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ABSTRACT This study investigated the mental simulation of counterfactuals and the moderating role of social
class ranking on mutability, causality, and blame. An event is considered causal (not responsible) if it is psychologically
mutable. Some recent literature on the topic, however, challenges this counterfactual explanation that it just does
not work now.  In an attempt to understand the conditions under which we simulate causality or not, a total of 128
participants were randomly assigned to four conditions involving counterfactual and social class rank manipulations
to determine causality. Using a 2x2 Analysis of variance design, the researchers found only main effects of social
class ranking on mutability. The high social class ranking group psychologically muted events more than the low
social class ranking group. The results and the discussion of the simulation and the role of social class could
contribute to the debate of rationalization of causality and blame in modern times.
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INTRODUCTION

In 1968, Martin Luther King Jr. gave a speech
that described nearly him dying after being
stabbed in a main artery.  He recounts repeated-
ly how happy he was that he did not sneeze, for
if he had sneezed, the wound would have killed
him before he could get medical help. By imagin-
ing if he had sneezed, or how different the Unit-
ed States might be if Martin Luther King Jr. had
died, one is using counterfactual thinking (By-
rne 2002). Humans are known to explain certain
outcomes by imagining the possible alternative
outcomes to events.  Counterfactuals are men-
tally simulated alternative events of the factual-
ly stated outcome of an event. This tendency of
mental simulation is often referred to as coun-
terfactual processing (Wells and Gavanski 1989).
Wells and Gavanski (1989) proposed that coun-
terfactual thinking is ubiquitous when people
reflect on dramatic events, and successfully dem-
onstrated that counterfactual processing plays
a central role in how humans attribute causality.
However, recent researchers found that such
counterfactual processing no longer works
(Spellman 2011).  In this paper, the researchers
examined the components, applications, and re-
search pertaining to counterfactual thinking.

Specifically, the researchers set out to simulate
counterfactual processing and measured muta-
bility, causality and blame. Also, in an attempt to
understand the conditions under which coun-
terfactuals work, the researchers introduce so-
cial class as a plausible moderator.

People might say a man who fell and broke
his leg was lucky if they imagined the alterna-
tive was death, but consider him unlucky if the
imagined alternative was not falling (Wells and
Gavanski 1989).  The underlying premise of coun-
terfactual processing is that any event (A) can
be labelled as the cause of another outcome (B)
if and only if the mutations of that event (A)
would undeniably undo the outcome (B) (Wells
and Gavanski 1989). That notwithstanding, if
alternate events pose limitless possibilities, then
people often wonder the criteria by which a coun-
terfactual thought is processed.

According to Kahneman and Miller (1986),
the type of counterfactual generated can be ex-
plained by norm theory, in that people create
counterfactuals that align with past experience.
If there were a car crash on a snowy night, for
example, a New Yorker in the United States might
imagine the driver being inattentive; whereas a
Texan, also in the United States would immedi-
ately blame the snow.  This view stems from an
earlier study in which Kahneman contributed
(Kahneman and Tversky 1982).  Participants in
the 1982 study were administered a number of
mental experiments. One experiment included
asking participants to determine which of two
men were more upset about missing their flight.
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Both men had the same flight time, lived in the
same area, took the same cab to the airport, and
were both stuck in traffic jams that caused them
to miss their scheduled flights by 30 minutes.
Upon arrival, man (A) was told his flight left on
time and he missed it; while man (B) was told his
flight was delayed 25 minutes, and he barely
missed it.  One hundred thirty-eight participants
almost unanimously agreed that man (B) would
be more upset. Why? Counterfactual evidence
from past experience led them to believe that he
had a good chance of making his flight if a small
detail was alternated, making his situation more
frustrating.  Research such as this plays a role in
understanding the generation of counterfactu-
als; however, past experiences and normality are
still context dependent.

