Table 5
Study 1 Tukey HSD Mean Difference Comparisons across Condition for Fraud Vignette

95% Confidence Interval

Mean
Condition Condition Difference p d Lower Bound Upper Bound
Belief Alone Talking -0.06 .999 0.06 -0.66 0.54
Supportive Action 0.37 516 0.36 -0.28 1.03
Expressive Action -0.63* .031 0.61 -1.22 -0.04
Control 1.69* .000 1.93 1.08 2.29
Talking Belief Alone 0.06 .999 0.06 -0.54 0.66
Supportive Action 0.44 331 0.40 -0.20 1.07
Expressive Action -0.57 .054 0.51 -1.14 0.01
Control 1.75* .000 1.90 1.16 2.34
Supportive Action Belief Alone -0.37 516 0.36 -1.03 0.28
Talking -0.44 331 0.40 -1.07 0.20
Expressive Action -1.00* .000 0.97 -1.63 -0.37
Control 1.31* .000 1.46 0.67 1.96
Expressive Action Belief Alone 0.63* 031 0.61 0.04 1.22
Talking 0.57 .054 0.51 -0.01 1.14
Supportive Action 1.00* .000 0.97 0.37 1.63
Control 2.31* .000 2.88 1.73 2.89
Control Belief Alone -1.69* .000 1.93 -2.29 -1.08
Talking -1.75* .000 1.90 -2.34 -1.16
Supportive Action -1.31* .000 1.46 -1.96 -0.67
Expressive Action -2.31* .000 2.88 -2.89 -1.73

Note. * The mean difference is significant at the 0.05 level.
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Table 6

Study 1 Tukey HSD Mean Difference Comparisons across Condition for Assault Vignette

95% Confidence Interval

Mean
Condition Condition Difference p d Lower Bound Upper Bound
Belief Alone Talking 0.09 993 0.07 -0.50 0.68
Supportive Action 0.54 138 0.42 -0.10 1.17
Expressive Action -0.34 463 0.34 -0.92 0.23
Control 2.52° .000 2.94 1.94 3.09
Talking Belief Alone -0.09 993 0.07 -0.68 0.50
Supportive Action 0.45 .300 0.34 -0.19 1.08
Expressive Action -0.44 226 0.41 -1.01 0.14
Control 2.42° .000 2.79 1.85 3.00
Supportive Action Belief Alone -0.54 138 0.42 -1.17 0.10
Talking -0.45 .300 0.34 -1.08 0.19
Expressive Action -0.88" .001 0.81 -1.50 -0.26
Control 1.98" .000 2.65 1.35 2.60
Expressive Action Belief Alone 0.34 463 0.34 -0.23 0.92
Talking 0.44 226 0.41 -0.14 1.01
Supportive Action 0.88" .001 0.81 0.26 1.50
Control 2.86" .000 3.79 2.30 3.42
Control Belief Alone -2.52" .000 2.94 -3.09 -1.94
Talking -2.42" .000 2.79 -3.00 -1.85
Supportive Action -1.98" .000 2.65 -2.60 -1.35
Expressive Action -2.86" .000 3.79 -3.42 -2.30

Note. * The mean difference is significant at the 0.05 level.
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Table 7

Study 1 Intellectual Humility Moderation Model Coefficients for Pedophilia Vignette

95% ClI for B

Model B SE B B t p Lower Upper
1: Adjusted R?=.425, F (5, 197) = 30.81, p <.001
(Constant) 3.533 0.17 20.40" .000 3.19 387
Talking -.162 0.24 -.045 -0.67  .505 -0.64 0.32
Supportive 127 0.27 .030 047 .641 -0.41  0.66
Expressive 453 0.24 132 1.92 .056 -0.01  0.92
Control -2.226 0.24 -619  -9.14" .000 -271  -1.75
Intellectual -.220 0.10 -118  -217" 031 -0.42 -0.02
Humility
2: Adjusted R?= .445, AR?*=.031, F (4, 193) = 2.82, p = .026

(Constant) 3.533 0.17 20.73° .000 320 3.87
Talking -.151 0.24 -.042 -0.64 .525 -0.62  0.32
Supportive -.119 0.29 -.029 -0.41 .680 -0.69  0.45
Expressive 446 0.23 130 192 .056 -0.01  0.90
Control -2.231 0.24 -620  -9.23"° .000 -2.71  -1.76
Intellectual -.211 0.27 -113 -0.78 435 -0.74  0.32
Humility
Talking x -.489 0.34 -127 -1.45 148 -1.15  0.18
Humility
Supportive x  .651 0.41 123 157 .118 -0.17 147
Humility
Expressive x  .205 0.33 .055 0.62 .537 -045 0.86
Humility
Control x -.038 0.33 -.010 -0.11  .910 -0.70  0.62
Humility

Note. Dependent Variable: Moral outrage for the pedophilia vignette. Experimental
condition variables were dummy-coded. Intellectual humility scores were centered.

* The mean difference is significant at the 0.05 level.
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Table 8

Study 1 Intellectual Humility Moderation Model Coefficients for Fraud Vignette

95% ClI for B

Model B SE B B t p Lower  Upper
1: Adjusted R?=.409, F (5, 190) = 28.03, p < .001
(Constant) 2.961 0.16 19.00° .000 2.65  3.27
Talking .079 0.21 .026 037 714 -0.34 050
Supportive -.295 0.24 -085 -1.25 214 -0.76  0.17
Expressive 639 0.21 216 3.02° .003 022 1.06
Control -1.707 0.22 -552  -7.84" .000 -2.14  -1.28
Intellectual -.209 0.09 -133 -2.377 .019 -0.38 -0.04
Humility
2: Adjusted R?=.416, 4R?=.018, F (4,186) = 1.53, p =.195

(Constant) 2.968 0.16 19.07" .000 266  3.27
Talking 077 0.21 .026 0.36 .718 -0.34  0.50
Supportive -.457 0.25 -132  -1.84" .067 -0.95 0.03
Expressive 633 0.21 214 3.00° .003 022 1.05
Control -1.735 0.22 -561  -7.94" .000 -2.17  -1.30
Intellectual -.101 0.24 -.064 -043 671 -0.57 037
Humility
Talking x -.336 0.30 -104  -1.14 .258 -0.92  0.25
Humility
Supportive x  .384 0.36 .087 1.08 .282 -0.32  1.09
Humility
Expressive x  -.025 0.29 -.008 -0.09 .932 -0.61 0.56
Humility
Control x -.239 0.29 -077  -0.81 417 -0.82 0.34
Humility

Note. Dependent Variable: Moral outrage for the fraud vignette. Experimental
condition variables were dummy-coded. Intellectual humility scores were centered.

