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Philosophers have long noted the inconsistency in 
how we treat animals, describing our relationship 
with animals as “speciesist” in a deliberate attempt 
to express a parallel with other forms of  unjusti-
fied discrimination such as racism and sexism 
(e.g., Horta, 2010; Ryder, 2017; Singer, 1975, 2009; 
Singer & Mason, 2007). But to what extent can 
speciesism really be seen as a form of  prejudice 
analogous to traditional forms of  prejudice like 
racism and sexism, and—critically for this paper—
do ordinary people perceive this connection?

What would it mean for speciesism to be a form 
of  prejudice? Prejudice refers to “any attitude, 

emotion, or behavior toward members of  a group, 
which directly or indirectly implies some negativity 
or antipathy toward that group” (Brown, 2010, 
p. 7). On the face of  it, speciesism seems to fit, 

Speciesism, generalized prejudice,  
and perceptions of prejudiced others

Jim A. C. Everett,1,2  Lucius Caviola,1  
Julian Savulescu1,3 and Nadira S. Faber1 

Abstract
Philosophers have argued there is a normative relationship between our attitudes towards animals 
(“speciesism”) and other prejudices, and psychological work suggests speciesism relies on similar 
psychological processes and motivations as those underlying other prejudices. But do laypeople 
perceive such a connection? We compared perceptions of a target who is high or low on speciesism 
with those of a target who is high or low on racism (Studies 1–2), sexism (Study 2), or homophobia 
(Study 3). We find that just like racists, sexists, and homophobes, speciesists were both evaluated more 
negatively and expected to hold more general prejudicial attitudes and ideologies (e.g., thought to be 
higher on SDO and more prejudiced in other ways). Our results suggest that laypeople seem intuitively 
aware of the connection between speciesism and “traditional” forms of prejudice, inferring similar 
personality traits and general prejudicial attitudes from a speciesist just as they do from a racist, sexist, 
or homophobe.

Keywords
animals, human–animal relations, impression formation, prejudice, speciesism

Paper received 12 April 2018; revised version accepted 6 November 2018.

1University of Oxford, UK
2Leiden University, the Netherlands
3Murdoch Children’s Research Institute, Australia

Corresponding author:
Jim A. C. Everett, Uehiro Centre for Practical Ethics, 
University of Oxford, Suite 8, Littlegate House, St Ebbes 
Street, Oxford, OX1 1PT, UK. 
Email: Jim.ac.everett@gmail.com

816962GPI0010.1177/1368430218816962Group Processes & Intergroup RelationsEverett et al.
research-article2019

Article



786 Group Processes & Intergroup Relations 22(6)

involving negative beliefs, emotions, and behaviour 
towards others based on their membership of  a 
certain species group. We believe that some animals 
are less morally important than humans and that 
some species of  nonhuman animals are more 
important than others; we fail to feel empathy for 
certain kinds of  animals; and we act in harmful ways 
towards some animals that we would never counte-
nance towards humans or other species of  animals. 
More compelling psychological evidence, however, 
comes from considering a key feature of  (tradi-
tional, human) prejudice: that it tends to be general-
ized so that a person who is prejudiced towards one 
group tends to be prejudiced toward another group, 
probably because different forms of  prejudice are 
driven by similar underlying ideologies.

A long tradition in social psychology has pos-
ited that (at least “traditional” kinds of) preju-
dices tend to run together, such that someone 
who is prejudiced in one way is likely to be preju-
diced in another way—“if  a person is anti-Jewish, 
he is likely to be anti-Catholic, anti-Negro, anti 
any out-group” (Allport, 1954, p. 68). Indeed, at 
least when it comes to the traditionally studied 
targets of  prejudice, this general pattern of  
results seems consistent and highly replicable: 
individuals who are prejudiced towards one group 
are likely to be prejudiced towards other groups 
(e.g., Akrami, Ekehammar, & Bergh, 2011; Bergh, 
Akrami, & Ekehammar, 2012; Duckitt & Sibley, 
2007). To explain this, researchers often invoke 
social dominance orientation (SDO): A personal-
ity trait involving preference for group-based 
hierarchies and social inequalities (Pratto, 1999; 
Pratto, Sidanius, Stallworth, & Malle, 1994; 
Sidanius & Pratto, 1999). SDO is one of  the most 
powerful predictors of  negative intergroup atti-
tudes like racism and sexism (Ho et al., 2012; 
Kteily, Ho, & Sidanius, 2012; Pratto et al., 1994), 
and it seems that the desire for group-based dom-
inance can also explain the links between preju-
dice and other ideological systems like political 
conservatism (Sidanius, Pratto, & Bobo, 1996). 
“Traditional” prejudices like racism and sexism 
seem to go together, seemingly because of  under-
lying ideological beliefs in the form of  SDO. So 
too, it seems, does speciesism. People who score 

higher on speciesism also score higher on racism, 
sexism, and homophobia (Caviola, Everett, & 
Faber, 2018), and according to the social domi-
nance human–animal relations (SD-HARM) 
model, the same socioideological beliefs in social 
dominance that legitimize hierarchies between 
human groups also legitimize hierarchies of  
humans over animals (Dhont, Hodson, Costello, 
& MacInnis, 2014; Dhont, Hodson, & Leite, 
2016).

Philosophers have argued that, normatively, 
speciesism is a form of  prejudice analogous to 
racism and sexism, and recent psychological work 
suggests that speciesism does share important 
psychological characteristics with other forms of  
prejudice being driven by similar psychological 
mechanisms and underlying ideological beliefs 
(Caviola et al., 2018; Dhont et al., 2014; Dhont 
et al., 2016). But do laypeople perceive such a 
connection? Do people perceive a speciesist in 
the same way as they perceive, say, a racist? Do 
people expect a speciesist to be more racist, and 
vice versa? No work has looked at perceptions of  
speciesists, but at least one paper has looked at 
perceptions of  prejudiced individuals, showing 
that stigmatized groups (e.g., White women) can 
be threatened by prejudice towards members of  
an unrelated stigmatized group (e.g., Black men), 
because they believe that prejudice has mono-
lithic qualities: someone who is racist is also 
thought sexist because they are expected to be 
higher on social dominance orientation (Sanchez, 
Chaney, Manuel, Wilton, & Remedios, 2017). 
What about speciesists?

In this paper, we explore perceptions of  spe-
ciesists, testing whether—just like there are simi-
larities in the psychological processes underlying 
speciesism and other forms of  prejudice—there 
are similarities in how speciesists and other preju-
diced people are perceived. For example, do par-
ticipants stereotype a speciesist person with the 
same kind of  character traits as a racist? Is some-
one that is racist expected also to be more specie-
sist, and vice versa? We presented participants 
with another person’s purported responses on an 
established measure of  prejudicial attitudes, 
manipulating (a) whether the type of  prejudice 
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was speciesism or some other kind of  “tradi-
tional” human–human prejudice; and (b) whether 
the person (henceforth, “the target”) scored high 
(i.e., was prejudiced) or low (i.e., was nonpreju-
diced) on the scale. To establish the robustness of  
our results and generalize our findings across dif-
ferent prejudice types, we conduct three studies, 
comparing perceptions of  a target who is high or 
low on speciesism with those of  a target who 
either scores high or low on racism (Studies 1 and 
2), sexism (Study 2), or homophobia (Study 3).

Across studies we have a number of  comple-
mentary dependent measures falling into two main 
categories. First, we look at perceived attitudinal 
and ideological generalization across different 
domains: do participants infer that someone who 
is prejudiced in one way (e.g., sexism) will also be 
prejudiced in a different way (e.g., speciesism)? Do 
they think that this person would have underlying 
ideological beliefs associated with different types 
of  prejudice (e.g., SDO, political conservatism)? 
And do they infer demographic features (e.g., gen-
der) that are associated with prejudice? Second, we 
look at evaluative judgments of  the target: Do par-
ticipants believe that someone who is prejudiced is 
less moral, warm, and competent? Do they feel 
less positively towards them, and do they think 
they would make a less suitable social partner 
across different types of  social roles? And finally, 
in Study 3, in a behavioural economic game 
thought to measure social preferences (how much 
participants care about acting prosocially towards 
another person), do participants choose to act less 
prosocially towards a prejudiced person than a 
nonprejudiced person?