Researchers use the term mutability to re-
duce ambiguity surrounding counterfactuals.
According to Roese and Olson (1995), a factor
is mutable if it can be readily mutated in a causal
chain.  To illustrate, Roese and Olson (1995) de-
scribed a college student drinking the night be-
fore an exam, and subsequently failing the exam.
Upon learning of the failure, the student imme-
diately imagined that if the student had not par-
tied the night before, the student may have
passed the test.  In this situation, partying was
an easily mutable factor leading to an outcome
(Roese and Olson 1995).  Choosing to speed or
drive an unusual route home are all examples of
mutable factors. Immutable factors, such as grav-
ity or inertia, are factors not considered causal;
although, the absence of these factors would
affect the outcome.  When individuals process
events using counterfactuals, or mutate out-
comes mentally, they look for irregularities or
exceptions to mutate; and tend to leave alone
immutable factors.  Wells et al. (1987) led a series
of experiments that illustrated this point.  Wells
and colleagues gave 116 participants a timeline
of events that led to a certain outcome.  One
timeline consisted of a student going to swim
laps at the school; and ended up running into a
man with a gun.  Researchers presented partici-
pants with eight different scenarios that differed
slightly in nature. For example, one scenario de-
scribed the student leaving at the normal time to
go swim, but going on Sunday instead of the
normal Saturday trip; and one scenario de-

scribed the student leaving later than usual, but
on the normal day.  Participants significantly
chose the irregularities, going late or on the
wrong day, to change the outcome of running
into the man with the gun.

Counterfactual thinking (CFT) plays a larger
role in the human psyche than one might imag-
ine.  Researchers suggested that CFT is used
for much more than analyzing everyday activi-
ties, such as determining that fast food is the
culprit of an upset stomach.  Recent research
illustrated the use of CFT in multiple applica-
tions ranging from experiencing envy, feeling of
social anxiety, to understanding higher complex-
ities such as Hillary Clinton losing the 2016 elec-
tions in the United States (Monforton et al. 2012;
Van de Ven and Zeelenberg 2015; Wells and Ga-
vankski 1989).  Kaye (2010) built on this premise
by placing utility on counterfactuals from a his-
torical perspective.  Historical researchers use
counterfactuals to understand what could have
happened versus what happened. This informa-
tion helps us understand not only the past, but
the future as well.  A debatable topic discussed
in Kaye’s work was the war with Iraq, and the
causality attributed to former president George
W. Bush being elected (Kaye 2010). We can only
imagine what if Al Gore has won the United
States 2000 presidential elections.

Not only is CFT prevalent in adults, but new
research clarifies that, it is an essential cogni-
tive tool throughout life. The ability to infer what
might have been develops extremely early in life
and potentiates along with other cognitive abil-
ities.  According to German and Nichols (2003),
mental simulation of causality can be detected
in children as young as three.  In their experi-
ment, 83 children of age three to four were pre-
sented with a casual chain of events that result-
ed in a particular outcome, and asked to deter-
mine what events might have changed the re-
sulting outcome. German and Nichols (2003)
found that the children had no problem imple-
menting counterfactual thinking, and older chil-
dren were able to asses more complex causal
chains of events.  One might assume research-
ers were not satisfied with the assignment of
age for differences in counterfactual abilities.
Beck et al. (2009) in a similar experiment with
children of this age, found significant positive
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correlations between language proficiency, in-
hibitory control, and counterfactual thinking
abilities.  Beck and colleagues suggested coun-
terfactual thinking abilities correlate with the sta-
tus of cognitive development, not age.

In the literature on counterfactual process-
ing, there is the distinction made between muta-
bility, causality, and blame. These three (muta-
bility, causality and blame) are viewed as con-
ceptually independent. For example, one can
easily mutate the notion that “If the sprinklers
were on, the lawn would be wet,” but it does not
necessarily infer causality that “If the lawn were
wet, the sprinklers would be on” (Dehghani et
al. 2012:3). Subsequently, cause is not necessar-
ily equated with responsibility nor blame. That
is, you may have caused an event but that is not
sufficient for judging you responsible or blame-
worthy (Fiske and Taylor 1984; Wells and Ga-
vanski 1989). This is quite often showcased in
the court of law and jury deliberations. For ex-
ample in the United States, you could be guilty
of nothing, on the premise that you just killed
someone out of a reasonable fear for your own
life. An astute legal counsel will thus stop at
nothing to convince a jury to separate cause
(actus reus) and intent (mens rea) in such high
profile cases.