* The mean difference is significant at the 0.05 level.
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Table 9

Study 1 Intellectual Humility Moderation Model Coefficients for Assault Vignette

95% ClI for B

Model B SE B B t p Lower Upper
1: Adjusted R?=.546, F (5, 197) = 49.57, p < .001
(Constant) 3.722 0.15 24.71" .000 3.43 4.02
Talking -.078 0.21 -022 -037 .714 -0.50 0.34
Supportive -.489 0.23 -123  -2.12" .036 -0.95 -0.03
Expressive .356 0.21 104 1.72 .087  -0.05 0.76
Control -2.5632 0.21 -731  -12.09° .000 -295 -2.12
Intellectual -.142 0.09 -078 -163 .106 -0.31 0.03
Humility
2. Adjusted R?= 550, 41R?=.013, F (4,193) = 1.50, p = .204

(Constant) 3.719 0.15 24.70° .000 3.42 4.02
Talking -.067 0.21 -019 -032 .753 -0.49 0.35
Supportive -.611 0.24 -154 -255° 011 -1.08 -0.14
Expressive .358 0.21 105 1.73 .085 -0.05 0.77
Control -2.534 0.21 -732 -12.01° 000 -295 -2.12
Intellectual -.195 0.24 -107  -0.83 .408  -0.66 0.27
Humility

Talking x -.222 0.30 -059 -0.76 .451  -0.80 0.36
Humility

Supportive x ~ -503 0.35 .100 1.46 147  -0.18 1.18
Humility

Expressive x ~ -158 0.29 .043 0.54  .589 -0.42 0.73
Humility

Control x 024 0.29 .007 0.08 933 -0.55 0.60
Humility

Note. Dependent Variable: Moral outrage for the assault vignette. Experimental

condition variables were dummy-coded. Intellectual humility scores were centered.
* The mean difference is significant at the 0.05 level.
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Table 10

Correlations Among Noted Variables in Study 2

. Anger
. Disgust
. Moral Outrage

. Avoidance

ONOOUTAWN

. Intellectual Humility
. Direct Punishment
Indirect Punishment

. Political Orientation

M SO 1 2. 3. 4. 5. 6 7.
192 1.24

222 139 737

164 091 73" 70"

364 090 -15" -12° -147

129 064 567 467 .64 -157

149 075 .62° 58" 727 -07 .83

1.80 093 .67° 63" .72 -07 .70 .83"
361 186 -09 -08 -03 347 -04 .06 .04

Note. * <.05. ** < .01. *** < .001.
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Table 11
Study 2 Punishment Behavior Adjusted Estimated Marginal Means used in Mean Difference
Comparisons by Condition

Type of 95% Confidence Interval
Punishment  Condition n M Std. Dev [Lower Upper]
Direct Belief Alone 126 1.271 .056 [1.16, 1.38]
Punishment  Action 119 1.434 .057 [1.32, 1.55]
Control 76 1.087 .073 [0.94, 1.23]
Overall 321 1.264 .036 [1.19, 1.33]
Indirect Belief Alone 126 1.586 .064 [1.46,1.71]
Punishment Action 119 1.653 .066 [1.52, 1.78]
Control 76 1.067 .084 [0.90, 1.23]
Overall 321 1.435 .041 [1.35, 1.52]
Avoidance  Belief Alone 126 1.980 077 [1.83, 2.13]
Action 119 2.022 .079 [1.87, 2.18]
Control 76 1.140 100 [0.94, 1.34]
Overall 321 1.714 .049 [1.62, 1.81]
Combined  Belief Alone 126 1.613 .060 [1.49, 1.73]
Punishment  Action 119 1.703 .062 [1.58, 1.83]
Endorsement Control 76 1.098 .079 [0.94, 1.25]

Note. The abortion attitude covariate in the model was evaluated at = 0.6417, adjusting the
marginal means used in post-hoc analyses. The control condition has a smaller sample size
compared to the belief-alone and action conditions, due to the study design requiring comparable
amounts of liberals to conservatives in the experimental conditions.
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Table 12
Study 2 Bonferroni-adjusted Punishment Endorsement Mean Difference Comparisons across
Condition (Between-Subject Simple Effects)

Mean 95% ClI

Condition Condition Difference p d [Lower, Upper]
Belief Alone Action -0.09 .892 1.48 -0.30 0.12

Control 0.52* .000 7.34 0.27 0.76
Action Belief Alone 0.09 .892 1.48 -0.12 0.30

Control .361* .000 8.52 0.16 0.85
Control Belief Alone -0.52* .000 7.34 -0.76 -0.27

Action -0.61* .000 8.52 -0.85 -0.38

Note. The dependent variable mean estimates are pre-adjusted based on the abortion attitude
covariate in the model
* The mean difference is significant at the 0.05 level.

Table 13
Study 2 Bonferroni-adjusted Punishment Endorsement Mean Difference Comparisons
across Punishment Type (Within-Subjects Simple Effects)

Mean 95% ClI

Punishment Punishment Difference p d [Lower, Upper]
Direct Indirect -0.17* 000 443 -0.23 -0.12

Avoidance -0.45* .000 10.47 -0.54 -0.37
Indirect Direct 0.17* 000 443 0.12 0.23

Avoidance -0.28* .000 6.18 -0.35 -0.21
Avoidance Direct 0.45* .000 10.47 0.37 0.54

Indirect 0.288 .000 6.18 0.21 0.35

Note. The dependent variable mean estimates are pre-adjusted based on the abortion attitude

covariate in the model
* The mean difference is significant at the 0.05 level.
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Table 14

Study 2 Bonferroni-adjusted Punishment Endorsement Mean Difference Comparisons across