Study 1

Method
Open science. We report all measures, manipula-
tions, and exclusions we have taken; and all data, 
analysis code, experimental materials, and supple-
mentary results and methods are available for 
download at https://osf.io/sehrn. Our first study 
was primarily exploratory, and therefore was not 
preregistered.

Ethics statement. Relevant ethical guidelines were 
followed and all studies in this paper were 
approved through University of  Oxford’s 
Research Ethics Committee, with the reference 
number MSD-IDREC-C1-2014-133.

Participants. We recruited 301 participants based 
in the US via Amazon Mechanical Turk (MTurk) 
in November 2017 and paid them $1.20. Partici-
pants could not take part in the survey if  they had 
participated in related studies by us in the past, 
and were excluded from analysis if  they did not 
complete the survey in full (n ! 2), took the sur-
vey more than once (n ! 3), or failed a simple 
attention check asking them to indicate the beliefs 
of  the target (n ! 19). This left us a final sample 
of  275 participants.

Our sample size of  300 was determined by a 
power analysis using G*Power (Faul, Erdfelder, 
Buchner, & Lang, 2009), which indicated we 
would need at least 274 participants to detect a 
small-to-medium effect of  f ! 0.17, taking an 
" of  .05 and power of  .80.

The majority of  participants identified as 
White (n ! 207), followed by Hispanic (n ! 22), 
Asian (n ! 21), and Black (n ! 21); and on a scale 
of  1 (very liberal) to 7 (very conservative), the mean 
ideology score was 3.19 (SD ! 1.60). Overall, 
participants scored fairly low on both speciesism 
(M ! 3.06, SD ! 1.38; scale " ! .89) and racism 
(M ! 2.67, SD ! 1.52; scale " ! .91), and as in 
previous research, these were significantly posi-
tively correlated (r ! .34, p < .001). All partici-
pants were included in data analysis, regardless of  
ethnicity. Unfortunately, due to a coding error, we 
did not collect data on participant’s age, gender, 
or political affiliation.

Design. This study had a 2 (prejudice type: specie-
sism vs. racism) x 2 (target: prejudiced vs. non-
prejudiced) between-subjects design, where 
participants were asked to rate a target who 
expressed either racist, speciesist, nonracist, or 
nonspeciesist beliefs.

Procedure. At the start of  the study, participants 
completed a measure of  their own prejudicial 
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attitudes. Participants in the speciesism condi-
tions completed the six-item (" ! .89) Specie-
sism Scale (Caviola et al., 2018), and participants 
in the racism conditions completed a condensed 
four-item version (" ! .91) of  the Modern Rac-
ism Scale (McConahay, 1986). Participants were 
then told that in a previous survey, we asked other 
MTurk participants to complete these same scale 
questions and their own task would be to indicate 
their perceptions of  one such person (“the tar-
get”). Participants were always presented with the 
target’s responses to three questions from the full 
list they had answered, where the target either 
agreed or disagreed with these items drawn from 
the scales (see supplementary Method section for 
full details). To ensure that participants had read 
and understood this information, they were given 
two attention check questions in which they were 
required to report whether the target agreed or 
disagreed with the first two statements (e.g., “Did 
the other person agree or disagree that ‘Morally, 
animals always count for less than humans’?”). 
Participants who answered either of  these ques-
tions incorrectly were excluded from analysis.

Measures. For evaluative ratings, participants first 
rated the target in terms of  how moral, trustwor-
thy, kind, warm, sociable, competent, capable, 
loyal, reliable, radical, and judgmental they were 
expected to be. The four items assessing how 
moral the target was thought to be (moral, kind, 
trustworthy, loyal) were combined into a single 
measure of  perceived morality (" ! .93), as were 
the two competence items (competent, capable; 
" ! .89) and the two warmth items (warm, socia-
ble; " ! .82). Second, participants rated how 
suitable the target would be for six social roles: 
friend, romantic partner, work colleague, boss, 
CEO, and political leader. These six items showed 
high internal consistency, and were combined 
into a single measure of  perceived suitability as a 
social partner (" ! .96). All ratings were on a 
7-point scale and analyses with each item indi-
vidually can be seen in the supplementary results.

For attitudinal generalization, participants first 
indicated how politically liberal or conservative 
and how religious they thought the target would 

be, and second, rated how much the target would 
support three progressive “liberation” or “rights” 
movements (gay rights, Black rights, animal 
rights). Again, all ratings were on a 7-point scale.

Results
For both the speciesism and racism conditions 
we observed significant results for every 
dependent measure, with the single exception 
that the speciesist was not seen as more radical 
than the nonspeciesist (see Table 1 for Ms, SDs, 
and results from one-way ANOVAs for the two 
prejudice types separately). Compared to a non-
racist and nonspeciesist, a racist and speciesist 
were seen as less moral, less warm, less  
competent, less reliable, and more judgmental. 
Participants felt less positive about both a racist 
and a speciesist, and thought they would make a 
worse social partner across a variety of  social 
roles. The racist and the sexist were both 
expected to be less supportive of  gay rights, 
Black rights, and animal rights, and thought to 
be more religious and more conservative.  
These results were identical when conducting 
ANCOVAs in which we controlled for partici-
pants’ own levels of  prejudice (on the recom-
mendation of  reviewers, these are reported in 
the supplementary results at https://osf.io/
sehrn, and we only report here the ANOVA 
results without the covariate; see Table 1).

Discussion
In Study 1, we investigated whether, like for racial 
prejudice, someone who is speciesist is perceived 
more negatively than someone who is nonspecie-
sist. For attitudinal and ideological generalization, 
we found that—like they do between racism and 
sexism (Sanchez et al., 2017)—participants 
expected a racist and a speciesist to be similarly 
conservative and similarly less supportive of  pro-
gressive rights movements, expecting a racist to 
be less supportive of  animal rights and a specie-
sist to be less supportive of  Black rights. For 
evaluative judgments, we found that, compared 
to the nonspeciesist, the speciesist was seen as 
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Table 1a. Perceived target qualities as a function of their presented speciesism (Study 1).

Prejudiced Nonprejudiced ANOVA

 M SD M SD  

Morality 3.14 1.34 5.68 1.05 F(1, 131) ! 148.82, p < .001, Ƨp
2 ! 0.53

Warmth 3.15 1.26 5.39 1.05 F(1, 131) ! 123.16, p < .001, Ƨp
2 ! 0.48

Competence 4.18 1.28 5.13 1.23 F(1, 131) ! 19.08, p < .001, Ƨp
2 ! 0.13

Reliable 3.85 1.49 5.22 1.28 F(1, 131) ! 32.68, p < .001, Ƨp
2 ! 0.20

Radical 4.14 1.61 4.07 1.53 F(1, 131) ! 0.05, p ! .82, Ƨp
2 ! 0.00

Judgmental 5.32 1.28 4.91 1.61 F(1, 131) ! 2.61, p ! .11, Ƨp
2 ! 0.02

Support gay rights 2.68 1.61 5.63 1.24 F(1, 131) ! 139.92, p < .001, Ƨp
2 ! 0.52

Support Black rights 2.62 1.53 5.60 1.40 F(1, 131) ! 136.94, p < .001, Ƨp
2 ! 0.51

Support animal rights 1.44 1.17 6.72 0.79 F(1, 131) ! 933.92, p < .001, Ƨp
2 ! 0.88

Ideology 5.50 1.72 2.40 1.48 F(1, 131) ! 124.10, p < .001, Ƨp
2 ! 0.49

Religiosity 4.32 2.07 3.43 1.57 F(1, 131) ! 7.75, p ! .01, Ƨp
2 ! 0.06

Overall feelings 2.89 1.60 5.61 1.23 F(1, 131) ! 120.89, p < .001, Ƨp
2 ! 0.48

Overall role suitability 2.96 1.44 4.81 1.29 F(1, 131) ! 60.74, p < .001, Ƨp
2 ! 0.32

Table 1b. Perceived target qualities as a function of their presented racism (Study 1).