Wells and Gavanski’s (1989) research illus-
trated the relationship between counterfactual
thinking and the attribution of causality using
many of the previously mentioned criteria.  They
asked participants to consider the scenario of
an employee (female) with a wine allergy being
taken to a dinner by her boss (male) to celebrate
a promotion.  At dinner, the dish he orders for
them contains wine, and she dies shortly after
eating it. In both conditions, he considered or-
dering another meal before he made his selec-
tion.  In the first condition, he considered a meal
that also contained wine, and in the second con-
dition, he considered a meal that did not contain
wine.  As expected, participants in this research
said the boss was more at fault in the condition
that only had one wine dish.  Wells and Gavan-
ski (1989) assumed this attribution stemmed from
the readily available counterfactual- if only he
had ordered the other dish that did not contain
wine (Wells and Gavanski 1989).  This claim
would make sense if, as with all other scientific

claims, the research was replicable.  Spellman
(2011) attempted to duplicate the landmark study
performed by Wells and Gavanski; however,
Spellman did not produce the same results.  Sub-
jects in Spellman’s (2011) study had different
answers when asked to list the counterfactuals,
or causes of her death.  Participants stated that
she should have ordered for herself, or told her
boss about her allergy.  Some questioned why
she was going to dinner with her boss in the
first place. Prior replication studies such as Mar-
tins (2003) also found contrary results to coun-
terfactual assertions. Roese (2005) also theorized
the tendency for victims to be blamed for their
misfortunes.  These contradictions to counter-
factual thinking touch on the underlying issues
of social class relations in work and social set-
tings and raises further questions to explore
conditions under which counterfactuals occur
or not.

Social class continues to be a heavily stud-
ied subject in the psychology community.  Re-
cent research in the field holds that perceptions
of social class has profound effects on how peo-
ple interact with their environment, physically
and mentally (Adler et al. 2000; Zorotovich et al.
2016).  Adding to this premise, Kraus et al. (2010)
established that lower class individuals have
higher emphatic accuracy than their higher class
peers.  Participants in this study were separated
via level of education to ascertain social class,
and participants who had only earned a high
school diploma were considered low class.  Re-
searchers gave each participant the Mayer-
Salovey Caruso Emotional Intelligence test (May-
er et al. 2002).  An analysis of the results revealed
lower class individuals performed significantly
better than their higher class counterparts (Kraus
et al. 2010).

It is arguable that social status effects cog-
nitive states and abilities, but does it also affect
behavior?  Recently, psychologists have found
significant differences in behavior between so-
cial classes.  Higher class individuals live in en-
vironments with abundance of resources and
less uncertainty, creating a sense of elevated
rank and freedom. Seven studies carried out in
2010 allowed researchers to observe the impli-
cations of this notion.  The studies found privi-
leged individuals were far more likely to partake
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in unethical behavior such as speeding, lying in
negotiation, taking from others, and cheating
(Piff et al. 2012).

These topics of moral disengagement, col-
lateral damage, euphemistic language, displace-
ment of responsibility, and dehumanization of a
victim as captured in statements such as “she
asked for it” or “he made me do it to him” has
been addressed in the literature (see Bandura
2016; Sternberg 2016:3). Does an individual’s
perceived social class in relation to others alters
counterfactual processing, absolving of respon-
sibility or attribution of blame to the victim?
Adding the variable of social class into the orig-
inal study (Wells and Gavanski 1989), the re-
searchers therefore proposed the following:

1. The counterfactual group (one wine - the
alternative dish that did not contain wine)
will mutate, assign causality and blame
to Mr. Carlson for Karen’s death more than
the two-wine group.

2. The low social rank group will mutate, as-
sign causality and blame to Mr. Carlson
for Karen’s death more than the high so-
cial group.

3. The low social rank group with the coun-
terfactual group (one wine - the alterna-
tive dish that did not contain wine) will
mutate, assign causality and blame to Mr.
Carlson for Karen’s death more than all
the other groups.

MATERIAL  AND  METHODS

Participants

A total of 128 students in a medium size uni-
versity in the United States participated in the
study. About 25 percent of the students were
freshmen (n = 32), 46.1 percent were sopho-
more (n = 59), 21.1 percent were juniors (n =
27), and 7.8 percent were seniors (n = 10).  Each
participant received research credits for course
requirements.

Design

The experimental design used in this study
is a 2 (Counterfactual Mutation: One wine vs
Two wine) x 2 (Social class: High vs Low) be-

tween-participants design. The dependent vari-
ables were Mutation, Causality and Blame.

Materials

The measures used in this study comprised
of: the original manipulated scenarios from Wells
and Gavanski (1989) (2 conditions), a social class
ranking manipulation (2 conditions) and a de-
mographic section. The dependent measures
were ratings of three kinds (Mutation, Causality
and Blame). An example of a rating used is ‘Rate
[0-9] how much of a causal role Mr. Carlson’s
decision to order the Moules Mariniere played
in Karen’s death?’ Higher scores reflected more
of the attribute being measured. An open ended
section was also added to explain their ratings.

