond to each participant’s outgroup):

"Below is a visual representation of how [Democrats/Republicans] and
typical respondents completed the same word association task [that you just
completed] for the concept of ‘America.’ Each dot represents an individual,
with [blue/red] dots representing [Democrats/Republicans] and black dots
representing typical respondents. The closer two dots are to each other, the
more similar were the responses between those two individuals.”
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Next came our experimental manipulation, which involved tempora-
rily deceiving participants by showing them a fake visualization of the
described results. Per our IRB-approved study protocol, we disclosed the
deception at the conclusion of the study, revealed the purpose of the study,
and explained why deception was necessary. In one condition (N = 197; 98
Republicans), participants were shown a visualization that suggested
members of their political outgroup responded very differently on average
from most people. In the other condition (N = 201; 102 Democrats), poli-
tical outgroupmembers’ responses were depicted asmostly interchangeable
with the responses of most people. These two images are displayed in Fig. 4.
Participants were then asked to report on outgroup dehumanization and
were asked additional attitudinal questions. After being debriefed, partici-
pants were asked whether we could use their data. One Republican
respondent andoneDemocrat respondent askedus tonot use their data and
are excluded from analysis. Our final analytical sample contains 197
Republicans and 201 Democrats.

We used one of the self-report measures (i.e., the question about per-
ceived differences between the outgroup and most people in their views of
America) as a manipulation check. Specifically, we assessed the change in
this self-report before and after participants received the experimental
manipulation. We anticipated that a successful manipulation would result
in participants who were shown the visualization depicting greater differ-
ence between the outgroup and the generalized other reporting a larger
increase in their self-reports than participants who were shown the visua-
lization depicting less difference.

Our dependent variable was based on the Ascent of Man scale that we
also used in the correlational study.Onedifference is thatweused a repeated
measure design (i.e., wemeasured the change in responses to the scale before
and after treatment) to increase the precision with which our treatment
effect is estimated95. Our dependent variable is each participant’s post-
manipulation value of outgroup dehumanization minus their pre-
manipulation value. A value of zero indicates that participants reported
the same levels of outgroup dehumanization across the twomeasurements,
while a positive (negative) value indicates that respondents reported more
(less) outgroup dehumanization after the experimental manipulation than
before.We expected, in accordancewith ourhypothesis and the results from
our correlational study, that participants assigned to the greater schematic
difference condition would have higher values on the change measure than
participants assigned to the less difference condition.

Additional information
The data for the correlational study was collected between February 2,
2021, and February 10, 2021. The data for the experimental study were
collected between April 5, 2022, and April 26, 2022. Samples for both
studies were collected from Prolific for reasons of convenience and cost.
The use of this convenience samplemay have biased our results in several

ways. We sought to recruit only Democrats and Republicans. Both
samples are representative based on a set of demographic quotas, but they
are likely unobserved characteristics on which this sample is not repre-
sentative of the population.

Data for both studies was collected using Qualtrics. Participants
completed the studies on whichever devices they were using when they
signedup for the studyonProlific.Responseswere recordedviaQualtrics. In
the correlational study, there was no randomization into conditions. In the
experimental study, participantswere randomlyassigned intooneof the two
conditions by way of a Qualtrics Randomizer in the survey flow.

For the correlational study, participants were dropped if they did not
complete the survey (N = 40), if they took less than half themedian duration
to complete the study (N = 84), or if they did not identify as a Democrat or
Republican (N = 2). All criteria were preregistered. In the experimental
study, participants were dropped if they did not identify as Democrat or
Republican (N = 29) or if they did not give consent for us to use their data
after being debriefed (N = 3). In the correlational study, 31 participants
(around 3%) did not complete the survey after starting it. In the experi-
mental study, 5 participants (about 1%) did not complete the study after
starting it. We have no way of knowing why these participants attritted.

For the correlational study, gender was used in the sampling of parti-
cipants. Specifically,we asked Prolific to provide a representative sample
along various demographic dimensions including gender (51% identified as
female). Gender was collected passively from Prolific after data collection.
Participant gender was not collected during the experimental study.

We used Python 3.8.5 to clean, analyze, and vizualize the data. To do
this, we made use of the following packages: SciPy (version 1.7.3), Pandas
(version 1.5.1), Statsmodels (version 0.13.2),MatplotLib (version 3.6.2), and
Seaborn (version 0.11.0). Throughout, data distributions are assumed to be
normal but this was not formally tested.

Reporting summary
Further information on research design is available in the Nature Portfolio
Reporting Summary linked to this article.

Results
Correlational Study
Table 1 reports descriptive statistics and Pearson correlations between a
selection of the variables used in our analyses. Although the mean of out-
group dehumanization is 19.07, its median value is only 7. Indeed, 36% of
participants reported the exact same level of humanity for their outgroup as
for their ingroup (26% gave a full humanness rating of 100 to both groups).
In other words, these participants did not exhibit any outgroup dehuma-
nization. In our sample, Democrats dehumanize Republicans more than
Republicans dehumanize Democrats. Lastly, consistent with previous
research, strong partisan identity, ideological extremity, and identifying as
an extreme conservative are all positively correlated with outgroup
dehumanization.

Fig. 4 | Experimentally manipulating imagined otherness. Graphic shown to
participants depending on their party and their randomly assigned condition.