Prejudiced Nonprejudiced ANOVA

 M SD M SD  

Morality 3.25 1.44 4.96 1.37 F(1, 140) ! 52.89, p < .001, Ƨp
2 = 0.27

Warmth 3.22 1.36 4.93 1.33 F(1, 140) ! 57.03, p < .001, Ƨp
2 ! 0.29

Competence 3.63 1.54 4.87 1.31 F(1, 140) ! 26.55, p < .001, Ƨp
2 ! 0.16

Reliable 3.48 1.58 4.71 1.52 F(1, 140) ! 22.36, p < .001, Ƨp
2 ! 0.14

Radical 4.51 1.62 3.83 1.64 F(1, 140) ! 6.22, p ! .01, Ƨp
2 ! 0.04

Judgmental 5.96 1.31 3.94 1.79 F(1, 140) ! 59.30, p < .001, Ƨp
2 ! 0.30

Support gay rights 1.90 1.20 4.88 1.45 F(1, 140) ! 178.25, p < .001, Ƨp
2 ! 0.56

Support Black rights 1.56 1.08 6.17 1.26 F(1, 140) ! 550.55, p < .001, Ƨp
2 ! 0.80

Support animal rights 3.16 1.66 4.62 1.33 F(1, 140) ! 33.21, p < .001, Ƨp
2 ! 0.19

Ideology 6.05 1.39 2.26 1.16 F(1, 140) ! 309.33, p < .001, Ƨp
2 ! 0.69

Religiosity 4.78 1.85 3.48 1.54 F(1, 140) ! 20.67, p < .001, Ƨp
2 ! 0.13

Overall feelings 3.00 1.72 4.99 1.62 F(1, 140) ! 50.07, p < .001, Ƨp
2 ! 0.26

Overall role suitability 2.70 1.52 4.51 1.45 F(1, 140) ! 52.65, p < .001, Ƨp
2 ! 0.27

less moral, less warm, less competent, and more 
judgmental; was liked less; and was expected to 
make a worse social partner across a variety of  
social roles. The exact same pattern was observed 
when looking at the racist versus the nonracist, 
and there were only two significant differences in 
the strength of  preference for the antiprejudiced 
over the prejudiced target depending on the prej-
udice type (for perceived morality and the subi-
tem of  suitability as a CEO). Put simply, we 

found that participants preferred a nonracist over 
a racist, and a nonspeciesist over a speciesist, but 
there were almost no differences in perceptions 
of  a speciesist and a racist, or a nonracist and a 
nonspeciesist.

Study 2

In Study 2 we wanted to replicate the findings of  
Study 1 with racism and then (a) extend them to 
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a different type of  traditional prejudice, while (b) 
adding some new dependent measures and (c) 
collecting more demographic information about 
participants to look at in analyses, all while (d) 
taking the opportunity to preregister our design, 
analyses, and hypotheses to further enhance con-
fidence in our findings.

First, we wanted to replicate and extend our 
findings to a different type of  prejudice: sexism. 
Sexism is a prototypical type of  prejudice as stud-
ied in social psychology, and recent work by 
Sanchez et al. (2017) has shown that people do 
perceive prejudice transfer between sexism and 
racism. Critically for our purposes, the perceived 
relationship between a target’s sexism and specie-
sism remains unknown, though there are good 
reasons to assume there would be perceived preju-
dice transfer. A purported link between sexism 
and speciesism (e.g., as in descriptions of  women 
as “meat” or “bitches”) is often drawn by feminist 
thinkers and animal rights advocates (e.g., Adams, 
2015; Dunayer, 1995; Glasser, 2011; Wyckoff, 
2014), and meat-eating is often tied to masculinity 
(Rozin, Hormes, Faith, & Wansink, 2012; Ruby & 
Heine, 2011). Indeed, in previous work we have 
found—like with racism—significant correlations 
between participant sexism and speciesism 
(Caviola et al., 2018). Based on this previous work, 
we expected that a racist and a sexist would be 
perceived similarly, and based on our prior results, 
expected that a speciesist would also be seen simi-
larly to both a racist and a sexist.

Second, we wanted to add two new dependent 
measures. We wanted to see whether participants 
would infer higher social dominance orientation 
from a speciesist target, like they do for a racist or 
a sexist target (Sanchez et al., 2017). According to 
the SD-HARM model (Dhont et al., 2016), it is 
SDO that underlies both the endorsement of  
hierarchies between different human groups and 
the endorsement of  a human hierarchy over ani-
mals, and we were interested in whether partici-
pants would intuit this. Similarly, we were 
interested in participants’ expectations of  the 
gender of  the target. Previous work has sug-
gested that men tend to be higher on SDO (e.g., 
Sidanius, Pratto, & Rabinowitz, 1994) and are 

more likely to report explicit prejudice (e.g., 
Ekehammar, Akrami, & Araya, 2003), as well as 
being more speciesist (Caviola et al., 2018). Again, 
we were interested in whether participants would 
intuit this and assume a speciesist to be more 
likely to be male.

Third, we wanted to collect more demo-
graphic information from participants (e.g., age, 
gender, political party), allowing us to see both 
whether results were robust to controlling for 
these demographic variables, and whether there 
would be an interaction of  political affiliation 
with the experimental conditions. Would more 
conservative Republican-identifying participants 
perceive similarly a speciesist, sexist, or racist in 
the same way as more liberal Democrat-
identifying participants would?

Method
Open science. As for all studies in this paper, we 
report all measures, manipulations, and exclu-
sions; and all data, analysis code, experimental 
materials, and supplementary results are available 
for download at https://osf.io/5wscp. Our 
design, analysis plan, and hypotheses were pre-
registered on the Open Science Framework. The 
preregistration can be seen at https://osf.io 
/fyu6s.

Participants. We had 451 participants based in the 
US complete the survey via MTurk in December 
2017, and paid them $1.20. Participants could not 
take part in the survey if  they had participated in 
related studies by us in the past, and, in accord-
ance with the preregistration, were excluded from 
analysis if  they did not complete the survey in full 
(n ! 6), took the survey more than once (n ! 13), 
or failed a simple attention check asking them to 
indicate the beliefs of  the target (n ! 22). This left 
us a final sample of  410 participants, which was 
sufficient to detect a small-to-medium size effect 
(f ! 0.16), taking an " of  .05 and power of  .80.

The majority of  participants identified as 
White (n ! 297), followed by Black (n ! 39), 
Hispanic (n ! 36), and Asian (n ! 21). We had 
roughly equal numbers of  female (n ! 197) and 
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nonfemale participants (n ! 213), and the mean 
age was 41 years old. On average, participants 
were politically left-to-moderate (M ! 3.30, 
SD ! 1.75), with more participants identifying as 
Democrat (n ! 182) or independent (n = 125) 
than Republican (n ! 80). Participants scored 
fairly low on racism (M ! 2.71, SD ! 1.43; scale 
" ! .93), sexism (M ! 3.17, SD ! 1.45; scale 
" ! .94), and speciesism (M ! 3.16, SD ! 1.32; 
scale " ! 87). As in previous research, partici-
pants’ speciesism was positively correlated with 
their racism (r ! .39, p < .001) and sexism (r ! .37, 
p < .001), and these were in turn positively cor-
related with each other (r ! .69, p < .001). All 
participants were included in analysis regardless 
of  their demographic features.