Condition
95% ClI
Type of Mean [Lower,
Punishment  Condition Condition Difference p d Upper]
Direct Belief-Alone  Action -0.16 130 2.88 -0.35 0.03
Punishment Control 0.18 141 2.83 -0.04 041
Action Belief-Alone 0.16 130 2.88 -0.03 0.35
Control 0.35 .001 5.30 0.12 0.57
Control Belief-Alone -0.18 141 2.83 -0.41 0.04
Action -0.35" 001 530 -057 -0.12
Indirect Belief-Alone  Action -0.07 1.000 1.03 -0.29 0.15
Punishment Control 0.52" .000 6.95 0.26 0.78
Action Belief-Alone 0.07 1.000 1.03 -0.15 0.29
Control 0.59" .000 7.76 0.33 0.84
Control Belief-Alone -0.52" 000 6.95 -0.78 -0.26
Action -0.59" .000 7.76 -0.84 -0.33
Avoidance Belief-Alone  Action -0.04 1.000 0.54 -0.30 0.22
Control 0.84" 000 941 054 1.15
Action Belief-Alone 0.04 1.000 0.54 -0.22 0.30
Control 0.88" .000 157 0.58 1.19
Control Belief-Alone -0.84" .000 941 -1.15 -0.54
Action -0.88" 000 157 -1.19 -0.58

Note. The dependent variable mean estimates are pre-adjusted based on the abortion attitude
covariate in the model.

* The mean difference is significant at the 0.05 level.
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Table 15

Study 2 Intellectual Humility Moderation Model Fit and Model Coefficients

95% CI
Model B SEB B t p Lower Upper
1: Adjusted R?=.147, S.E.E. = .839, AR?=.155, F (3, 313) = 19.111, p <.001
Constant 1.822 0.08 24.04" .000 1.67 1.97
Dummy Action .008 0.11 .004 0.07 .942 -0.21 0.22
Dummy Control -785 0.12 -.368 -6.34" .000 -1.03 -0.54
IHCentered -105 0.05 -.104 -1.98" .049 -0.21 -.001
2: Adjusted R2=.145, S.E.E.= .840, AR?>=.004, F (2, 311) = 0.647, p=.524
Constant 1.825 0.08 23.92" .000 1.68 1.98
Dummy Action .008 0.11 .004 0.07 .942 -0.21 0.22
Dummy Control ~ -.802 013  -376  -6.42" .000 -1.05 -0.56
IHCentered -.079 0.08 -.079 -1.00 318 -0.24 0.08
DActionxIH -099 0.12 -.059 -0.84 401 -0.33 0.13
DCtrixIH 059 0.15 .026 0.41 .685 -0.23 0.35

Note. IH represents the continuous intellectual humility variable, scores centered.

* The mean difference is significant at the 0.05 level.
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APPENDIX A
INFORMED CONSENT AGREEMENT FOR STUDY 1

Project Title: Judgements and Reactions to Social Issues
Research Team: Emily Galeza, B.S., Liana Peter-Hagene, Ph.D.

This consent form describes the research study to help you decide if you want to participate.
This form provides important information about what you will be asked to do during the study,
about the risks and benefits of the study, and about your rights as a research participant.
e If you have any questions about or do not understand something in this form, you should
ask the research team for more information.
e You should discuss your participation with anyone you choose, such as family or friends.
e Do not sign this form unless the study research team has answered your guestions and
you decide that want to be a part of this study.

Please read this consent agreement carefully before you decide to agree to participate in the
study.

What is the purpose of this study?
This is a research study. The purpose of this research is to examine people’s reactions and
feelings towards controversial ideas and people.

What will you do in this study?
If you agree to be in this research, we would ask you to do the following things:

You will read a series of vignettes about hypothetical people and situations, and rate your
opinions and reactions to them. You will also be asked about demographic information.

How much time is required for this study?
The study will require about 10 minutes of your time. Your participation will only require a
single session.

What are the risks for this study?

We believe that the current study poses minimal to no risk to you. You might feel uncomfortable
thinking or reading about some controversial beliefs and actions. The topics and vignettes
described in the study are no more upsetting than what you might encounter in everyday in
conversations, television shows, news magazines, and on the internet. There are no gruesome
images.

What are the benefits for this study?

Upon successful completion of the study and the manipulation checks, you will receive $1.00
through MTurk. Although there are no other direct benefits from participating in this study,
through the debriefing procedure at the end of the experiment, you will receive an educational
benefit as you learn more about the psychological study of emotional, cognitive, and behavioral
reactions to controversial social issues. The knowledge from this study could potentially benefit
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society as well. That is, such research advances the understanding of how people interact in a
politically-divided society. The research also adds to basic knowledge in Social Psychology.

Who is funding this study?
The University and research team are receiving no payments from other agencies, organizations,
or companies to conduct this research study.

What about confidentiality?

We will not collect identifiable information such as your name or contact information. We will
assign you a random participant number that is not linked to any identifiable information. The
only people who will know that you are a research subject are members of the research team.

Is participation voluntary?
Your participation in the study is completely voluntary. You are free to leave blank or not
answer any questions you are uncomfortable with or that you do not wish to answer.

What if I don’t want to continue the study?
You have the right to withdraw from the study at any time without penalty.

How do I withdraw from the study?
If you want to withdraw from the study, simply exit out of the online survey and we will stop
your participation immediately and delete any data you had provided until that point.

We encourage you to ask questions. If you have questions about the study, please contact:

Emily Galeza Liana Peter-Hagene Ph.D.
Department of Psychology Department of Psychology
emily.galeza@siu.edu claudia.peter-hagene@siu.edu
Agreement:

This Informed Consent Document is not a contract. It is a written explanation of what will
happen during the study if you decide to participate. You are not waiving any legal rights by
signing this Informed Consent Document.

I have read (or someone has read to me) the above information. By clicking “I understand
and wish to continue” below, I indicate that I agree to participate in this research.

o | understand and wish to continue.

o0 | do not wish to continue

This project has been reviewed and approved by the SIUC Human Subjects Committee.
Questions concerning your rights as a participant in this research may be addressed to the

Committee Chairperson, Office of Sponsored Projects Administration, SIUC, Carbondale, IL
62901-4709. Phone (618) 453-4533. E-mail: siuhsc@siu.edu
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APPENDIX B
INFORMED CONSENT AGREEMENT FOR STUDY 2

Project Title: Judgements and Reactions to Social Issues
Research Team: Emily Galeza, B.S., Liana Peter-Hagene, Ph.D.