Mutation

 The participants were presented with one
of two scenarios below and were asked to select
one option that would have undone Karen’s
death.

“Karen was an assistant editor for a small
publishing firm. She had a rare hereditary dis-
ease called Karpinson’s hemotrysoma, charac-
terized by the lack of an enzyme that normally
breaks down certain proteins in the digestive
system. Because of this, fermented drinks such
as wine and liqueurs can cause a severe aller-
gic reaction in someone with the disease. Karen
had just received a promotion so her boss, Mr.
Carlson, took her to an expensive French res-
taurant to celebrate. Mr. Carlson had been to
this restaurant several times, so he ordered for
both of them. As he looked over the menu, Mr.
Carlson considered what to order for Karen.
He first thought about ordering the [Coquilles
Saint-Jacques] (Scallops Meuniere), but at the
last moment decided on the Moules Mariniere
instead. Although Mr. Carlson did not know
this, [both of these dishes were made with a
wine sauce.] (the Moules Mariniere was made
in a wine sauce whereas the Scallops Meuniere
did not contain any wine). Karen enjoyed her
meal greatly, but began to feel ill shortly after
finishing. Within minutes, she went into con-
vulsions and was rushed away in an ambu-
lance. She died on the way to the hospital.”
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Note: The two wine version includes the por-
tion in parentheses; the one wine version includes
the portion in brackets (Wells and Gavanski 1989).

Social Class Ranking

The social class mindset was manipulated
using the same paradigm in previous studies
(Kraus et al. 2010; Piff et al. 2012). It is important
to state herein that this social class mindset par-
adigm is the closest way to activate higher or
lower social class mindset in experimental con-
ditions to measure its effects on behavior. The
participants were exposed to a 10-rung ladder
with the instructions that:

“Think of the ladder as representing where
people stand in the United States. These are peo-
ple who are the worst (best) off— those who have
the least (most) money, least (most) education,
and the least (most) respected jobs. In particu-
lar, we’d like you to think about how YOU ARE
DIFFERENT FROM THESE PEOPLE in terms of
your own income, educational history, and job
status. Where would you place yourself on this
ladder relative to these people at the very bot-
tom (top)? Please place a large ‘X’ on the rung
where you think you stand.” After indicating
where they feel they stood relative to those at
the very bottom or very top of the ladder, partic-
ipants received the following directions: “Now
imagine yourself in a getting acquainted inter-
action with one of the people you just thought
about from the ladder above. Think about how
the DIFFERENCES BETWEEN YOU might im-
pact what you would talk about, how the inter-
action is likely to go, and what you and the oth-
er person might say to each other.”

Note: The low social class mindset includes
the portion in parenthesis.

Procedure

 After IRB approval (IRB-FY18-35), and upon
arrival at the research suites and signing an in-
formed consent, we randomly assigned the partic-
ipants to one of four conditions where the partici-
pants recorded their responses. The study took a
maximum of 30 minutes to complete and the partic-
ipants were escorted out of the research suites.

RESULTS

The results showed that out of the total of
128 participants, 93 (73%) were females. One
participant did not disclose their gender. Their
ages ranged from 18 to 41 years with a mean age
of 20.98 (SD = 4.09). Prior to data analysis, we
explored the normality and homogeneity of the
four groups. Using Shapiro-Wilk test as well as
the Q-Q plots, there were no deviations from
normality. We also checked the four groups and
found out that their variances were homogenous
(p = .635). In addition, all the participants took a
pre-test after we randomly assigned them to one
of the four groups. A one-way analysis of vari-
ance results showed that the groups were equal,
F (3,124) = 0.945, p = .421, χ2 = .022.

The manipulation of social class did show
that those in the higher social class condition
(M = 5.38, SD 1.56) ranked themselves higher on
the social-class rank than those in the lower so-
cial class condition (M = 5.11, SD =1.83). This dif-
ference was however not significant (See Fig. 1).