Table 1 | Correlational study descriptive statistics

μ σ 1 2 3 4 5 6 7

1. Imagined otherness 0.40 0.12 1

2. Outgroup
dehumanization

19.07 29.10 0.19 1

3. Self-reported ima-
gined othering

1.28 1.61 0.23 0.42 1

4. Democrat 0.51 0.50 −0.13 0.16 −0.07 1

5. Strong partisan 0.56 0.50 0.03 0.32 0.30 0.22 1

6. Ideological
extremity

1.86 0.86 0.05 0.25 0.27 0.14 0.52 1

7. Extreme
conservative

0.09 0.29 0.13 0.14 0.18 −0.31 0.25 0.43 1
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We report results of OLS regression models predicting outgroup
dehumanization in Table 2. Traditional standard errors are presented, but
all reported significance levels are consistent with heteroscedasticity-
consistent standard errors and bootstrapped standard errors calculatedwith
10k repetitions. Consistent with our main hypothesis, Model 1 shows that
participants who imagined the prototypical outgroup member as having
interpretations of America that diverged from that ofmost people exhibited
more outgroup dehumanization. In Model 2, we see that this association is
robust to the inclusion of our control variables—including variousmeasures
of group identification. Models 3-4 show that, when controlling for ima-
gined otherness, neither of the alternative divergence metrics we calculated
significantly relate to outgroup dehumanization. Finally, Model 5 estab-
lishes that our hypothesized association is robust to the inclusion of the self-
report measure as an additional covariate. Together, these results lend
support for our theory. Moreover, they establish that differences in sche-
matic interpretations are related to dehumanization independent of group
identification or abstract perceived differences.

Figure 5, corresponding to Model 1 in Table 2, depicts the bivariate
relationship between imagined otherness and outgroup dehumanization.
Respondents one standard deviation below the mean in imagined otherness
are expected to dehumanize their political outgroup by 13.7 points relative to
their political ingroup, while respondents one standard deviation above the
mean in imagined otherness are estimated to rate their ingroup as 24.5 points
more human than their outgroup. For context, Kteily and colleagues36 find
that the ethnic group most dehumanized by Americans—Arabs—are
assigned, onaverage, 13.9 fewerpoints thanAmericans areon this same scale.

Empirical extensions
Although they were not pre-registered, we conducted two supplemental
analyses that we believe shed additional light on our findings. The details of
these analyses are reported in supplementary note 2. In the first, we explore
heterogeneity in the relationship between imagined otherness and outgroup
dehumanization. Specifically, we find that divergence between a partici-
pant’s personal schema and her ingroup schema significantly weakens the
relationship between imagined otherness and outgroup dehumanization. In
other words, the tendency for imagined otherness to be associated with
outgroup dehumanization is stronger for those whose personal schema is
more closely aligned their ingroup schema. We thank one of the reviewers
for suggesting this supplemental analysis.

In the second analysis, we unpack how the relationship between gen-
eralized outgroup schema distance and outgroup dehumanization varies
depending on the content of schemas: positive, negative, or neutral. Speci-
fically, we calculated separate measures of outgroup schema distance based
on positive, negative, and neutral terms. Counter to our expectations, we
only found statistically significant evidence that—in a fully saturatedmodel
—outgroup schema distance based on negative terms is positively related to
outgroup dehumanization. As this analysis illustrates, one key advantage of
our schema elicitation task over a simple self-report of perceived difference
between an outgroup and most people is that our measurement strategy
allows researchers to unpack the content of schemas that matter most for
dehumanization. We conjecture that the relative importance of positive
versusnegative versusneutral termswill varybasedon thenatureof the focal
concept under study (e.g., uniformly acclaimed versus commonly stigma-
tized category).

Experimental study
Our manipulation check indicated that our experimental condition suc-
cessfully changed participants’ levels of the self-report of imagined other-
ness. Specifically, participants in the greater difference condition increased
their self-report of perceived difference (i.e., after seeing the manipulation)
than did participants in the less difference condition according to both a
two-tailed independent samples t-test (t = 2.91, d = 0.29, 95% CIμ1−μ2 =
[0.08, 0.42], df = 396, p = 0.004), as well as a two-tailedWilcoxon rank-sum
test (z = 2.12, CIz [bootstrapped, 1k repetitions] = [0.48, 3.75], p = 0.034).
The effect was, in absolute terms, small: participants in the less difference
condition reported a decrease in perceived difference of 0.05 points (with a
post-treatment mean of 3.49), while participants in the greater difference
condition reported an increase of 0.20 points (with a post-treatment mean
of 3.66).

Finally, participants in the greater difference condition increased their
outgroup dehumanization more than did participants in the less difference
condition according to both a two-tailed independent samples t-test
(t = 2.19,d = 0.22, 95%CIμ1−μ2 = [0.23, 3.63],df = 396, p = 0.029) and a two-
tailedWilcoxon rank-sumtest (z = 2.68,CIz [bootstrapped, 1k repetitions]=
[0.90, 4.46], p = 0.007). Figure 6 plots the overall distribution of our
dependent variable and shows the differences inmeans across conditions. It
is worth noting that the effect size was relatively small, with differences in
means of less than 2 points. This suggests that, although our manipulations
did yield significant differences and these results establish a causal link
between perceived schematic difference and outgroup dehumanization,
stronger manipulations (e.g., repeated exposures and information from
more legitimate sources)may be needed to arouse levels of dehumanization
that would lead to actual negative behavior exhibited toward outgroup
members.