This consent form describes the research study to help you decide if you want to participate.
This form provides important information about what you will be asked to do during the study,
about the risks and benefits of the study, and about your rights as a research participant.
e If you have any questions about or do not understand something in this form, you should
ask the research team for more information.
e You should discuss your participation with anyone you choose, such as family or friends.
e Do not sign this form unless the study research team has answered your guestions and
you decide that want to be a part of this study.
Please read this consent agreement carefully before you decide to agree to participate in the
study.

What is the purpose of this study?
This is a research study. The purpose of this research is to examine people’s reactions and
feelings towards controversial ideas and people.

What will you do in this study?
If you agree to be in this research, we would ask you to do the following things:

First you will rate your opinions about a list of social issues. Then, you will imagine yourself as a
supervisor in the workplace, and learn about the opinions and behaviors of one of your
coworkers on social media. After that, you will be asked to rate your feelings and thoughts about
the coworker, as well as your likelihood of hypothetically doing a variety of behaviors towards
them.

How much time is required for this study?
The study will require about 10 minutes of your time. Your participation will only require a
single session.

What are the risks for this study?

We believe that the current study poses minimal to no risk to you. You might feel uncomfortable
thinking or reading about some controversial topics. The topics and vignettes described in the
study are no more upsetting than what you might encounter in everyday in conversations,
television shows, news magazines, and on the internet. There are no gruesome images.

What are the benefits for this study?

Upon successful completion of the study and the manipulation checks, you will receive $1.00
through MTurk. Although there are no other direct benefits from participating in this study,
through the debriefing procedure at the end of the experiment, you will receive an educational
benefit as you learn more about the psychological study of emotional, cognitive, and behavioral
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reactions to controversial social issues. The knowledge from this study could potentially benefit
society as well. That is, such research advances the understanding of how people interact in a
politically-divided society. The research also adds to basic knowledge in Social Psychology.

Who is funding this study?
The University and research team are receiving no payments from other agencies, organizations,
or companies to conduct this research study.

What about confidentiality?

We will not collect identifiable information such as your name or contact information. We will
assign you a random participant number that is not linked to any identifiable information. The
only people who will know that you are a research subject are members of the research team.

Is participation voluntary?
Your participation in the study is completely voluntary. You are free to leave blank or not
answer any questions you are uncomfortable with or that you do not wish to answer.

What if I don’t want to continue the study?
You have the right to withdraw from the study at any time without penalty.

How do I withdraw from the study?
If you want to withdraw from the study, simply exit out of the online survey and we will stop
your participation immediately and delete any data you had provided until that point.

We encourage you to ask questions. If you have questions about the study, please contact:

Emily Galeza Liana Peter-Hagene Ph.D.
Department of Psychology Department of Psychology
emily.galeza@siu.edu claudia.peter-hagene@siu.edu
Agreement:

This Informed Consent Document is not a contract. It is a written explanation of what will
happen during the study if you decide to participate. You are not waiving any legal rights by
signing this Informed Consent Document.

I have read (or someone has read to me) the above information. By clicking “I understand
and wish to continue” below, I indicate that I agree to participate in this research.

o | understand and wish to continue.

o0 | do not wish to continue

This project has been reviewed and approved by the SIUC Human Subjects Committee.
Questions concerning your rights as a participant in this research may be addressed to the

Committee Chairperson, Office of Sponsored Projects Administration, SIUC, Carbondale, IL
62901-4709. Phone (618) 453-4533. E-mail: siuhsc@siu.edu
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APPENDIX C
STUDY 1 VIGNETTES
Belief-Alone Condition

You recently found out that your neighbor David believes that sexual desire for children is
natural and shouldn’t be stigmatized. He believes that attraction to children has happened since
the dawn of time and is common in historical records and art. David has never done anything like
this himself, but he believes it’s someone’s right to be sexually attracted to who they want to and
if that happens to be children, so be it.

Sam believes it would be so easy to get hundreds of thousands of dollars by collecting money
from family and friends for “investments” and then just transferring the funds into his own
account for personal expenses. Sam believes it would be totally fine because he needs the money
more than them, and you have to get ahead however you can. Sam has never done anything
similar to this and would not actually do it because he is afraid of the consequences, but he
believes it is completely in one’s right to do it, and it’s not his fault if others are suckers.

Bill was thinking about all the recent news around sexual consent and misconduct, in particular
about cases of rape. Bill believes that if a woman has the right to an abortion, why shouldn’t a
man be free to use his superior strength to force himself on a woman? At least the rapist’s pursuit
of sexual freedom doesn’t, in most cases, result in anyone’s death. Bill has never done anything
sexually inappropriate himself, but he believes sexual assault shouldn’t be so overblown.

Belief-and-Talking Condition

You recently found out that your neighbor David believes that sexual desire for children is
natural and shouldn’t be stigmatized. He says that attraction to children has happened since the
dawn of time and is common in historical records and art. David has never done anything like
this himself, but he says it’s someone’s right to be sexually attracted to who they want to and if
that happens to be children, so be it.

While chatting about ways to earn extra cash, Sam says he’s thought about how easy it would be
to get hundreds of thousands of dollars by collecting money from family and friends for
“investments” and then just transferring the funds into his own account for personal expenses.
Sam says it would be totally fine because he needs the money more than them, and you have to
get ahead however you can. Sam has never done anything similar to this and would not actually
do it because he is afraid of the consequences, but he believes it is completely in one’s right to do
it, and it’s not his fault if others are suckers.

Bill was debating about all the recent news around sexual consent and misconduct, in particular
about cases of rape. Bill argued that if a woman has the right to an abortion, why shouldn’t a
man be free to use his superior strength to force himself on a woman? At least the rapist’s pursuit
of sexual freedom doesn’t, in most cases, result in anyone’s death. Bill has never done anything
sexually inappropriate himself, but he believes sexual assault shouldn’t be so overblown.
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Belief-and-Supportive-Action Condition

You recently found out that your neighbor David believes that sexual desire for children is
natural and shouldn’t be stigmatized. He says that attraction to children has happened since the
dawn of time and is common in historical records and art. David has never done anything like
this himself, but he says it’s someone’s right to be sexually attracted to who they want to and if
that happens to be children, so be it. David has supported the cause by making a $20 donation to
a group advocating for the social acceptance of sexual desire for children.