Design. This study had a 3 (prejudice type: specie-
sism vs. racism vs. sexism) x 2 (target: prejudiced 
vs. nonprejudiced) between-subjects design. The 
instructions and items used for the racism and 
speciesism conditions were identical to those 
used in Study 1. For participants in the sexism 
conditions, we used statements taken from the 
Hostile Sexism subscale of  the Ambivalent Sex-
ism Inventory (Glick & Fiske, 1996; see supple-
mentary materials for full details).

Measures. The measures used in Study 2 were 
almost identical to those in Study 1, with a few 
exceptions. First, in the interest of  time, we 
removed four of  the least relevant character rat-
ings from Study 1 (radical, reliable, trustworthy, 
loyal), which seemed most redundant to other 
items included. Second, we added two new ques-
tions where we asked participants to (a) guess the 
target’s gender, and (b) predict the target’s social 
dominance by having them indicate how much 
they thought the target would agree or disagree 
with the statement that “It is probably a good 
thing that certain groups are at the top and other 
groups are at the bottom.”

Results
Our primary analysis looked at the effect of  
whether the target was prejudiced or not, for the 

three prejudice types separately. For each of  the 
three prejudice types we observed significant 
results for every single dependent measure (see 
Table 2 for Ms, SDs, and results from one-way 
ANOVAs for the three prejudice types separately). 
Looking at evaluative judgments, compared to a 
nonspeciesist, a nonracist, and a nonsexist, a spe-
ciesist, a racist, and a sexist were seen as less moral, 
less warm, less competent, less reliable, and more 
judgmental. Participants felt less positively about 
the prejudiced person than about the nonpreju-
diced person, and regardless of  the prejudice type, 
thought that the nonprejudiced person would 
make a better social partner across a variety of  
social roles. Then looking at perceived attitude 
generalization, the speciesist, racist, and sexist 
were all expected to be less supportive of  gay 
rights (see Figure 1), Black rights, women’s rights, 
and animal rights; and were expected to be more 
religious, more conservative, and higher on social 
dominance orientation (see Figure 2). As in Study 
1, these results were identical when running the 
preregistered ANCOVA including participants’ 
own prejudice (see Analysis 1b in the supplemen-
tary materials), and when running an ANCOVA 
controlling for participants’ gender, age, educa-
tion, ethnicity, political beliefs, and participants’ 
own reported prejudice (see Analysis 1c in the 
supplementary materials; on the recommendation 
of  reviewers, these are reported in the supplemen-
tary results at https://osf.io/5wscp, and we only 
report here the ANOVA results without covari-
ates; see Table 2). Finally, most participants 
expected the prejudiced person to be male: for 
speciesism (70%), racism (61%), and sexism 
(87%). In contrast, less than 5% of  participants 
indicated they expected the prejudiced person to 
be female, and the remainder thought it equally 
likely the prejudiced person was male or female 
(see Table 4 for full percentages).

Our second, more exploratory analysis—as 
listed in the preregistration—was to include the 
interaction effect of  the person and prejudice 
type conditions to explore if  there were signifi-
cant differences in the strength of  the preference 
for the nonprejudiced target between the  
three prejudice types. We did this using both an 
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ANOVA (see Analysis 2a in the supplementary 
materials) and an ANCOVA controlling for par-
ticipants’ own prejudice (see Analysis 2b in the 
supplementary materials), though again both 
yielded identical results. For overall feelings, 
overall suitability as a social partner, support for 
gay rights, predicted ideology, and predicted 
SDO, there were no differences in ratings 
between the speciesist, racist, or sexist, nor 

between the nonspeciesist, nonracist, or nonsex-
ist: regardless of  the prejudice type, the preju-
diced person was felt less positively about, was 
expected to be a worse social partner, expected 
to support gay rights less, and thought to be 
more conservative and higher on SDO. We did, 
however, observe that, for morality, the sexist 
was seen as more moral than the racist, and the 
nonsexist more moral than the nonspeciesist; for 

Table 2a. Perceived target qualities as a function of their presented speciesism (Study 2).

Prejudiced Nonprejudiced ANOVA

 M SD M SD  

Morality 2.89 1.58 5.76 1.00 F(1, 135) ! 165.53, p < .001, Ƨp
2 ! 0.55

Warmth 3.48 1.32 5.40 1.05 F(1, 135) ! 89.50, p < .001, Ƨp
2 ! 0.40

Competence 4.22 1.33 5.18 1.23 F(1, 135) ! 19.28, p < .001, Ƨp
2 ! 0.12

Judgmental 5.27 1.41 4.61 1.50 F(1, 135) ! 7.03, p ! .01, Ƨp
2 ! 0.05

Support gay rights 2.62 1.41 5.80 1.25 F(1, 135) ! 195.95, p < .001, Ƨp
2 ! 0.59

Support Black rights 2.79 1.37 5.81 1.21 F(1, 135) ! 186.97, p < .001, Ƨp
2 ! 0.58

Support women’s rights 2.49 1.39 5.93 1.13 F(1, 135) ! 255.99, p < .001, Ƨp
2 ! 0.65

Support animal rights 1.37 0.96 6.61 0.82 F(1, 135) ! 1188.69, p < .001, Ƨp
2 ! 0.90

Predicted SDO 5.62 1.66 1.95 1.44 F(1, 135) ! 192.10, p < .001, Ƨp
2 ! 0.59

Ideology 5.48 1.38 2.80 1.59 F(1, 135) ! 109.28, p < .001, Ƨp
2 ! 0.45

Religiosity 4.22 1.95 3.30 1.59 F(1, 135) ! 9.39, p ! .002, Ƨp
2 ! 0.07

Overall feelings 2.86 1.65 5.46 1.20 F(1, 135) ! 113.50, p < .001, Ƨp
2 ! 0.46

Overall role suitability 3.10 1.69 4.87 1.18 F(1, 135) ! 51.59, p < .001, Ƨp
2 ! 0.28

Table 2b. Perceived target qualities as a function of their presented racism (Study 2).

Prejudiced Nonprejudiced ANOVA

 M SD M SD  

Morality 2.72 1.44 5.32 1.32 F(1, 137) ! 121.95, p < .001, Ƨp
2 ! 0.47

Warmth 2.90 1.30 5.28 1.27 F(1, 137) ! 117.74, p < .001, Ƨp
2 ! 0.46

Competence 3.22 1.63 5.11 1.44 F(1, 137) ! 52.74, p < .001, Ƨp
2 ! 0.28

Judgmental 5.82 1.62 3.87 1.73 F(1, 137) ! 47.21, p < .001, Ƨp
2 ! 0.26

Support gay rights 2.07 1.42 5.43 1.60 F(1, 137) ! 172.89, p < .001, Ƨp
2 ! 0.56

Support Black rights 1.62 1.18 6.40 0.94 F(1, 137) ! 691.38, p < .001, Ƨp
2 ! 0.83

Support women’s rights 1.97 1.23 5.49 1.34 F(1, 137) ! 259.92, p < .001, Ƨp
2 ! 0.65

Support animal rights 3.31 1.73 5.24 1.54 F(1, 137) ! 48.36, p < .001, Ƨp
2 ! 0.26

Predicted SDO 6.15 1.34 1.64 1.20 F(1, 137) ! 434.4, p < .001, Ƨp
2 ! 0.76

Ideology 6.06 1.43 2.60 1.46 F(1, 137) ! 198.92, p < .001, Ƨp
2 ! 0.59

Religiosity 5.07 1.40 3.72 1.58 F(1, 137) ! 28.61, p < .001, Ƨp
2 ! 0.17

Overall feelings 2.51 1.49 4.99 1.59 F(1, 137) ! 89.35, p < .001, Ƨp
2 ! 0.39

Overall role suitability 2.39 1.39 4.61 1.64 F(1, 137) ! 74.84, p < .001, Ƨp
2 ! 0.35
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warmth, the sexist was seen as warmer than the 
racist; for competence, the racist was seen as less 
competent than the sexist and the speciesist; and 
for religiosity, the nonspeciesist was thought to 
be less religious than the speciesist. Full results 
for these analyses can be seen in the supplemen-
tary materials.