Discussion
Why do people deny the humanity of other groups? A prominent pre-
occupation in the postwar era, sociological inquiry of dehumanization
appears to have waned since. Recent work exploring blatant dehumani-
zation from a sociological perspective has predominantly focused on
institutional processes of organized violence, state propaganda, and
demonizing public discourse. Social psychological research has instead

Table 2 | OLS models of outgroup dehumanization

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5)

Imagined
otherness

5.40*** 5.38*** 5.24*** 5.19*** 2.65**

(1.03) (0.98) (1.20) (1.11) (0.96)

Personal-
outgroup
divergence

0.24

(1.20)

Intergroup
divergence

0.39

(1.11)

Self-reported
imagined
otherness

8.77***

(0.87)

Democrat 8.43*** 8.43*** 8.35*** 9.36***

(2.20) (2.20) (2.21) (2.08)

Strong partisan 13.20*** 13.20*** 13.19*** 8.94***

(2.32) (2.32) (2.32) (2.23)

Extreme
conservative

7.76* 7.76* 7.80* 6.68*

(4.04) (4.05) (4.05) (3.81)

Ideological
extremity

2.30 2.26 2.25 1.55

(1.44) (1.45) (1.45) (1.35)

Constant 19.07*** 2.36 2.44 2.50 −23.96***

(1.03) (2.43) (2.46) (2.46) (3.47)

N 772 772 772 772 769

df 770 766 765 765 762

R2 0.034 0.156 0.156 0.156 0.256

Standard errors in parentheses *p < 0.05, **p < 0.01, ***p < 0.001 95%CIs for “Imagined otherness”:
[3.38, 7.42], [3.46, 7.30], [2.90, 7.59], [3.01, 7.37], [0.76, 4.54] Exact P-values for “Imagined other-
ness”: 0.000, 0.000, 0.000, 0.000, 0.006.
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focused on blatant and subtle dehumanization arising from the denial of
mind to others29. Integrating insights from social psychology and cultural
sociology, we offer a theoretical account of blatant dehumanization’s
subtle, cognitive origins—one in which it arises not from the denial of
mind to others but from active consideration of their minds.

Dehumanization’s origins and the representation of social
boundaries
Drawing on research in cultural sociology on shared understandings that
manifest in the formof schemas [e.g., ref. 33], we specifically trace its origins
to imagined otherness—when people perceive members of other groups as
thinking about consequential aspects of the social world in fundamentally
different ways thanmost people do. Focusing on the context of U.S. politics
and the contested concept, America, we first demonstrate that imagined
otherness is positively related to the tendency to blatantly dehumanize

members of the opposing political party. Our second study uses an
experimental design to pin down the causal link between perceived sche-
matic difference and blatant dehumanization. Together, the studies
demonstrate that as perceptions of schematic distance between a typical
outgroup member and a typical person grow, the outgroup’s perceived
humanity declines.

Although our project focused on theU.S. political context, ourfindings
have broader implications for the study of social boundaries between
groups. As studies of categorical inequality have demonstrated, perceptions
of inherent differences between groups relate to disparities along a variety of
identity boundaries, from the essentialized beliefs at the root of gendered
occupational segregation96 to differences in attributions of immigrant
illegality by countryof origin97.We contribute to these and related literatures
by highlighting perceived schematic difference as an important mechanism
through which group boundaries are cognitively represented. Sociological

Fig. 5 | Imagined otherness and outgroup dehumanization. Estimated bivariate
relationship between imagined otherness and outgroup dehumanization via an OLS
regression. Gray bands represent 95% confidence intervals estimated using boot-
strapping (1000 repetitions). Each dot shows the mean value of outgroup

dehumanization exhibited by participants with that level of imagined otherness.
Dots are sized by number of participants with that level of imagined otherness.
N = 771.

Fig. 6 | Experimental results: imagined otherness and outgroup dehumanization.
a Histogram of change in outgroup dehumanization. Mean of greater difference
condition is plotted with a solid line;mean of less difference condition is plotted with

a dashed line. bMeans of low and greater difference conditions with 95% confidence
intervals estimated via bootstrapping (1k repetitions). In the greater difference
condition, N = 197. In the less difference condition, N = 201.
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work on boundaries has tended to focus on their manifestations either in
patterns of intergroup contact [e.g., ref. 98] or symbolic distinctions [e.g.,
ref. 99]. These studies implicitly assume that individuals internalize the
patterns they observe as abstract perceptions of difference [e.g., ref. 48].
Individuals might find it difficult, or socially undesirable, to articulate the
reasons for their perceptions of intergroup difference. Thus, as our study
demonstrates, there is value to unpacking general perceptions of difference
into specific schematic associations. Indeed, understanding how group
difference is perceived in the form of distances in schematic space helps
account for who is likely to engage in blatant dehumanization of an out-
group above and beyond social identity-based mechanisms and abstract
notions of group difference.

Political polarization in the United States
Increasing political polarization in the U.S. has puzzled scholars of Amer-
ican politics. While interparty hostility has been unequivocally on the rise,
ordinary Americans have not exhibited an equally clear and systematic
increase in ideological and policy polarization73,79. A common explanation
for this phenomenon is partisan sorting: the increased alignment between
voters’ party affiliations and their ideological and policy preferences74,100.
Even if Americans have, overall, not become more polarized in their opi-
nions, proponents of this view contend that greater congruence between
voters’ ideology andpartisanship likely increases their perceptions of a social
boundary between these two political groups.

Our results suggest that partisan sorting is, at best, a partial explanation
for the rise of polarization.We find that a particularly potent manifestation
of polarization—blatant dehumanization of the opposing political party—is
associated with perceived schematic difference above and beyond the
strength of party identity and ideological extremism. Imagined otherness
thus appears to represent a complementary mechanism through which
political polarization occurs. We anticipate that exploring heterogeneity in
imagined otherness across geographies and over timemight help to account
for the recent steep rise in polarization in the U.S.