While chatting about ways to earn extra cash, Sam says he’s thought about how easy it would be
to get hundreds of thousands of dollars by collecting money from family and friends for
“investments” and then just transferring the funds into his own account for personal expenses.
Sam says it would be totally fine because he needs the money more than them, and you have to
get ahead however you can. Sam has never done anything similar to this himself and would not
actually do it because he is afraid of the consequences, but he believes it is completely in one’s
right to do it, and it’s not his fault if others are suckers. He recently heard a news story about
someone getting in trouble for doing something similar, and Sam signed the online petition to
publicly support the guy.

Bill was debating about all the recent news around sexual consent and misconduct, in particular
about cases of rape. Bill argued that if a woman has the right to an abortion, why shouldn’t a
man be free to use his superior strength to force himself on a woman? At least the rapist’s pursuit
of sexual freedom doesn’t, in most cases, result in anyone’s death. Bill has never done anything
sexually inappropriate himself, but he believes sexual assault shouldn’t be so overblown. Bill has
also made this point publicly in a post on social media regarding the dismissal of a school board
member upon allegations of sexual assault.

Belief-and-Expressive-Action Condition

You recently found out that your neighbor David believes that sexual desire for children is
natural and shouldn’t be stigmatized. He says that attraction to children has happened since the
dawn of time and is common in historical records and art. David says it’s someone’s right to be
sexually attracted to who they want to and if that happens to be children, so be it. David himself
has felt attracted to children, and has kissed a young girl before.

While chatting about ways to earn extra cash, Sam says he’s thought about how easy it would be
to get hundreds of thousands of dollars by collecting money from family and friends for
“investments” and then just transferring the funds into his own account for personal expenses.
Sam says it would be totally fine because he needs the money more than them, and you have to
get ahead however you can. Sam believes it is completely in one’s right to do it, and it’s not his
fault if others are suckers. He himself had previously collected family members’ deposits for a
business investment, and never returned the money after the deal fell through.

Bill was debating about all the recent news around sexual consent and misconduct, in particular

about cases of rape. Bill argued that if a woman has the right to an abortion, why shouldn’t a
man be free to use his superior strength to force himself on a woman? At least the rapist’s pursuit
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of sexual freedom doesn’t, in most cases, result in anyone’s death. Bill believes sexual assault
shouldn’t be so overblown. Bill himself had previously groped a woman while at a college party.

Control Condition
Hayden is chatting after work with a group of co-workers, and the topic of people’s pets comes
up. Hayden argues that dogs make much better pets than cats, because they are more sociable
and loving. Cats are too aloof and you can’t play outside with them. Hayden doesn’t own any
pets himself, but he firmly believes that dogs are superior to cats as home companions.

Joel was hanging out with his friends, and they began talking about where they wanted to live
when they moved out of their hometown. Joel said that he didn’t care where he ended up, as long
as he was able to live in an apartment, because he thinks they are so much better than living in a
house. He said that apartments are easier to manage than houses, and he won’t have to take care
of things like costly repairs or routine maintenance. Plus, it will be easier for him to move again
if he needs to, since he won’t have to sell the property. Joel has never lived on his own before but
when it comes down to it, he thinks apartments are the best option.

When discussing what the group should order on their pizzas, one person suggests getting
pineapple. Nick says definitely not, as it would ruin the whole pizza. He says that pizza is
supposed to be cheesy and full of carbs, not fruits! Not to mention that the sweet pineapple juice
on everything is just gross. Nick can’t believe anyone actually likes pineapple on their pizza.
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APPENDIX D
STUDY 1 MORAL OUTRAGE SCALE

(adapted from Salerno & Peter-Hagene, 2013; Skitka et al., 2004)
Please rate how much you agree with the following items, following a scale from1- Not at all to
5-Very much.

1. | feel a compelling need to punish [David/Sam/Bill/Hayden/Joel/Nick].
1 2 3 4 5
Not at All Slightly Moderately Much Very Much

2. | feel a desire to hurt [David/Sam/Bill/Hayden/Joel/Nick].
1 2 3 4 5
Not at All Slightly Moderately Much Very Much

3. | believe that [David/Sam/Bill/Hayden/Joel/Nick] is a bad person.
1 2 3 4 5
Not at All Slightly Moderately Much Very Much

4. | feel morally outraged at [David/Sam/Bill/Hayden/Joel/Nick].
1 2 3 4 5
Not at All Slightly Moderately Much Very Much
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APPENDIX E
STUDY 1 GENERAL JUDGMENT/ REACTION ITEMS

Please rate how much you agree with the following items, following a scale from1- Not at all to
5-Very much.

1. | feel disappointed in [David/Sam/Bill/Hayden/Joel/Nick].
1 2 3 4 5
Not at All Slightly Moderately Much Very Much

2. | believe [David/Sam/Bill/ Hayden/Joel/Nick] is a shame to the community.
1 2 3 4 5
Not at All Slightly Moderately Much Very Much

3. I’m happy that [David/Sam/Bill/ Hayden/Joel/Nick] stands for what he believes in.
1 2 3 4 5
Not at All Slightly Moderately Much Very Much

4. | think [David/Sam/Bill/ Hayden/Joel/Nick] is a sick person.
1 2 3 4 5
Not at All Slightly Moderately Much Very Much

5. I think [David/Sam/Bill/ Hayden/Joel/Nick] is well-reasoned.
1 2 3 4 5
Not at All Slightly Moderately Much Very Much

6. | believe | would try to be friends with [David/Sam/Bill/ Hayden/Joel/Nick].
1 2 3 4 5
Not at All Slightly Moderately Much Very Much

7. | hate that [David/Sam/Bill/ Hayden/Joel/Nick] believes the things he believes.
1 2 3 4 5
Not at All Slightly Moderately Much Very Much

8. | believe [David/Sam/Bill/ Hayden/Joel/Nick] would act on his beliefs in the future.
1 2 3 4 5
Not at All Slightly Moderately Much Very Much
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APPENDIX F
STUDY 1 MANIPULATION CHECKS

1. “Based on the information you’ve learned about [David/Sam/Bill/ Hayden/Joel/Nick], does he
support [topic]?”