To test the three hypotheses, the research-
ers conducted a 2x2 factorial ANOVA using the

Table 1: Means and SD for the mutability, causality and blame

Version   Social class                   Mutability               Causality            Blame

   Mean     SD     Mean      SD Mean SD N

Version 1 One wine High social class 4.09 1.06 3.00 1.68 6.34 1.96 32
Low social class 3.72 1.49 2.66 1.82 5.81 2.04a 32
Total 3.91 1.29 2.83 1.75 6.08 2.00 64

Version 2 Two wine High social class 4.34 1.23 2.53 1.81 5.53 2.46 32
Low social class 3.72 1.46 2.78 1.68 5.31 2.67 32
Total 4.03 1.38 2.66 1.74 5.42 2.55 64

Total High social class 4.22 1.15 2.77 1.75 5.94 2.25 64
Low social class 3.72 1.46 2.72 1.74 5.56 2.37a 64
Total 3.97 1.33 2.74 1.74 5.75 2.31 128

Note: aOne participant did not respond.
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conceptually independent ratings of three kinds
(Mutation, Causality and Blame) as the depen-
dent variables. The researchers conducted mul-
tiple ANOVAs instead of MANOVA to maintain
the conceptual distinctions between mutability,
causality and blame as discussed in the litera-
ture (see Biskin 1980; Fiske and Taylor 1984;
Huberty and Morris 1989; Wells and Gavanski
1989). Table 1 shows the means and the stan-
dard deviations of all the separate ratings.

The results (see Table 2) show that there were
no significant differences between the two
groups (one wine or two-wine). That is, the re-
searchers’ hypothesis 1 predicting that the coun-
terfactual group will mutate, assign causality and
blame Mr. Carlson for Karen’s death more than
the two-wine group was not supported. Second-
ly, hypothesis 2 was largely not supported. Con-

trary to the researchers’ predictions, low social
class rank group significantly mutated less than
the high social class rank group (p = .034). Last-
ly, hypothesis 3 was also not supported.

 These non-significant results were also ob-
served with a MANOVA analysis. This MANO-
VA analysis were not a replacement but rather to
amplify the univariate results. As suggested by
Huberty and Morris (1989) for any multiple
univariate analysis, we presented the correla-
tion matrix of the outcome measure in Table 3.

DISCUSSION

 The goal of this study was to investigate
the conditions under which we  imagine alterna-
tives, simulate causality and blame events or
people in explaining human behavior. The re-
sults though inconclusive, may help explain how
participants could be immune to psychological
mutation, or at least have justifiable reasons why
imagining the alternative is not necessary and
sufficient to undo an event, no matter how trag-
ic. In terms of social class, previous research
has provided a plethora of evidence suggesting

Table 2: ANOVA results for mutability, causality and blame

Source SS df        MS          F          p    η2

Mutability (DV)
Version (V) .500 1 .500 .286 .594 .002
Social class (S) 8.000 1 8.000 4.574 .034 .035
V*S .500 1 .500 .286 .594 .002
Error 216.875 124 1.749

Causality (DV)
Version (V) .945 1 .945 .308 .580 .002
Social class (S) .070 1 .070 .023 .880 .001
V*S 2.820 1 2.820 .919 .340 .007
Error 380.656 124 3.070

Blame (DV)
Version (V) 13.545 1 13.545 2.552 .113 .020
Social class (S) 4.536 1 4.536 .855 .357 .007
V*S .805 1 .805 .152 .698 .001
Error 652.901 123 5.308

Table 3: Intercorrelations between mutability, cau-
sality and blame

Outcome measures 1 2 3

1. Mutability -
2. Causality .36** -
3. Blame .19* .14 -

** p < .01,    *p < .05

Fig. 1. Social class rank manipulation
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that unethical behavior could be influenced by
a person’s social class. Although there are argu-
ments that low social class individuals with per-
ceived fewer resources, and perceived margin-
alization engage in unethical behaviors more
than higher social class individuals with more
perceived freedom and resources; Kraus et al.
(2011) argue that the feeling of freedom and in-
dependence among high social class individu-
als lead to self-focused cognitive tendencies.
The current results which should be interpreted
with caution, could suggest that a feeling of high
social class standing relative to others may have
provided a sense of freedom and independence
to mutate events over and above low social class
ranking individuals. In addition, one could ar-
gue that a sense of high social class standing
leads to valuing one’s welfare by imaging if they
were the victim. In this context, it is fair to argue
that if individuals can come to terms of commit-
ting a similar offense, they are more likely to
reduce the consequence of their unintended
actions (Stillwell and Baumeister 1997).