Although our results do not directly speak to outcomes beyond out-
group dehumanization, we conjecture that they may have implications for
other attitudes and behaviors at the heart of political polarization. For
example, a puzzling finding in the U.S. context is that outparty animosity
does not seem to be as closely linked to support for anti-democratic stra-
tegies and candidates as the literature had largely assumed101. Given research
on how dehumanizing a group can legitimize otherwise unacceptable
behavior30, our findings point to a potential answer to this puzzle. It may be
that political dehumanization, partially caused by imagined otherness,
moderates the relationship between affective polarization and support for
anti-democratic practices. In other words, partisans who are highly polar-
ized andwho exhibit outgroup dehumanizationmay be the onesmost likely
to support anti-democratic practices and candidates.We leave an empirical
examination of this relationship to future work.

Measuring meaning
Sociologists of culture have long been interested in measuring meaning
structures102. Recent years have seen a proliferation of methods aimed at
identifying the semantic structures of association that make up people’s
schematic cognition.Aswe outlined above, differentmethods have different
advantages and disadvantages. Yet existing methods are designed, without
exception, to tap personal schemas. Addressing this limitation, we used an
approach—building on and extending existing methods—to elicit both
personal and attributed schemas. Although we do not claim that our
approach is unambiguously superior to previous ones and recognize that
every method has limitations, we believe the measurement strategy we
deploy has two main advantages relative to prevailing methods.

First, because our technique relies on associations with similarly
valenced words, it avoids confounding affect with interpretation. Our
approach is not, however, without limitations. For example, asking
people of faith which negative words are associated with the concept God
might lead some participants to experience strong discomfort. More

broadly, our technique is sensitive to the fixed set of associated concepts
presented to respondents and predetermined by the researchers. As we
did for this study, researchers using it would benefit from generating and
pre-testing a broader set of words that are associated in participants’
minds with their focal concept of interest and from using word embed-
dingmodels to guide their choices of whichwords to ultimately include in
the task.Morework is also needed to understandwhich focal words—e.g.,
America—are most relevant for which attitudes and behaviors and the
robustness of the relationship between perceived schematic distance and
outcomes of interest when using different plausible focal words–e.g.,
Freedom or Democracy.

Second, our technique is based on a simple and clearly delineated
association task. This simplicity makes the tool scalable and easy to apply at
different schematic levels without significantly increasing respondent cog-
nitive load or risking participant attrition. Moreover, the straightforward
nature of the taskmakes it easy to compare associations between andwithin
respondents. In contrast, consider the complex association task that Hun-
zaker andValentino33 use, wherein respondents are asked to comparemany
pairs of concepts. Measuring the similarity between respondents’ resulting
matrices of association is challenging, requiring maximum-likelihood esti-
mations that rely on various assumptions. Using this approach also
necessitatesmaking strong apriori assumptions abouthow thepopulation is
divided into groups with respect to their personal schemas. Hunzaker and
Valentino33, for instance, perform their analysis based on the assumption
that Republicans and Democrats have different personal schemas of pov-
erty. While this seems reasonable and is consistent with the analyses we
report in the Supplementary Note 2, it is not axiomatic and requires vali-
dation. Moreover, as the authors’ results show, it is not clear that party
identities explain differences in the personal schema of poverty better than
other group boundaries. With our measurement strategy, evaluating whe-
ther two groups are statistically different in their personal schemas requires
just a simple statistical test.

The efficiency of ourmeasurement strategy alsomakes it easy to extend
the approach to the broader study of schematic distances and intergroup
attitudes and behavior. For example, the validation checks presented in
supplementary note 2 demonstrate that the perceived distance between
one’s ingroup schema and one’s personal schema is positively related to a
different outcome of interest—affective polarization. With minor adjust-
ments, thismeasurement technique can be configured to reveal other causes
and consequences of perceived schematic distance. For example, consider
prevalent conceptions aboutmenbeing fromMars andwomen fromVenus.
Popularized by JohnGray103, this interstellarmetaphor alludes tomen’s and
women’s presumably inherently different ways of understanding romantic
relationships. A schema elicitation task centered on the word love, for
example,might evaluate the extent towhichmen andwomen actually think
about love differently. Opposite-gender schemas measured using this
approach can evaluate the extent to which the group perceptions by
members of each gender exaggerate or underestimate these differences, as
well as whether they correctly evaluate the extent to which opposite-gender
schemas are homogeneous or varied.

While the present study focused on static perceptions of difference, we
also see great potential in the use of this tool in longitudinal study designs that
involve between-person comparisons, within-person comparison, and the
interactionbetween the two.Weconjecture, for example, thatnewcomers toa
group will tend to have schemas that diverge from those of typical group
members but that this between-person distance will decline for newcomers
who effectively socialize into the group. Similarly, individuals who perceive
greater schematic distance between their ingroup and outgroup might over
time have personal schemas that migrate closer to their ingroup schema,
perhaps leading them to identify more strongly with their ingroup. Finally,
newcomers who effectively socialize into a group and have schemas that
begin to resemble those of typical groupmembersmight similarly experience
a corresponding decrease in their personal-ingroup schematic distance. In
general, we suspect that time-varying measures of perceived schematic dif-
ference may prove to be instrumental in studies of intergroup dynamics.
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Limitations
This study has several limitations, which point to avenues for future
research. First, our theory posits that imagined otherness centers around
understandings of important or consequential facets of the social world.
This implies that our observed results would be weaker had we measured
understandings of such ordinary concepts as chairs or hamsters. We do
not, however, provide any evidence here to support such a conjecture.We
leave to future work the task of identifying how important or con-
sequential a focal concept must be for the mechanism of imagined
otherness to be operative. Similarly, we do not test the scope conditions of
our theory—for example, the extent to which it extends to social groups
for which the prototype ofmost people does not serve as a reference point
for legitimacy.