Our third, most exploratory analysis (not 
listed in the preregistration but added on the sug-
gestion of  a reviewer) looked at whether there 
was an interaction of  the person and prejudice 
type conditions with self-reported political affilia-
tion (only looking at self-identified Republicans 

or Democrats). For many variables we observed 
no three-way interaction with political affiliation: 
both Democrats (n ! 182) and Republicans 
(n ! 80) perceived the prejudiced person, across 
prejudice types, to be less warm, less competent, 
less supportive of  gay rights and animal rights, 
and less religious. For some variables we did, 
however, find that Republicans and Democrats 
responded differently. Democrat participants 
showed the expected pattern across all three prej-
udice types, feeling less positively about the preju-
diced person and thinking they would make a 

Figure 1. Perceived support for gay rights based on 
the target’s speciesism, racism, and sexism (Study 2).
Note. Error bars represent 95% confidence intervals.

Figure 2. Perceived social dominance orientation 
based on the target’s speciesism, racism, and sexism 
(Study 2).
Note. Error bars represent 95% confidence intervals.

Table 2c. Perceived target qualities as a function of their presented sexism (Study 2).

Prejudiced Nonprejudiced ANOVA

 M SD M SD  

Morality 3.43 1.57 4.94 1.47 F(1, 132) ! 31.32, p < .001, Ƨp
2 ! 0.19

Warmth 3.61 1.51 4.83 1.30 F(1, 132) ! 23.67, p < .001, Ƨp
2 ! 0.15

Competence 4.17 1.51 5.18 1.42 F(1, 132) ! 15.31, p < .001, Ƨp
2 ! 0.10

Judgmental 5.63 1.56 4.20 1.75 F(1, 132) ! 24.74, p < .001, Ƨp
2 ! 0.16

Support gay rights 2.52 1.74 5.98 1.19 F(1, 132) ! 164.13, p < .001, Ƨp
2 ! 0.55

Support Black rights 2.57 1.48 5.95 1.06 F(1, 132) ! 210.06, p < .001, Ƨp
2 ! 0.61

Support women’s rights 1.63 1.36 6.64 0.93 F(1, 132) ! 560.76, p < .001, Ƨp
2 ! 0.81

Support animal rights 3.05 1.68 6.33 0.82 F(1, 132) ! 179.57, p < .001, Ƨp
2 ! 0.58

Predicted SDO 5.77 1.75 1.87 1.40 F(1, 132) ! 189.19, p < .001, Ƨp
2 ! 0.59

Ideology 5.65 1.36 2.29 1.18 F(1, 132) ! 219.52, p < .001, Ƨp
2 ! 0.62

Religiosity 4.39 1.71 3.38 1.41 F(1, 132) ! 13.09, p < .001, Ƨp
2 ! 0.09

Overall feelings 3.19 1.83 4.73 1.74 F(1, 132) ! 23.91, p < .001, Ƨp
2 ! 0.15

Overall role suitability 2.94 1.77 4.63 1.63 F(1, 132) ! 31.61, p < .001, Ƨp
2 ! 0.19
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worse social partner, and expecting the preju-
diced person to be less moral, less supportive of  
Black rights and women’s rights, and more con-
servative and higher on SDO. Republicans also 
thought the prejudiced person, across all three 
prejudice types, would support Black rights and 
women’s rights less, and be higher on SDO, but 
the effects were weaker than those observed for 
Democrat participants. For ratings of  morality, 
Republicans showed the predicted pattern for 
speciesism, but there was no difference between 
the nonracist or nonsexist and the racist and the 
sexist. For overall feelings, Republicans again 
showed the predicted pattern for speciesism, but 
did not like the nonracist more than the racist, 
and actually liked the sexist more than the non-
sexist. For perceived political ideology, 
Republicans thought the racist and sexist would 
be more conservative than the nonracist and non-
sexist, but perceived no difference between the 
speciesist and nonspeciesist. Finally, for partner 
suitability, Republicans had no preference for any 
prejudice type. Again, full results can be seen in 
the supplementary materials.

Discussion
In Study 2 we replicated and extended our find-
ings from our first study in a new, preregistered 
design with an additional prejudice type and 
refined dependent measures. Our results strongly 
confirmed those found in Study 1: regardless of  
whether the target’s prejudice was revealed 
through their attitudes towards Black people, 
women, or animals, a prejudiced target was evalu-
ated much more negatively than a nonprejudiced 
one, and a target’s prejudice was expected to gen-
eralize to other expressions of  prejudice and 
social dominance. These results were robust to 
controlling for participants’ own prejudice and 
demographic variables, including gender, age, 
ethnicity, education, and political ideology.

Some nuance was obtained, however, when 
entering participants’ own political affiliation 
(Republican or Democrat) as an additional inde-
pendent variable; though caution should be noted 
given that we had substantially larger numbers of  

Democrats than Republicans, and our sample 
size was not calculated with this three-way analy-
sis in mind. Democrats showed the same pre-
dicted pattern as seen when looking at the whole 
sample, and for most variables so did Republicans. 
However, there were some exceptions. While 
Republicans did perceive the nonspeciesist to be 
more moral than the speciesist and felt more pos-
itively towards them, this was not observed for 
the racist or sexist target. Republicans did not 
anticipate the speciesist to be more politically 
conservative (though they did expect the racist 
and sexist to be), and for role suitability, 
Republicans had no preference for any prejudice 
type. This suggests that both Republicans and 
Democrats expect a speciesist’s prejudicial atti-
tudes to transfer to other contexts and negatively 
evaluate them accordingly; however, Republicans 
do not always evaluate the sexist or racist targets 
more negatively.

Study 3

Across a whole range of  dependent measures, 
Studies 1 and 2 have yielded highly consistent 
results, whereby regardless of  whether the preju-
dice was expressed as speciesism, racism, or sex-
ism, a prejudiced target was seen much more 
negatively than a nonprejudiced one. But despite 
this, one potential concern might be that we have 
only measured self-report ratings and not 
explored the behavioural consequences for the 
target based on how the participants perceive 
them. To do this, we decided to have participants 
play a Dictator Game (DG; Forsythe, Horowitz, 
Savin, & Sefton, 1994; Kahneman, Knetsch, & 
Thaler, 1986). In the DG, one player—the dicta-
tor (here, our participant)—makes a unilateral 
decision about how to divide an amount of  
money with a second player—the recipient (here, 
the target). The dictator can allocate any amount 
of  money to the recipient—from nothing to the 
entire amount—and the recipient must accept 
this amount. The classic interpretation of  behav-
iour in the DG is that it reflects a social motiva-
tion to improve the welfare of  others, and 
correspondingly, research has demonstrated that 
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people do transfer more in the DG to those they 
feel more connected to (e.g., Charness & Gneezy, 
2008). Would participants, then, not only perceive 
a speciesist more negatively, but also act less 
prosocially towards them?

In addition to obtaining a behavioural meas-
ure, in Study 3 we also wanted to take the oppor-
tunity to generalize our findings to another 
prototypical type of  prejudice: prejudice based on 
sexual orientation—homophobia. Homophobia 
is a classic form of  prejudice as studied in social 
psychology, but moreover, is one that at first 
glance lacks any direct societal discourse that links 
attitudes towards homosexuals and attitudes 
towards animals. While both racial outgroups and 
women are often dehumanized through linking 
them to animals (e.g., Jews as “rats,” Black people 
as “apes” or “monkeys,” and women as “bitches”), 
in the English language at least there are no wide-
spread slurs used to connect homosexuals with 
animals. It is possible, but we think unlikely, that 
our results from Studies 1 and 2 by which partici-
pants similarly perceive a racist, a sexist, and a spe-
ciesist, are driven by derogatory metaphors in 
society that link Black people and women with 
animals. In Study 3, then, we aimed to again repli-
cate our earlier findings, this time extending to a 
different type of  prejudice (homophobia), and 
also including a behavioural measure (transfers in 
a Dictator Game).