Alternatively, the feeling of a low social class
standing may have prevented or at least influ-
enced individuals from imagining the alterna-
tive as undoing the behavior in question, no
matter how tragic that event may be. That is,
having a sense of learned helplessness in imag-
ining an alternative as having any potency to
make any difference. As noted in our introduc-
tion and in previous articles (Wells and Gavans-
ki 1989), it is important to separate mutability
from the idea of undoing an event since some
mutations cannot undo an event. At least, here
on earth, we do not expect in everyday normal
settings for individuals to imagine the absence
of gravity as undoing the tragic death of a man
who falls off a tall skyscraper.

Counterfactual processing or the dearth
thereof, has been renewed in the literature with
a slightly new terminology – moral disengage-
ment, by Albert Bandura. Specifically, the coun-
terfactual group could not mutate, simulate cau-
sality or assign blame any differently than the
non-counterfactual group in this study because
of:

the cognitive restructuring of inhumane con-
duct into a benign or worthy one by moral justi-
fication, sanitizing language, and advantageous

comparison; disavowal of a sense of  personal
agency by diffusion or displacement of responsi-
bility; disregarding or  minimizing the injurious
effects of one’s actions; and attribution of blame
to, and dehumanization of, those who are vic-
timized. (Bandura 1999: 193)

If there is no moral fiber inherently restrict-
ing individuals or preempting individuals to any
moral standards, then whoever is identified or
labelled as the victim in any situation will be
dehumanized. The victim’s misdeeds will not
only increase in the courts of public opinions
but legitimizes any further punishment the vic-
tim had to endure. Ellard et al. (2002) labelled
this condition as the demonization of offenders.
Subsequently, if norm theory’s explanation of
counterfactual as rooted in our past experiences
(Van Hoeck et al. 2015); then humanity’s recent
past experiences of seemingly legitimized war
crimes, terrorism, cyber fraud, bullying, sexual
assaults, religious and political manipulations,
mass exploitation, and untamed greed cast a
shadow on the sense of being human. This ‘new
normal’ of imagining alternatives, non-mutabili-
ty and disassociation from blame will gradually
become a threat to humanity as we know it.

CONCLUSION

In this study, the researchers examined
counterfactual thinking, mental simulation of
causality, and assigning blame. The research-
ers found that individuals primed as high so-
cial class rank do engage in psychological mu-
tation, more than the low social class ranking
group; but are not any different in assigning
responsibility or blame, irrespective of how trag-
ic the event might be. The case has been made
in the literature that social class impacts indi-
viduals at cognitive and behavioral levels.  As
research continue to learn more about the ori-
gins of counterfactual thought, normality, and
mutability, the researchers became aware that
past experiences play a large role in counter-
factual processes.  Subjective thoughts such
as past experiences vary widely from person to
person. However, these findings show that an
individual’s social status relative to others
could have an influence on past experiences
and counterfactual thoughts as a whole.
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 LIMITATIONS  AND  FUTURE
DIRECTIONS

The immediate limitations observed in
this study included the written presentation of
the scenarios to participants. It is possible that
an audio visual presentation of the scenarios may
have provided different results. Participants, es-
pecially millennials, might connect with scenari-
os (vignette) better if presented in the form of a
video presentation. Future studies could take up
this challenge or even compare results to falsify
this claim. The use of undergraduate students
may also not be representative of the larger pop-
ulation. Secondly, social class status of partici-
pants were not verified with secondary data from
participants such as using the traditional ways to
determine one’s social rank (for example, parent’s
income, education, occupation, family size). Al-
though activating social class mindset is a better
alternative to self-promoted responses when di-
rect social class measures are used, caution should
be exercised when interpreting these results. Fu-
ture studies could include direct measures of non-
homogeneous working population. Although
gender differences were not discussed in this
study, it might be worthwhile to explore this pos-
sibility in future studies.

IMPLICATIONS

 At the organizational level, it is not uncom-
mon for employees to ask questions such as:
‘how can they do that?’ ‘I can’t believe they will
do that?’ However, the decision makers at the
helm of affairs will try to re-conceptualize and
attempt to convince employees of all the factors
that culminated to the inevitable act such as lay-
offs and closures. In research, there is constant
interaction between moral reasoning, affect and
social reception that leads an individual to take
decisions that are harmful to others. These current
results could imply that, the use of more diversi-
fied and inclusive leadership, boards, and commit-
tees that are tasked with making decisions could
reduce the tendency for individuals to be morally
disengaged from responsibility and blame.
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