Next, although we provide strong evidence for a causal effect of
imagined otherness on outgroup dehumanization, our theory is not
incompatible with a reverse causal pathway—namely, that outgroup
dehumanization begets imagined otherness. We leave to future work the
tricky research design task of experimentally manipulating outgroup
dehumanization. In a similar vein, our experimental paradigm could be
extended to causally identify the correlational evidence we report that
personal-ingroup divergence moderates the relationship between ima-
gined otherness and outgroup dehumanization. Finally, recognizing the
limitations of the Ascent of Man scale, future research could examine
other how imagined otherness relates to other, more subtle measures of
dehumanization, such as infrahumanization24.

Conclusion
Given the cruelties that humans are capable of inflicting upon others,
understanding the origins of blatant dehumanization is of paramount
importance if we aim to ultimately curb such atrocities. This study
demonstrates that merely perceiving the other as seeing the world in a
fundamentally different way can lead people to conceive of them as sub-
human. Thus, finding ways to help others imagine oneness, rather than
otherness, with outgroupmembersmay prove critical in the quest to bridge
the bitter divisions that exist in society.

Data availability
The data necessary to replicate all results in this paper can be found at the
first author’s GitHub: https://github.com/AustinVL/ImaginedOtherness/.

Code availability
The analysis code necessary to replicate all results in this paper can be found
at the first author’s GitHub: https://github.com/AustinVL/
ImaginedOtherness/.

Received: 29 June 2023; Accepted: 10 April 2024;

References
1. Olick, J. K. & Levy, D. Collective memory and cultural constraint:

Holocaust myth and rationality in german politics. Am. Socio. Rev.
62, 921–936 (1997).

2. Harff, B. No lessons learned from the holocaust? assessing risks of
genocide and political mass murder since 1955. Am. Polit. Sci. Rev.
97, 57–73 (2003).

3. Hinton, A. L.WhyDidTheyKill? (University ofCaliforniaPress, 2004).
4. Beck, E. M. & Tolnay, S. E. The killing fields of the deep south: The

market for cottonand the lynchingof blacks, 1882-1930.Am.Sociol.
Rev. 55, 526–539 (1990).

5. Griffin, L. J. Narrative, event-structure analysis, and causal
interpretation in historical sociology. Am. J. Sociol. 98,
1094–1133 (1993).

6. Smångs, M. Doing violence, making race: Southern lynching and
white racial group formation. Am. J. Sociol. 121, 1329–1374
(2016).

7. Weine, S. M.When History is a Nightmare: Lives and Memories of
Ethnic Cleansing in Bosnia-Herzegovina (Rutgers University
Press, 1999).

8. Mann, M. The Dark Side of Democracy: Explaining Ethnic Cleansing
(Cambridge University Press, 2005).

9. Rivera, L. A. Managing ‘spoiled’ national identity: War, tourism, and
memory in croatia. Am. Sociol. Rev. 73, 613–634 (2008).

10. Bandura, A., Barbaranelli, C., Caprara, G. V. & Pastorelli, C.
Mechanisms of moral disengagement in the exercise of moral
agency. J. Pers. Social Psychol. 71, 364 (1996).

11. Bandura, A. Moral disengagement in the perpetration of
inhumanities. Pers. Social Psychol. Rev. 3, 193–209 (1999).

12. Boysen, G. A., Isaacs, R. A., Tretter, L. &Markowski, S. Evidence for
blatant dehumanization ofmental illness and its relation to stigma. J.
Social Psychol. 160, 346–356 (2020).

13. Kteily, N., Hodson, G. &Bruneau, E. They see us as less than human:
Metadehumanization predicts intergroup conflict via reciprocal
dehumanization. J. Pers. Social Psychol. 110, 343 (2016).

14. Utych, S. M. How dehumanization influences attitudes toward
immigrants. Polit. Res. Quart. 71, 440–452 (2018).

15. Crawford, J. T., Modri, S. A. & Motyl, M. Bleeding-heart liberals and
hard-hearted conservatives: Subtle political dehumanization
through differential attributions of human nature and human
uniqueness traits. J. Social Polit. Psychol. 1, 86–104 (2013).

16. Martherus, J. L., Martinez, A. G., Piff, P. K. & Theodoridis, A. G. Party
Animals? Extreme Partisan Polarization and Dehumanization. Polit
Behav 43, 517–540 (2021).

17. Cassese, E. C. Dehumanization of the opposition in political
campaigns. Social Sci. Quart. 101, 107–120 (2020).

18. Moore-Berg, S. L., Ankori-Karlinsky, L.-O., Hameiri, B. & Bruneau, E.
Exaggerated meta-perceptions predict intergroup hostility between
american political partisans. Proc. Natl. Acad. Sci. 117, 14864–14872
(2020).

19. Cassese, E. C. Partisan dehumanization in american politics. Polit.
Behav. 43, 29–50 (2021).

20. Kelman, H. C. & Hamilton, V. L. Crimes of Obedience: Toward a
Social Psychology of Authority and Responsibility (Yale University
Press, 1989).

21. Hagan, J. &Rymond-Richmond,W.Thecollectivedynamicsof racial
dehumanization and genocidal victimization in darfur. Am. Sociol.
Rev. 73, 875–902 (2008).

22. Myers, D. J. The diffusion of collective violence: Infectiousness,
susceptibility, and mass media networks. Am. J. Sociol. 106,
173–208 (2000).

23. Leyens, J.-P. et al. Psychological essentialism and the differential
attribution of uniquely human emotions to ingroups and outgroups.
Euro. J. Social Psychol. 31, 395–411 (2001).

24. Leyens, J.-P. et al. Emotional prejudice, essentialism, and
nationalism the 2002 tajfel lecture. Euro. J. Social Psychol. 33,
703–717 (2003).