Method
Open science. As for all studies in this paper, we 
report all measures, manipulations, and exclu-
sions; and all data, analysis code, experimental 
materials, and supplementary results are availa-
ble for download at https://osf.io/fvux3. Our 
design, analysis plan, and hypotheses were pre-
registered on the Open Science Framework, and 
the preregistration can be seen at https://osf 
.io/dp98h.

Participants. We had 432 participants based in the 
US complete the survey via MTurk in January 
2018, and paid them $1.20. Participants could not 
take part in the survey if  they had participated in 

related studies by us in the past, and, in accord-
ance with the preregistration, were excluded from 
analysis if  they did not complete the survey in full 
(n ! 1), took the survey more than once (n ! 8), 
or failed a simple attention check asking them to 
indicate the beliefs of  the target (n ! 20). This 
left us a final sample of  403 participants. Our 
sample size was determined through a power 
analysis showing that we needed 340 participants 
to detect a small-to-medium size effect (f ! 0.16), 
taking an " of  .05 and power of  .80. Unfortu-
nately, a typo in the set-up on MTurk meant we 
recruited 430 participants instead of  340 partici-
pants, but we did not conduct any analyses until 
the full data collection was complete, and this 
error—recruiting a larger sample than planned—
actually gave us more power to detect effects.

The majority of  participants identified as 
White (n ! 306), followed by Black (n ! 37), 
Asian (n ! 29), and Hispanic (n ! 20). We had 
roughly equal numbers of  female (n ! 194) and 
nonfemale participants (n ! 209), and the mean 
age was 41 years old. On average, participants 
were politically left-to-moderate (M ! 3.38, 
SD ! 1.70), with more participants identifying as 
Democrat (n ! 178) or independent (n = 118) 
than Republican (n ! 78). Participants scored 
fairly low on homophobia (M ! 2.69, SD ! 1.88; 
scale " ! .92) and speciesism (M ! 3.02, SD ! 
1.33; scale " ! .87), and these were significantly 
positively correlated (r ! .28, p < .001). All par-
ticipants were included in analysis regardless of  
their demographic features.

Design. This study had a 2 (prejudice type: specie-
sism vs. homophobia) x 2 (target: prejudiced vs. 
nonprejudiced) between-subjects design. The 
instructions and items used for the speciesism 
conditions were identical to those used in Studies 
1 and 2, and for participants in the homophobia 
conditions we used statements taken from the 
five-item Attitude Towards Gay Men Scale 
(Herek, 1994; see supplementary materials for 
full details).

Measures. The measures used in Study 3 were 
almost identical to those used in Study 2. While 
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we again measured perceptions of  warmth, com-
petence, and morality, given that our previous 
results were robust across the individual items, in 
the interest of  space we only used a single item 
for each (warm or cold; competent or incompe-
tent; moral or immoral). Similarly, we again meas-
ured suitability for different social roles, but given 
that our previous results were robust across the 
individual items, for reasons of  space we used 
only four instead of  six roles (suitability as a 
friend, romantic partner, boss, political leader; 
scale " ! .94).

In the DG, participants were told that they 
had an additional bonus of  $0.30 and that they 
could choose to transfer some of  this amount to 
the target, which would be paid to them as a 
bonus after the study. Choices were given in 
5-cent increments, and participants were given 
the amounts that each target would receive in 
parentheses (e.g., “Give 0 (You 30, Other 0)”; 
“Give 5 (You 25, Other 5)”). At the end of  the 
study, participants were actually paid based on 
their decision, receiving the $0.30 bonus minus 
whatever they had chosen to transfer.

Results
Our primary analysis looked at the effect of  
whether the target was prejudiced or not, for the 
three prejudice types separately. For all of  the 
prejudice types we observed significant results 
for every single dependent measure, except for 
judgmental-ness and religiosity for which there 
was no effect for speciesism (see Table 3 for Ms, 
SDs, and results from one-way ANOVAs for 
both of  the prejudice types separately). Compared 
to a nonspeciesist and a nonhomophobe, a spe-
ciesist and a homophobe were seen as less moral, 
less warm, less competent, and less reliable. 
Participants felt less positively about the specie-
sist and the homophobe than about the nonspe-
ciesist and the nonhomophobe, and for both 
prejudice types participants thought that the non-
prejudiced person would make a better social 
partner across a variety of  social roles. Both the 
speciesist and the homophobe were expected to 
be less supportive of  gay rights, Black rights, 

women’s rights, and animal rights; more conserv-
ative; and higher on social dominance orientation 
(and the homophobe was additionally seen as 
more religious). As in Studies 1 and 2, these 
results were identical when running our preregis-
tered ANCOVA including participants’ own prej-
udice (see Analysis 1b in the supplementary 
materials), and when running an ANCOVA con-
trolling for participants’ gender, age, education, 
ethnicity, political beliefs, and participants’ own 
reported prejudice (see Analysis 1c in the supple-
mentary materials; on the recommendation of  
reviewers, these are reported in the supplemen-
tary Results section at https://osf.io/fvux3, and 
we only report here the ANOVA results without 
covariates; see Table 3). Finally, looking at pre-
dicted gender, most participants expected both 
the speciesist (72%) and the homophobe (72%) 
to be male, with less than 3% of  participants 
expecting the prejudiced person to be female, and 
the remainder thinking it equally likely the preju-
diced person was male or female (see Table 4).

Our second, more exploratory analysis—as 
listed in the preregistration—was to include the 
interaction effect of  the person and prejudice type 
conditions to explore if  there were significant dif-
ferences in the strength of  the preference for the 
nonprejudiced target between the three prejudice 
types. We did this using both an ANOVA (see 
Analysis 2a in the supplementary materials) and 
an ANCOVA controlling for participants’ own 
prejudice (see Analysis 2b in the supplementary 
materials), though again both yielded identical 
results. For overall feelings, warmth, competence, 
transfers in the DG, overall role suitability, and 
predicted social dominance orientation, we found 
only a main effect of  target condition and no 
interaction effect: there were no differences in rat-
ings between the prejudiced speciesist and the 
homophobe, nor between the nonspeciesist and 
the nonhomophobe. For perceptions of  morality 
and predicted support for Black rights, we 
observed an interaction effect, but the only inter-
esting pairwise comparisons that were significant 
were the main effect comparisons of  whether 
each person was prejudiced or not. Therefore, 
regardless of  the prejudice type, the prejudiced 
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Table 3a. Perceived target qualities as a function of their presented speciesism (Study 3).

