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Dirty work is defined as humiliating human dignity [7]. Stigmatization of dirty workers
can lead to deterioration in subjective well-being and spread of prejudice and discrimination
[2,3], lack of social support [8], and dehumanization [9]. Dehumanization can increase antisocial
behavior towards its targets [8,9].

Previous studies have shown the different patterns in dehumanizing workers with various
dirty stigmas. Since it was shown that the moral dirty stigma (related with violation of norms)
is connected with animalistic dehumanization [4,8], the results for other stigmas were more
contradictory: physical (related to dirt or death) and social (related to ‘slavery’ position) dirty
stigma can be associated both with animalistic and mechanistic dehumanization [8,10]. So, the
question arises on what these contradictions depend on?

The main aim of this study is to examine how different factors are associated with the
dehumanization of dirty workers. As potential factors, we consider the combination of different
dirty stigmas (because dirty jobs may have more than one stigma), work status (because both
a low- and high-status occupations can have dirty stigma), and worker’ sex (because there can
be a gendered-work stereotypes).

The preliminary study was conducted to select examples of jobs with different amounts of
dirty stigma. The preliminary list of dirty jobs included 68 examples of occupations including
from previous studies [1,8]. The respondents (N = 250) rated on a 100-point scale the extent
of perceived dirtiness and status for occupations. We selected 10 occupations with a different
combination of dirty stigmas and status for the main study.

The main study was conducted to examine the relationship between the dehumanization
of dirty workers, the combinations of stigma, social status, and gender. The respondents (N
= 558) were presented with a dirty worker and rated on a 7-point scale the degree of his
associativity with animal- and machine-related words that measure animalistic and mechanistic
dehumanization, respectively. The combination of stigma, status and gender of the worker
varied. A three-way multivariate analysis of variance (MANOVA) was used to achieve the
aim of the study. The results demonstrated that dirty workers differently dehumanized in
animalistic and mechanistic ways, A = 0.99, F (1, 538) = 6.37, p = 0.012, n°p = 0.01 and
that dehumanization is connected with different combinations of dirty stigmas, A = 0.86, F
(4,538) = 22.79, p < 0.001, n°p = 0.15, perceived status of dirty work, A = 0.97, F (1, 538)
= 17.63, p < 0.001, n*p = 0.03, and dirty worker’ sex, A = 0.99, F (1, 538) = 6.92, p =
0.009, n*p = 0.01. In particular, different dirty workers are more animalistically (M = 2.85,
SD = 1.44) than mechanistically dehumanized (M = 2.71, SD = 1.50, d = 0.10). High-status
workers (M = 2.85, SD = 1.51) are more dehumanized than low-status workers (M = 2.71,
SD = 1.43, d = 0.10), male workers (M = 2.88, SD = 1.44) more than female workers (M
= 2.68, SD = 149, d = 0.14), and workers without dirty stigmas (M = 2.24, SD = 1.33) as
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well as workers with social & physical stigmas (M = 2.50, SD = 1.47) are dehumanized less
than workers with all dirty stigmas (M = 3.33, SD = 1.40) and moral & physical stigmas (M
=299, SD = 1.44).

In general, dirty workers are mostly dehumanized animalistically. This effect may arise due
to the fact that two stigmas are more associated with animalistic view: moral due to moral
distance [4] and physical taint due to the connection with real filth and disgust|6].

The combination of stigma also influences the type of dehumanization: the lowest dehumanization
is in the absence of all stigma and a combination of social and physical stigma. It can be
explained by the fact that occupations with social and physical stigmas are perceived as
‘necessity’ [1].

Meanwhile the highest dehumanization is in the presence of all three and a combination of
physical and moral stigma. This may be due to the fact that moral stigma is perceived as a
‘stain’ on a person’s character and ‘evil’, not ‘necessity’, and physical stigma provides visible
evidence of dirty work [1].

High-status dirty workers are more dehumanized than low-status workers because according
to attribution of responsibility, it was their own choice of job that increased negative perceptions.

Among the dirty jobs, there are many examples of female-dominated work that is perceived
as appropriate for women. Men performing stereotypically women’s work are perceived as
effeminate [10], which is more associated with animals [5]. Mismatch of gender roles explains
why men performing dirty work are more animalistically dehumanized than women.
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