25. Kteily, N. S. & Landry, A. P. Dehumanization: Trends, insights, and
challenges. Trends in Cognitive Sciences 26, 222–240 (2022).

26. Haslam, N. & Loughnan, S. Dehumanization and infrahumanization.
Ann. Rev. Psychol. 65, 399–423 (2014).

27. Harris, L. T. & Fiske, S. T. Dehumanizing the Lowest of the Low:
Neuroimaging Responses to ExtremeOut-Groups.Psychol. Sci. 17,
847–853 (2006).

28. Harris, L. T. & Fiske, S. T. Dehumanized perception. Zeitschrift für
Psychologie 219, 175–181 (2011).

29. Waytz, A. & Schroeder, J. Overlooking others: Dehumanization by
comission and omission. TPM: Testing, Psychometrics, Methodol.
Appl. Psychol. 21, 251–266 (2014).

30. Rai, T. S., Valdesolo, P. & Graham, J. Dehumanization increases
instrumental violence, but not moral violence. Proc. Natl. Acad. Sci
114, 8511–8516 (2017).

https://doi.org/10.1038/s44271-024-00087-4 Article

Communications Psychology |            (2024) 2:39 12

https://github.com/AustinVL/ImaginedOtherness/
https://github.com/AustinVL/ImaginedOtherness/
https://github.com/AustinVL/ImaginedOtherness/


31. Goldberg, A. Mapping Shared Understandings Using Relational
ClassAnalysis: TheCaseof theCultural OmnivoreReexamined.Am.
J. Sociol. 116, 1397–1436 (2011).

32. Wood,M. L., Stoltz, D. S., Van Ness, J. & Taylor, M. A. Schemas and
frames. Sociol. Theory 36, 244–261 (2018).

33. Hunzaker, M. F. & Valentino, L. Mapping Cultural Schemas: From
Theory to Method. Am. Sociol. Rev. 84, 950–981 (2019).

34. Cerulo, K. A., Leschziner, V. & Shepherd, H. Rethinking culture and
cognition. Ann. Rev. Sociol. 47, 63–85 (2021).

35. Boutyline, A. & Soter, L. K. Cultural schemas: What they are, how to
find them, and what to do once you’ve caught one. Am. Sociol. Rev.
86, 728–758 (2020).

36. Kteily, N., Bruneau, E., Waytz, A. & Cotterill, S. The ascent of man:
Theoretical and empirical evidence for blatant dehumanization. J.
Pers. Social Psychol. 109, 901–931 (2015).

37. Fein, H. Lives at Risk (Institute for the Study of Genocide, 1990).
38. Luft, A. Toward a dynamic theory of action at the micro level of

genocide: Killing, desistance, and saving in 1994 rwanda. Sociol.
Theory 33, 148–172 (2015).

39. Haslam, N. Dehumanization: An integrative review. Pers. Social
Psychol. Rev. 10, 252–264 (2006).

40. Haslam, N., Loughnan, S., Kashima, Y. & Bain, P. Attributing and
denying humanness to others. Euro. Rev. Social Psychol. 19,
55–85 (2008).

41. Bain, P., Park, J., Kwok, C. & Haslam, N. Attributing human
uniqueness and human nature to cultural groups: Distinct forms of
subtle dehumanization. Group Proc. Intergroup Relat. 12,
789–805 (2009).

42. Harris, L. T. & Fiske, S. T. Social neuroscience evidence for
dehumanised perception. Euro. Rev. Social Psychol. 20,
192–231 (2009).

43. Waytz, A., Gray, K., Epley, N. & Wegner, D. M. Causes and
consequences of mind perception. Trend. Cognit. Sci 14,
383–388 (2010).

44. Waytz, A. & Epley, N. Social connection enables dehumanization. J.
Exp. Social Psychol. 48, 70–76 (2012).

45. Premack, D. & Woodruff, G. Does the chimpanzee have a theory of
mind? Behav. Brain Sci. 1, 515–526 (1978).

46. Prentice, D. A. & Miller, D. T. Psychological Essentialism of Human
Categories. Curr. Direction. Psychol. Sci. 16, 202–206 (2007).

47. Gelman, S. A. The Essential Child: Origins of Essentialism in
Everyday Thought (Oxford University Press, 2003).

48. Schachter, A. From ‘Different’ to ‘Similar’: An Experimental
Approach to Understanding Assimilation. Am. Sociol. Rev. 81,
981–1013 (2016).

49. Khazzoom, A. The Great Chain of Orientalism: Jewish Identity,
Stigma Management, and Ethnic Exclusion in Israel. Am. Sociol.
Rev. 68, 481–510 (2003).

50. Horne, C. &Mollborn, S. Norms: An integrated framework.Ann. Rev.
Sociol. 46, 467–487 (2020).

51. Srivastava, S. B. & Banaji, M. R. Culture, Cognition, andCollaborative
Networks in Organizations. Am. Sociol. Rev. 76, 207–233 (2011).

52. Gest, J. The New Minority (Oxford University Press, New York,
NY, 2016).

53. Cramer, K. J. J. The Politics of Resentment: Rural Consciousness in
Wisconsin and theRise of ScottWalker (University of ChicagoPress,
Chicago, IL, 2016).

54. D’Andrade, R. G. The Development of Cognitive Anthropology
(Cambridge University Press, Cambridge, UK, 1995).

55. Lizardo, O. Improving Cultural Analysis: Considering Personal
Culture in its Declarative and Nondeclarative Modes. Am. Sociol.
Rev. 82, 88–115 (2017).