Prejudiced Nonprejudiced ANOVA

 M SD M SD  

Morality 3.09 1.61 5.64 1.22 F(1, 199) ! 160.76, p < .001, Ƨp
2 ! 0.45

Warmth 2.68 1.57 5.49 1.20 F(1, 199) ! 202.75, p < .001, Ƨp
2 ! 0.50

Competence 3.87 1.48 5.14 1.24 F(1, 199) ! 43.54, p < .001, Ƨp
2 ! 0.18

Judgmental 4.87 1.33 4.57 1.62 F(1, 199) ! 1.98, p ! .16, Ƨp
2 ! 0.01

Support gay rights 2.79 1.56 5.62 1.31 F(1, 199) ! 194.70, p < .001, Ƨp
2 ! 0.49

Support Black rights 2.90 1.55 5.53 1.40 F(1, 199) ! 160.52, p < .001, Ƨp
2 ! 0.45

Support women’s rights 2.69 1.42 5.61 1.31 F(1, 199) ! 229.15, p < .001, Ƨp
2 ! 0.54

Support animal rights 1.47 1.10 6.57 1.13 F(1, 199) ! 1059.73, p < .001, Ƨp
2 ! 0.84

Predicted SDO 5.64 1.41 1.90 1.34 F(1, 199) ! 372.23, p < .001, Ƨp
2 ! 0.65

Ideology 5.55 1.41 2.49 1.33 F(1, 199) ! 252.48, p < .001, Ƨp
2 ! 0.56

Religiosity 4.08 1.88 3.82 1.28 F(1, 199) ! 1.39, p ! .24, Ƨp
2 ! 0.01

Transfers in DG (%) 11.56 20.50 22.65 26.29 F(1, 199) ! 11.05, p ! .001, Ƨp
2 ! 0.05

Overall feelings 2.88 1.67 5.29 1.19 F(1, 199) ! 140.03, p < .001, Ƨp
2 ! 0.41

Overall role suitability 2.83 1.53 4.62 1.20 F(1, 199) ! 85.93, p < .001, Ƨp
2 ! 0.30

Note. DG ! Dictator Game.

Table 3b. Perceived target qualities as a function of their presented homophobia (Study 3).

Prejudiced Nonprejudiced ANOVA

 M SD M SD  

Morality 3.32 1.67 5.15 1.65 F(1, 200) ! 61.52, p < .001, Ƨp
2 ! 0.24

Warmth 2.70 1.47 5.45 1.29 F(1, 200) ! 201.09, p < .001, Ƨp
2 ! 0.50

Competence 3.60 1.66 5.31 1.42 F(1, 200) ! 62.62, p < .001, Ƨp
2 ! 0.24

Judgmental 6.00 1.46 2.36 1.42 F(1, 200) ! 322.20, p < .001, Ƨp
2 ! 0.62

Support gay rights 1.28 1.02 6.34 1.21 F(1, 200) ! 1029.90, p < .001, Ƨp
2 ! 0.84

Support Black rights 2.56 1.24 5.85 1.06 F(1, 200) ! 411.35, p < .001, Ƨp
2 ! 0.67

Support women’s rights 2.15 1.33 5.77 1.19 F(1, 200) ! 415.87, p < .001, Ƨp
2 ! 0.68

Support animal rights 3.34 1.58 5.88 1.07 F(1, 200) ! 180.57, p < .001, Ƨp
2 ! 0.47

Predicted SDO 5.71 1.30 1.98 1.33 F(1, 200) ! 405.72, p < .001, Ƨp
2 ! 0.67

Ideology 6.28 1.21 2.23 1.16 F(1, 200) ! 586.48, p < .001, Ƨp
2 ! 0.75

Religiosity 5.90 1.37 2.55 1.30 F(1, 200) ! 316.03, p < .001, Ƨp
2 ! 0.61

person was seen as less warm, less moral, and less 
competent; received fewer transfers in a DG; was 
felt less positively about; was thought to make a 
worse social partner; thought to be higher on 
SDO; and thought to be less supportive of  Black 
rights. For the variables in which there was an 
interaction effect, we—unsurprisingly given the 
manipulation—found that the speciesist was 
thought to be less supportive of  animal rights 
than the homophobe, and the homophobe was 

thought to be less supportive of  gay rights than 
the speciesist. And finally, for predicted support 
for women’s right and predicted ideology, we 
found significant differences between the specie-
sist and the homophobe, such that the homo-
phobe was seen as significantly more conservative, 
and the speciesist was thought to support wom-
en’s rights more than the homophobe. Full results 
for these analyses can be seen in the supplemen-
tary Results section (https://osf.io/fvux3).
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Our third, most exploratory analysis (not 
listed in the preregistration but added on the sug-
gestion of  an anonymous reviewer) looked at 
whether there was an interaction of  the person 
and prejudice type conditions with self-reported 
political affiliation (only looking at self-identified 
Republicans or Democrats). For many variables 
we observed no three-way interaction with politi-
cal affiliation: both Democrats (n ! 178) and 
Republicans (n ! 78) perceived the prejudiced 
person, across prejudice types, to be less support-
ive of  gay rights, women’s rights, and Black rights; 
higher on SDO; and more politically conservative 
and religious. For some variables we did, how-
ever, find that Republicans and Democrats 
responded differently. Democrat participants 
showed the expected pattern across both preju-
dice types: feeling less positively about the preju-
diced person and thinking they would make a 
worse social partner; expecting the prejudiced 
person to be less moral, less warm, and less com-
petent; to be less supportive of  animal rights; and 
transferring more money to the nonprejudiced 
person in the DG. For Republicans, the nonspe-
ciesist was seen as more moral and warmer than 
the speciesist; the nonspeciesist received more 
transfers in the DG than the speciesist; and the 
nonspeciesist was thought to make a better social 
partner than a speciesist. There was, however, no 
difference for Republican participants in the 
homophobia conditions. For ratings of  compe-
tence, Republicans showed no effects for either 
prejudice type, and for predicted support for ani-
mal rights, Republicans perceived no difference 
between the nonspeciesist and the nonhomo-
phobe (though the speciesist was thought to 

support animal rights less than a homophobe). 
Again, full results can be seen in the supplemen-
tary Results section.

Discussion
In Study 3 we again replicated and extended our 
findings in a new preregistered study, using a 
Dictator Game to obtain a behavioural measure 
of  participants’ responses towards the target, and 
using a different type of  prejudice to ensure the 
generalizability of  our findings. Our results 
strongly confirmed those found in Studies 1 and 
2: regardless of  whether the target’s prejudice was 
revealed through their attitudes towards gay men 
or animals, a prejudiced target was evaluated 
much more negatively and received less money in 
a DG than a nonprejudiced one, and the target’s 
prejudice was expected to generalize to other 
expressions of  prejudice and social dominance. 
Again, these results were robust to controlling for 
participants’ own prejudice and demographic 
variables, including gender, age, ethnicity, educa-
tion, and political ideology.

When looking at Republicans and Democrats 
separately, we found both Republicans and 
Democrats showed the predicted pattern for spe-
ciesism for every single dependent measure, with 
only one exception: Republicans did not perceive 
a nonspeciesist to be more competent than a spe-
ciesist. While Republicans consistently evaluated 
the nonspeciesist more positively than the specie-
sist, they did not differentially evaluate the homo-
phobe and the nonhomophobe: they did not 
expect a nonhomophobe to be more moral or 
warm, did not transfer more to them in a DG, 

Table 4. Predicted gender of prejudiced or nonprejudiced individuals.

Prejudiced Nonprejudiced

 Male Female Equally likely Male Female Equally likely

Study 2 Speciesism 70% 2% 29% 7% 49% 45%
Racism 61% 0% 39% 12% 21% 67%
Sexism 87% 3% 10% 4% 75% 22%

Study 3 Speciesism 72% 1% 27% 4% 40% 56%
Homophobia 72% 3% 25% 18% 30% 51%
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and did not expect them to be a better social part-
ner. Republicans and Democrats cohered when it 
came to perceived generalization of  prejudice 
across different domains, but tended to diverge 
for evaluative judgments in the homophobia, but 
not speciesism, conditions. In short, Republicans 
tended to expect a homophobe to be more preju-
diced in other ways, be more conservative, and be 
higher on social dominance—but didn’t like them 
any less.