-No

-Yes

2. “Based on the information you’ve learned about [David/Sam/Bill/ Hayden/Joel/Nick], has he
ever done anything based in these beliefs?”
-No
-Yes — he [donated money to the cause/ signed a petition/ spoke on social media]
-Yes — he [kissed a child/ took money from his family/ sexually assaulted a
woman]
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APPENDIX G
INTELLECTUAL HUMILITY SCALE
(Leary et. al., 2017)

Please rate each item on a 5-pt scale from 1- Not at all like me to 5-Very much like me

1. I question my own opinions, positions, and viewpoints because they could be wrong.

1 2 3 4 5
Not at All Like Very Much Like
Me Me

2. | reconsider my opinions when presented with new evidence.

1 2 3 4 5
Not at All Like Very Much Like
Me Me

3. I recognize the value in opinions that are different from my own.

1 2 3 4 5
Not at All Like Very Much Like
Me Me

4. 1 accept that my beliefs and attitudes may be wrong.

1 2 3 4 5
Not at All Like Very Much Like
Me Me

5. In the face of conflicting evidence, | am open to changing my opinions.

1 2 3 4 5
Not at All Like Very Much Like
Me Me

6. | like finding out new information that differs from what | already think is true.

1 2 3 4 5
Not at All Like Very Much Like
Me Me
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APPENDIX H
DEMOGRAPHICS
What is your Age (in years as a 2-digit number):

What is your Race/Ethnicity (Mark all that Apply):
____ White

____Black/African American
____Hispanic/Latino(a)

____American Indian or Alaska Native

___Asian

___Native Hawaiian or other Pacific Islander

_ Not listed (please specify )

What is your Gender Identity:
___Man

___Woman

____Transgender Man/Woman
__Not listed/Other (e.g., non-binary)

What is the highest degree of education you have completed:
____Middle school/Some high school

___High school or GED

____Some college / Some technical school

____Trade school certification

___Associate’s degree

___Bachelor’s degree

____Graduate or Professional degree

When it comes to politics, how conservative or liberal are you?
___ Extremely Conservative

___ Conservative

___Slightly Conservative

____Moderate

__Slightly Liberal

___Liberal

__ Extremely Liberal

In politics today, do you consider yourself a:
____Republican

___ Democrat

___Independent

____Something else (please specify )
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How would you describe your living environment?
__Urban

____ Suburban

__ Rural

What is your state of residence?
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APPENDIX |
MORAL CONVICTION DIRECTION AND STRENGTH

(Skitka et al., 2005, 2018)

You are about to read about a list of controversial topics. Please consider each topic carefully,
and answer all three questions about each topic. Please note that the first question is rated from -
3 (Strongly Oppose) to +3 (Strongly Support), while the second and third items are rated from 1
(Not at All) to 5 (Very Much).

1.To what extent do you support or oppose more gun control?

-3 -2 -1 0 1 2 3
Strongly Oppose Slightly Neither Slightly Support  Strongly
Oppose Oppose Oppose Support Support
nor
Support

To what extent is your attitude about more gun control a reflection of your core moral beliefs and
convictions?
1 2 3 4 5
Not at All Slightly Moderately Much Very Much

To what extent is your attitude about more gun control connected to your beliefs about
fundamental right and wrong?
1 2 3 4 5
Not at All Slightly Moderately Much Very Much

2.To what extent do you support or oppose women’s rights to have abortions?

-3 -2 -1 0 1 2 3
Strongly Oppose Slightly Neither Slightly Support  Strongly
Oppose Oppose Oppose Support Support
nor
Support
If neither oppose nor If you had to choose which side you lean towards on the topic of
support is chosen: a woman’s right to have an abortion, you would choose:

Lean towards Oppose Neither Oppose nor Support Lean towards Support

To what extent is your attitude about women’s rights to have abortions a reflection of your
core moral beliefs and convictions?

1 2 3 4 5
Not at All Slightly Moderately Much Very
Much
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To what extent is your attitude about women’s rights to have abortions connected to your
beliefs about fundamental right and wrong?
1 2 3 4 5
Not at All Slightly Moderately Much Very Much

3.To what extent do you support or oppose the death penalty?

-3 -2 -1 0 1 2 3
Strongly Oppose Slightly Neither Slightly Support  Strongly
Oppose Oppose Oppose Support Support
nor
Support

To what extent is your attitude about the death penalty a reflection of your core moral beliefs and
convictions?
1 2 3 4 5
Not at All Slightly Moderately Much Very Much

To what extent is your attitude about the death penalty connected to your beliefs about
fundamental right and wrong?
1 2 3 4 5
Not at All Slightly Moderately Much Very Much

4.To what extent do you support or oppose a temporary ban on all immigration into the United
States?

-3 -2 -1 0 1 2 3
Strongly Oppose Slightly Neither Slightly Support  Strongly
Oppose Oppose Oppose Support Support
nor
Support

To what extent is your attitude about a temporary ban on all immigration into the United States a
reflection of your core moral beliefs and convictions?
1 2 3 4 5
Not at All Slightly Moderately Much Very Much

To what extent is your attitude about a temporary ban on all immigration into the United States
connected to your beliefs about fundamental right and wrong?
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1 2 3 4 5
Not at All Slightly Moderately Much Very Much

5.To what extent do you support or oppose gay marriage?

-3 -2 -1 0 1 2 3
Strongly Oppose Slightly Neither Slightly Support  Strongly
Oppose Oppose Oppose Support Support
nor
Support

To what extent is your attitude about gay marriage a reflection of your core moral beliefs and
convictions?
1 2 3 4 5
Not at All Slightly Moderately Much Very Much

To what extent is your attitude about gay marriage connected to your beliefs about fundamental
right and wrong?
1 2 3 4 5
Not at All Slightly Moderately Much Very Much
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APPENDIX J
STUDY 2 VIGNETTES
Imagine that you are at work, and you are now the supervisor of your department.
(Congratulations!) You have many employees under you, including Bart Miller. You recently
became Facebook friends with Bart, which allows you to see his posts everyday about a variety
of topics. One morning, you log in and see Bart’s latest post on his Facebook wall:

Control Condition Post

Bart Miller

Happy Friday, Pizza-lovers! TGIF, I can’t believe the kind of week I've
been having, I GOTTA get out tonight and do something fun! I just went
to a new pie spot in town earlier this week, I'm excited to have so many
pizza choices nearby! It truly is one of the best foods, haha! They have
this huge Mama Meatsa Pizza, it's AMAZING!! I was practically drooling
when it came to my table last time I went! Go check out the new place
and let me know if you like it!