56. Goldberg, A. & Stein, S. K. Beyond Social Contagion: Associative
Diffusion and the Emergence of Cultural Variation. Am. Sociol. Rev.
83, 897–932 (2018).

57. DiMaggio, P. & Goldberg, A. Searching for Homo Economicus:
Variation in Americans’Construals of and Attitudes towardMarkets.
Euro. J. Sociol. 59, 1–39 (2018).

58. Hochschild, A. R. Strangers in Their Own Land: Anger andMourning
on the American Right (The New Press, New York, 2016).

59. Sotoudeh,R. &DiMaggio, P.Copingwith plenitude: a computational
approach to selecting the right algorithm. Sociol. Methods Res. 52,
1838–1882 (2023).

60. Bonikowski, B. & DiMaggio, P. Varieties of American Popular
Nationalism. Am. Sociol. Rev. 81, 949–980 (2016).

61. Gauchat, G. & Andrews, K. T. The cultural-cognitive mapping of
scientific professions. Am. Sociol. Rev. 83, 567–595 (2018).

62. DiMaggio, P., Sotoudeh,R.,Goldberg, A. &Shepherd,H.Culture out
of attitudes: relationality, population heterogeneity and attitudes
toward science and religion in the U.S. Poetics 68, 31–51 (2018).

63. Lynn, F. B. & Ellerbach, G. A position with a view: educational status
and the construction of the occupational hierarchy.Am. Sociol. Rev.
82, 32–58 (2017).

64. Troyer, L. & Younts, C. W. Whose expectations matter? the relative
power of first- and second-order expectations in determining social
influence. Am. J. Sociol. 103, 692–732 (1997).

65. Correll, S. J. et al. It’s the conventional thought that counts: how
third-order inference produces status advantage. Am. Sociol. Rev.
82, 297–327 (2017).

66. Bell, A. C. et al. Ingroup Projection in American Politics: An Obstacle
to Bipartisanship. Social Psychological and Personality Science 13,
906–915 (2022).

67. Mead, G. H.Mind, Self, and Society (University of Chicago Press.,
Chicago, 1934).

68. Hogg,M. A.Social Identity Theory (StanfordUniversity Press, 2020).
69. Baldassarri, D. & Park, B. Was there a culture war? partisan

polarization and secular trends in us public opinion. The Journal of
Politics 82, 809–827 (2020).

70. DellaPosta, D. Pluralistic collapse: The “oil spill" model of mass
opinion polarization. Am. Sociol. Rev. 85, 507–536 (2020).

71. Theriault, S. M. Party polarization in congress (Cambridge University
Press, 2008).

72. Hare, C. & Poole, K. T. The polarization of contemporary american
politics. Polity 46, 411–429 (2014).

73. Fiorina, M. P., Abrams, S. A. & Pope, J. C. Polarization in the American
public: misconceptions and misreadings. J. Pol. 70, 556–560 (2008).

74. Baldassarri, D. & Gelman, A. Partisans without constraint: political
polarization and trends in American Public Opinion. Am. J. Sociol.
114, 408–446 (2008).

75. Iyengar, S.,Sood,G.&Lelkes,Y.Affect, not ideology: a social identity
perspective on polarization. Public Opin. Quart. 76, 405–431 (2012).

76. Abramowitz, A. I. &Webster, S. The rise of negative partisanship and
the nationalization of us elections in the 21st century. Elect. Studies
41, 12–22 (2016).

77. Gentzkow, M., Shapiro, J. M. & Taddy, M. Measuring group
differences in high-dimensional choices: method and application to
congressional speech. Econometrica 87, 1307–1340 (2019).

78. Hahl, O., Kim, M. & Zuckerman, E. W. The authentic appeal of the
lying demagogue: proclaiming the deeper truth about political
illegitimacy. Am. Sociol. Rev. 83, 1–33 (2018).

79. Baldassarri, D. & Goldberg, A. Neither ideologues nor agnostics:
alternativevoters’belief system inanageofPartisanPolitics.Ame.J.
Sociol. 120, 45–95 (2014).

80. Smith, R. M. Civic ideals: Conflicting visions of citizenship in US
history (Yale University Press, 1997).

81. Schildkraut, D. J. Boundaries of american identity: evolving
understandings of “us". Ann. Rev. Pol. Sci. 17, 441–460 (2014).

82. Bonikowski, B., Feinstein, Y. & Bock, S. The partisan sorting of
“America": How nationalist cleavages shaped the 2016 us
presidential election. Am. J. Sociol. 127, 492–561 (2021).

https://doi.org/10.1038/s44271-024-00087-4 Article

Communications Psychology |            (2024) 2:39 13



83. Sides, J., Tesler,M.&Vavreck, L.Identity crisis: The2016presidential
campaign and the battle for the meaning of America (Princeton
University Press, 2019).

84. Levendusky, M. S. Americans, not partisans: Can Priming American
National Identity Reduce Affective Polarization? J. Pol. 80, 59–70
(2018).

85. Iyengar, S., Lelkes, Y., Levendusky,M.,Malhotra, N. &Westwood,S.
J. The origins and consequences of affective polarization in the
United States. Ann. Rev. Pol. Sci. 22, 129–146 (2019).

86. Boutyline, A. & Vaisey, S. Belief network analysis: a relational
approach to understanding the structure of attitudes. Am. J. Sociol.
122, 1371–1447 (2017).

87. Greenwald, A. G., McGhee, D. E. & Schwartz, J. L. Measuring
individual differences in implicit cognition: the implicit association
test. J. Pers. Social Psychol 74, 1464–1480 (1998).

88. Rosenberg, S. & Kim, M. P. The method of sorting as a data-
gathering procedure in multivariate research.Multivar. Behav. Res.
10, 489–502 (1975).