General Discussion

In this paper we report three studies in which 
MTurk participants reported their perceptions of  
a target who either strongly agreed or disagreed 
with statements from scales developed to assess 
prejudicial attitudes. In Study 1, we found that 
participants perceive a (non)speciesist and a (non)
racist in the same way, a finding replicated and 
extended in Study 2 to sexism, and then in Study 
3 to homophobia. Across the three studies, we 
found almost no differences in perceptions of  
the prejudiced target based on the type of  preju-
dice: across both evaluative ratings and expecta-
tions of  other prejudiced attitudes, a speciesist is 
seen just the same way as a racist, a sexist, or a 
homophobe. Just like racists, sexists, and homo-
phobes, speciesists were expected to hold more 
general prejudicial attitudes and ideologies, to be 
more conservative and higher on SDO, and 
thought to be unsupportive of  “liberation” 
movements like women’s rights. Similarly, specie-
sists were seen as less moral, less warm, and less 
competent; rated as less suitable partners in vari-
ous social roles; and received fewer transfers in an 
economic Dictator Game. These results were 
robust to controlling for participants’ own preju-
dice and a host of  demographic variables, includ-
ing age, gender, education, and political ideology. 
Further, when breaking down by political affilia-
tion, Republicans and Democrats showed a very 
similar pattern—especially for expected attitudi-
nal generalization across different domains of  
prejudice.

Philosophers have argued there is a normative 
relationship between our (prejudicial) attitudes 

towards animals and other prejudices (e.g., Ryder, 
2010; Singer, 1975), and psychologists have pre-
sented evidence that our (prejudicial) attitudes 
towards animals rely on similar psychological 
processes and motivations as those underlying 
other types of  prejudice (Caviola et al., 2018; 
Dhont et al., 2014; Dhont et al., 2016). Our 
results add to this literature by showing that lay-
people seem intuitively aware of  this connection, 
inferring similar personality traits and more gen-
eral prejudicial attitudes from a speciesist just as 
they do from a racist, sexist, or homophobe. Our 
results conceptually replicate and extend work 
demonstrating that people expect someone who 
exhibits racial prejudice to be more sexist and 
vice versa (Sanchez et al., 2017), while also pro-
viding suggestive evidence that this perceived 
attitudinal generalization extends beyond tradi-
tional prejudices like racism and sexism, and may 
also apply to our thinking about animals—our 
speciesism.

Our findings are particularly interesting given 
previous work indicating—contra the interspe-
cies model of  prejudice (Costello & Hodson, 
2010, 2014a; Hodson, MacInnis, & Costello, 
2014)—that laypeople do not perceive beliefs 
about animals as underlying human prejudice 
(Costello & Hodson, 2014b). Instead, previous 
work contends that laypeople believe ethnic prej-
udice is most likely caused by close-mindedness 
and ignorance, and least likely caused by a belief  
in a human/animal divide. While at first blush 
these findings contrast with ours—potentially 
because they focus on judging causal psychologi-
cal factors and we focus on judging people—we 
actually think there is meaningful coherence in 
the importance of  personality traits in prejudice. 
They find that laypeople judge prejudice as com-
ing most from personality factors, and we find 
that laypeople do seem to infer a consistent preju-
diced personality from evidence of  one kind of  
prejudice.

Limitations and Future Directions
We can think of  at least three theoretical objec-
tions to our claims. First, drawing on traditional 
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social identity approaches to prejudice (e.g., Tajfel 
& Turner, 1979), prejudice might be said to 
require ingroup/outgroup distinctions and it is 
not clear that animals can even be considered a 
social group in this sense. But while animals 
probably do not have a social identity themselves 
(as per their diversity and also mental capability), 
it seems undeniable that we do treat animals as a 
lower status social group(s)—both as a generic 
“animal” group, and more specific groups based 
on species (e.g., dog vs. pig) and function (e.g., pet 
vs. meat; Plous, 2003). Most importantly, recent 
work suggests that generalized prejudice is not 
about differentiating ingroups versus outgroups 
per se, but rather about devaluing lower status 
groups (Bergh, Akrami, Sidanius, & Sibley, 2016).

Second, it has been argued that prejudice is 
better conceptualized as arising from ideological 
value conflict and not (just) individual differences 
like SDO, so while conservatives are typically 
more biased when it comes to “traditional” preju-
dices, social psychology ignores groups that liber-
als are more biased against (e.g., Brandt, Reyna, 
Chambers, Crawford, & Wetherell, 2014). To this, 
we just concede that yes, we have focused on tra-
ditional prejudices, and that no, people might not 
perceive a speciesist similarly to someone who is 
prejudiced in a liberal way. We focus on tradi-
tional prejudices here because the only existing 
work to look at perceptions of  prejudiced people 
has focused on racism and sexism (Sanchez et al., 
2017), speciesism as a philosophical concept was 
explicitly termed to draw a parallel with these 
kinds of  biases (Ryder, 2010; Singer, 1975), and 
the existing work mapping links between people’s 
own prejudicial attitudes has focused on the rela-
tionship between speciesism and these kinds of  
traditional prejudices (e.g., Caviola et al., 2018; 
Dhont et al., 2016). It is possible that speciesism 
is seen as similar to “traditional” prejudices like 
racism and sexism and politically neutral preju-
dices like antifat prejudice, but not “liberal” prej-
udices against groups like Christians. It will be 
interesting for future work to explore this.

Third, it might be argued that different preju-
dices are not directly comparable to each other in 
strength. For example, if  we had replaced the 

mention of  animals with Black people, women, 
or gay men for the items in the speciesism condi-
tion, we would likely have different results. 
Presumably, someone that disagreed that “Black 
people should have basic legal rights” would be 
extremely disliked, much more so than when the 
items are presented in their original form. But 
this would not be representative of  modern rac-
ism as exhibited in Western society, and not the 
kind of  racism that activists typically have to fight 
against. Our claim is not that people would think 
it equally immoral to perform the same action 
(e.g., invasive and nonconsensual experimenta-
tion) towards a Black person or an animal. Our 
claim is rather that, when faced with the typical 
sexism, racism, and homophobia seen in society 
and as measured by well-established and com-
monly used scales in social psychology, partici-
pants perceive such a prejudiced person in a 
similar way to how they perceive a speciesist.

We note potential methodological limitations 
and directions for future research. First, like 
Sanchez et al. (2017), we matched the reported 
level of  prejudice across the different types, the 
target either being very low (1.3) or high (6.7) in 
prejudice. We wanted to ensure that participants 
clearly viewed the target as prejudiced or unpreju-
diced, but it remains possible that different results 
would be observed when looking at a target who 
is only somewhat prejudiced.

Second, participants completed the prejudice 
measures themselves before seeing the target’s 
responses, thus potentially highlighting the con-
trast between the target and participants’ own 
judgments. We chose this procedure because we 
judged it might not make much sense for partici-
pants to see the target’s responses without seeing 
the scale first, and this was the only way we could 
get participants’ own unbiased scores on the 
scales, but it could be useful for future research to 
look at perceptions of  the target before partici-
pants complete the prejudice scale themselves.

Third, it might be problematic that we used an 
MTurk sample, which tends to be younger and 
more liberal than most Americans (though they 
are older and more conservative than typical stu-
dent samples). It is possible that such samples are 
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especially biased against those who are prejudiced 
and/or especially driven by social desirability 
concerns making them not want to report posi-
tive perceptions of  a prejudiced person lest they 
be tainted by the same brush. It is important to 
note, however, that our results were robust when 
looking only at Republicans, who tended to score 
above the midpoint on the prejudice scales (and 
presumably had fewer qualms about appearing 
prejudiced). Nonetheless, it would be useful for 
future work to look at our effects with more prej-
udiced individuals.

Fourth, it would be interesting for future work 
to consider how speciesists are perceived in dif-
ferent cultures with different norms surrounding 
human–animal interactions. This would be par-
ticularly interesting when considering the differ-
ent statuses that species have in different 
cultures—for example, considering perceptions 
of  speciesists in cultures who place higher impor-
tance on certain animals (e.g., cows in India) rela-
tive to others.

Finally, it would be interesting for future work 
to directly manipulate the target’s endorsement 
of  SDO to look at the causal role that SDO 
might play in perceptions of  generalized preju-
dice: are speciesists thought to be more racist and 
vice versa because they are perceived to be higher 
on SDO?
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