Lke - Comment - 1 hour ago °

& 0 people like this.

Write a comment ...
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Belief-Alone

Support Pro-Life Posts

Bart Miller

These pro-abortion arguments are ridiculous. "My Body, My Choice” only
makes sense when SOMEONE ELSE’S LIFE isn't at stake. The entire
abortion industry is based on a lie, and it’s disgusting to think that the
murder of unborn children is up for debate! When you have an abortion, it
doesn’t make you un-pregnant, it makes you the mother of a dead baby!
Abortion is NOT HEALTH CARE, and you would be crazy to not understand
something this simple!

Like - Comment - 1 hour ago -

& 0 people ke this.

Write a comment ...

Belief-and-Action

Bart Miller

Guys, I just donated $20 to the Americans For Pro-Life coalition! These
pro-abortion arguments are ridiculous. "My Body, My Choice” only makes
sense when SOMEONE ELSE’S LIFE isn't at stake. The entire abortion
industry is based on a lie, and it's disgusting to think that the murder of
unborn children is up for debate! When you have an abortion, it doesn't
make you un-pregnant, it makes you the mother of a dead baby! Abortion
is NOT HEALTH CARE, and you would be crazy to not understand
something this simple! Help us fight for a pro-life America by donating to
the coalition Americans For Pro-Life — I have!!

Like - Comment * 1 hour ago * &

&3 0 people ke this.

Write a comment ...
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Oppose Pro-Life (Pro-Choice) Posts

Belief-Alone

Bart Miller

These pro-life arguments are ridiculous. A women'’s autonomy has less
rights than a clump of cells?? It sounds like people would rather have
women be brainless baby-making factories EVEN IF IT KILLS THEM, rather
than have access to sensible health measures! Not everyone chooses to
get pregnant- forcing rape victims to carry to term doesnt make you pro-
life, it makes you pro-rape! The hardest choice a woman has to make IS
NOT YOURS TO MAKE, and you would be crazy to not understand
something this simple!

Like - Comment - 1 hour ago "

&3 0 people like this.

Write a comment ...

Belief-and-Action

Bart Miller

Guys, I just donated $20 to the Americans For Pro-Choice coalition! These
pro-life arguments are ridiculous. A women’s autonomy has less rights
than a clump of cells?? It sounds like people would rather have women be
brainless baby-making factories EVEN IF IT KILLS THEM, rather than have
access to sensible health measures! Not everyone chooses to get
pregnant- forcing rape victims to carry to term doesn’t make you pro-life,
it makes you pro-rape! The hardest choice a woman has to make IS NOT
YOURS TO MAKE, and you would be crazy to not understand something
this simple! Help us fight for a pro-choice America by donating to the
coalition Americans For Pro-Choice — I have!!

Lke - Comment * 1 hour ago * @

Y 0 people like this.

Write a comment ...
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APPENDIX K
STUDY 2 MORAL OUTRAGE SCALE

(adapted from Salerno & Peter-Hagene, 2013; Skitka et al., 2004)
Please rate how much you agree with the following items, following a scale from1- Not at all to
5-Very much.

1. | feel a compelling need to punish Bart.
1 2 3 4 5
Not at All Slightly Moderately Much Very Much

2. | feel adesire to hurt Bart.
1 2 3 4 5
Not at All Slightly Moderately Much Very Much

3. | believe that Bart is a bad person.
1 2 3 4 5
Not at All Slightly Moderately Much Very Much

4. | feel morally outraged at Bart.
1 2 3 4 5
Not at All Slightly Moderately Much Very Much
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APPENDIX L

STUDY 2 ANGER/DISGUST MEASURE

Please use this grid to indicate how angry and disgusted you feel because of Bart. Bart can
make you feel high in both, low in both, or high in one and not the other. Here is a picture guide
to help choose an answer. For example, if you felt very angry and somewhat disgusted, you
would choose spot 4-2. If you felt somewhat angry and not at all disgusted, you would choose the
spot 2-1.

51 5-2 5-3 5-4 5-5
4-1 4-2 4-3 4-4 4-5
3-1 3-2 3-3 3-4 3-5
2-1 2-2 2-3 2-4 25
1-1 1-2 1-3 14 15
Not at all Somewhat Disqusted Very Extremely
Disgusted Disgusted Disgusted Disgusted
DISGUST

Along the left side of the grid represents how angry you feel because of Bart, from low anger on
the bottom to high anger at the top. Along the bottom of the grid is how disqusted you feel
because of Bart, with low disgust on the left through high disgust on the right.

In the spaces below, please type in the whole number that best expresses your level of anger
and your level of disgust towards Bart. For each box, ONLY write in whole numbers, ranging
from 1(not at all) to 5 (extremely).

Anger

Disgust
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APPENDIX M
STUDY 2 GENERAL JUDGMENT/ REACTION ITEMS

Please rate how much you agree with the following items, following a scale from1- Not at all to
5-Very much.

1. | feel disappointed in Bart.
1 2 3 4 5
Not at All Slightly Moderately Much Very Much

2. | believe Bart is a shame to the community.
1 2 3 4 5
Not at All Slightly Moderately Much Very Much

3. I’'m happy that Bart stands for what he believes in.
1 2 3 4 5
Not at All Slightly Moderately Much Very Much

4. | think Bart is a sick person.
1 2 3 4 5
Not at All Slightly Moderately Much Very Much

5. | think Bart is well-reasoned.
1 2 3 4 5
Not at All Slightly Moderately Much Very Much

6. | believe I would try to be friends with Bart.
1 2 3 4 5
Not at All Slightly Moderately Much Very Much

7. | hate that Bart believes the things he believes.
1 2 3 4 5
Not at All Slightly Moderately Much Very Much

8. | believe Bart would act on his beliefs in the future.
1 2 3 4 5
Not at All Slightly Moderately Much Very Much
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APPENDIX N
STUDY 2 MANIPULATION CHECKS

1. Based on the information you’ve learned about Bart, does he support or oppose women’s
rights to have abortions?”

-Support

-Oppose

-Unsure

2. Based on the information you’ve learned about Bart, has he ever done anything based on his
beliefs (excluding making social media posts)?