89. Coxon, A. P. M. Sorting Data: Collection and Analysis (SAGE, 1999).
90. Guilbeault, D., van Loon, A., Lix, K., Goldberg, A. & Srivastava, S.

Exposure to the views of opposing others with latent cognitive
differences results in social influence—but only when those
differences remain obscured.Manage. Sci. https://doi.org/10.1287/
mnsc.2022.00895 (2023).

91. Miller, G. A. Wordnet: a lexical database for english.Commun. ACM
38, 39–41 (1995).

92. Winter, N. J. Masculine republicans and feminine democrats:
Gender and americans’ explicit and implicit images of the political
parties. Pol. Behav. 32, 587–618 (2010).

93. Graham, J., Haidt, J. & Nosek, B. A. Liberals and conservatives rely
on different sets of moral foundations. J. Pers. Social Psychol. 96,
1029–1046 (2009).

94. Boutyline, A. & Willer, R. The social structure of political echo
chambers: Variation in ideological homophily inonlinenetworks.Pol.
Psychol. 38, 551–569 (2017).

95. Clifford, S., Sheagley, G. & Piston, S. Increasing precision without
altering treatment effects: Repeated measures designs in survey
experiments. Am. Pol. Sci. Rev. 115, 1–18 (2021).

96. Levanon, A. & Grusky, D. B. The Persistence of Extreme Gender
Segregation in the Twenty-first Century. Am. J. Sociol. 122,
573–619 (2016).

97. Flores, R. D. & Schachter, A. Who are the “Illegals”? The Social
Construction of Illegality in the United States. Am. Sociol. Rev. 83,
839–868 (2018).

98. Kruse, H. & Kroneberg, C. More Than a Sorting Machine: Ethnic
Boundary Making in a Stratified School System. Am. J. Sociol. 125,
431–484 (2019).

99. Goldberg, A., Hannan,M. T. &Kovács,B.WhatDoes ItMean toSpan
Cultural Boundaries? Variety and Atypicality in Cultural
Consumption. Am. Sociol. Rev. 81, 215–241 (2016).

100. Mason, L. I Disrespectfully Agree: TheDifferential Effects of Partisan
Sorting on Social and Issue Polarization. Am. J. Pol. Sci. 59,
128–145 (2015).

101. Voelkel, J. G. et al. Interventions reducing affective polarization do
not necessarily improveanti-democratic attitudes.Nat.Hum.Behav.
7, 55–64 (2023).

102. Mohr, J. W. Measuring Meaning Structures. Ann. Rev. Sociol. 24,
345–370 (1998).

103. Gray, J.Men Are from Mars, Women Are from Venus: The Classic
Guide to Understanding the Opposite Sex (Harper Collins, 2004).

Acknowledgements
Theauthors haveno funding sources todisclose.Wewould, however, like to
thank the following groups for their invaluable feedback on this work: the
University of Michigan Interdisciplinary Committee on Organizational
Studies Seminar, the University of Maryland Smith School of Business
Cross-Disciplinary Seminar Series, The Columbia Business School Man-
agement Division Seminar, The Yale School of Management Organizational
Behavior Seminar

Author contributions
Av.L., A.G. and S.B.S. jointly developed the theory and research design.
Av.L. ran the study and analyzed the results. Av.L., A.G. and S.B.S. jointly
wrote the manuscript.

Competing interests
The authors declare no competing interests.

Additional information
Supplementary information The online version contains
supplementary material available at
https://doi.org/10.1038/s44271-024-00087-4.

Correspondence and requests for materials should be addressed to
Austin van Loon.

Peer review information Communications Psychology thanks Bart
Bonikowski, Torsten Michel and the other, anonymous, reviewer(s) for their
contribution to the peer review of this work. Primary Handling Editors:
Jennifer Bellingtier. A peer review file is available

Reprints and permissions information is available at
http://www.nature.com/reprints

Publisher’s note Springer Nature remains neutral with regard to
jurisdictional claims in published maps and institutional affiliations.

Open Access This article is licensed under a Creative Commons
Attribution 4.0 International License, which permits use, sharing,
adaptation, distribution and reproduction in anymedium or format, as long
as you give appropriate credit to the original author(s) and the source,
provide a link to the Creative Commons licence, and indicate if changes
were made. The images or other third party material in this article are
included in the article’s Creative Commons licence, unless indicated
otherwise in a credit line to the material. If material is not included in the
article’sCreativeCommons licence and your intended use is not permitted
by statutory regulation or exceeds the permitted use, you will need to
obtain permission directly from the copyright holder. To view a copy of this
licence, visit http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/.

© The Author(s) 2024

https://doi.org/10.1038/s44271-024-00087-4 Article

Communications Psychology |            (2024) 2:39 14

https://doi.org/10.1287/mnsc.2022.00895
https://doi.org/10.1287/mnsc.2022.00895
https://doi.org/10.1287/mnsc.2022.00895
https://doi.org/10.1038/s44271-024-00087-4
http://www.nature.com/reprints
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/

	Imagined otherness fuels blatant dehumanization of outgroups
	Outline placeholder
	Main hypothesis

	Methods
	Measuring generalized outgroup schematic distance
	Stimuli selection
	Correlational�study
	Experimental�study
	Additional information
	Reporting summary

	Results
	Correlational�Study
	Empirical extensions
	Experimental�study

	Discussion
	Dehumanization’s origins and the representation of social boundaries
	Political polarization in the United�States
	Measuring meaning
	Limitations

	Conclusion
	Data availability
	Code availability
	References
	Acknowledgements
	Author contributions
	Competing interests
	Additional information