-No — just the social media post

-Yes — he also donated money
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APPENDIX O

DIRECT PUNISHMENT, INDIRECT PUNISHMENT, AND AVOIDANCE BEHAVIORAL
PREFERENCE MEASURES

Below you will see a list of behaviors that you could do to, or because of, your subordinate Bart.

Please imagine each one carefully, and rate how likely you would be to do that action, on the
following scale of 1 (Not at All Likely) to 5 (Completely Likely).

How likely are you fo...

1. Give Bart the worst shifts in the next schedule?

1 2 3 4 5
Not at All Likely  Slightly Likely Moderately Very Likely  Completely Likely
Likely

2. Criticize Bart’s work in the office where others can hear it?

1 2 3 4 5
Not at All Likely  Slightly Likely Moderately Very Likely ~ Completely Likely
Likely

3. Search extra hard for errors in Bart’s work?

1 2 3 4 5
Not at All Likely  Slightly Likely Moderately Very Likely ~ Completely Likely
Likely

4. Post a reply comment on Bart’s Facebook post, insulting him?

1 2 3 4 5
Not at All Likely  Slightly Likely Moderately Very Likely ~ Completely Likely
Likely
5. Try to get Bart fired?
1 2 3 4 5
Not at All Likely  Slightly Likely Moderately Very Likely ~ Completely Likely
Likely

6. Actively exclude Bart when inviting other co-workers to lunch, so he feels shunned?

1 2 3 4 5
Not at All Likely  Slightly Likely Moderately Very Likely ~ Completely Likely
Likely
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7. Roll your eyes when Bart asks a question in a meeting?

1 2 3 4 5
Not at All Likely  Slightly Likely Moderately Very Likely  Completely Likely
Likely

8. Purposefully choose not to help Bart when he appears to be struggling with a task?

1 2 3 4 5
Not at All Likely  Slightly Likely Moderately Very Likely  Completely Likely
Likely

9. Secretly gossip with others about Bart (for example, telling people he’s a creep)?

1 2 3 4 5
Not at All Likely  Slightly Likely Moderately Very Likely ~ Completely Likely
Likely

10. Unfriend Bart on Facebook, so you can no longer see his posts and he knows you
unfriended him?

1 2 3 4 5
Not at All Likely  Slightly Likely Moderately Very Likely  Completely Likely
Likely
10. Trade shifts to avoid working with Bart?
1 2 3 4 5
Not at All Likely  Slightly Likely Moderately Very Likely  Completely Likely
Likely

11. Try to stay as physically far away from Bart as you can?

1 2 3 4 5
Not at All Likely  Slightly Likely Moderately Very Likely  Completely Likely
Likely
12. Stop attending social events when Bart is going?
1 2 3 4 5
Not at All Likely  Slightly Likely Moderately Very Likely ~ Completely Likely
Likely
14. Block Bart's posts on Facebook, so you can no longer see his posts and he does not know?
1 2 3 4 5
Not at All Likely  Slightly Likely Moderately Very Likely  Completely Likely
Likely
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APPENDIX P
STUDY 1 AND 2 DEBRIEFING FORM

Thank you for participating in this study. | would like to explain more about its purpose. We are
interested in examining people’s perceptions of and reactions to morally-outrageous ideas,
people, and behaviors. It is hypothesized that, if a belief is thought to be fundamentally right or
wrong and it is important to someone’s core moral beliefs, hearing an opposing idea would elicit
anger, disgust, and moral outrage. Specifically, we are interested in whether someone could be
morally outraged towards a person for their beliefs, even if the target has not technically done
anything wrong. In addition, we are interested in what behaviors people would likely do in
reaction to a coworker stating their controversial beliefs, versus also doing a small action in line
with those beliefs. Would people prefer to be more directly punitive when the offender has done
an action? Would people be more likely to indirectly punish or avoid the offender if the outrage
is sparked from a belief-alone? | want to remind you that all data and resulting analyses
associated with this study will be non-identifiable, and will be managed to protect your privacy.

If you would like to learn more about the topic, please read:

Molho, C., Tybur, J. M., Gller, E., Balliet, D., & Hofmann, W. (2017). Disgust and anger relate
to different aggressive responses to moral violations. Psychological Science, 28(5), 609-
619.

Salerno, J. M., & Peter-Hagene, L. C. (2013). The interactive effects of anger and disgust on
moral outrage and jurors’ verdicts. Psychological Science, 24, 2069-2078.

Tetlock, P. E., Kristel, O. V., Elson, S. B., Green, M. C., & Lerner, J. S. (2000). The psychology
of the unthinkable: Taboo trade-offs, forbidden base rates, and heretical counterfactuals.
Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 78(5), 853-870.

Please contact me us you have any questions.
Thank you for your participation in this study.

Contact for further information:
Emily Galeza Liana Peter-Hagene Ph.D.

emily.galeza@siu.edu claudia.peter-hagene@siu.edu

If you experienced any distress as a result of your participation in this study, please consider
seeking professional assistance at a mental health provider. (Please remember that any cost in
seeking medical assistance is at your own expense). To speak with a trained crisis counselor for
free, 24/7, please contact the National Suicide Prevention Lifeline at 1-800-273-TALK (8255).

This project has been reviewed and approved by the SIUC Human Subjects Committee. Questions concerning your
rights as a participant in this research may be addressed to the Committee Chairperson, Office of Sponsored Projects
Administration, Southern Illinois University, Carbondale, IL 62901-4709. Phone (618) 453-4533. E-mail
siuhsc@siu.edu

138


mailto:siuhsc@siu.edu

VITA

Graduate School
Southern Illinois University

Emily R. Galeza
starbeagle_sandybeagle@yahoo.com

Pennsylvania State University, the Behrend campus
Bachelor of Science, Psychology, May 2017

Thesis Paper Title:
Moral outrage is elicited by others’ beliefs just as much as their actions: Implications for
workplace ideological discrimination

Major Professor: Dr. Liana Peter-Hagene

139



