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Abstract
Diversity of opinions is often celebrated as an opportunity to learn from one another and
to improve decision-making by widening the scope of considerations informing
decisions, and, on the societal level, is lauded as the foundation of liberal democracy.
Yet, constructive dialogue across lines of disagreement is often lacking, especially
around the more charged and contentious issues of disagreement. The goal of the current
research project was to examine the proposition that biased attribution of moral motives
plays an adverse role in the relation between disagreement and tolerance of ideational
opponents. In particular, it was expected that people impugn the moral motives of those
with dissimilar opinions, especially when the issue of contention is held as a moral
conviction, and that this biased perception in turn leads to greater intolerance of such
opponents.

The pattern of results accrued across four studies supports this expectation. Across
diverse issues of disagreement, to the extent that participants held their positions with
high moral conviction, they were more likely to see their ideational opponents as less
morally motivated than themselves, and this biased attribution, in turn, led to more
negative attitudes and emotions toward the other, to greater distrust and desire for social
distance, and less willingness to work together; all this occurring above and beyond the
simultaneous mediating role of biased attribution of ability. These negative outcomes
effectively obstruct the likelihood of engagement and constructive dialogue that could
advance shared understanding, and ultimately individual and societal progress and wellbeing. As such, the pattern of results that emerged from the current research suggests that
biased attribution of moral motives in the context of moral disagreement deserves greater
attention in future studies of interpersonal, organizational, and intergroup relations, as
well as democratic processes.
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Introduction
‘Disagreement distinguishes truth from falsehood…same from different,
perceived from reality; addressing pros and cons, clearing ambiguity” (Mo’Di,
Xiao Qu, Mozi, 45)
"Just as a knife can be sharpened only on the side of another, so a learner
becomes sharper only through [the challenges of] his study-partner." (Rabbi
Hama Bar-Hanina, Genesis Raba, 69, 2)

Disagreement is at the heart of the dialectic approach to the generation of
knowledge, and the pursuit of truth and the ‘moral good’ (Plato, 360 B.C.E./2006). This
process entails the development of understanding through logic-based dialogue across
lines of disagreement. As the above quotes might suggest, appreciation for the
importance of disagreement for progress is shared by much of Western/ Judeo-Christian
and Eastern philosophy. It is also a fundamental tenet of liberal democratic theory
(Huckfeldt, Johnson, & Sprague, 2004); and it has been suggested that reason-based
deliberation among those who disagree promotes a variety of positive democratic
outcomes (for a review, see Mendelberg, 2002). The value of considering and integrating
multiple conflicting opinions for superior decision-making has also been demonstrated
empirically (e.g., Liberman, Minson, Bryan, & Ross, 2011; Yaniv, 2004a; Zarnowitz,
1984; see also Yaniv, 2004b).
A quick glance through news headlines on any given day, however, is enough to
challenge the assumption that disagreement is naturally coupled with constructive
dialogue. On the contrary – pertinent research shows that disagreement is often
associated with intolerance and animosity towards ideational opponents with little cross1

divide engagement (Byrne et al., 1975; Inbar & Lammers, 2012; Kennedy & Pronin
2008, 2012; Rosenbaum, 1986; Ross & Ward, 1996; Skitka, Bauman & Sargis, 2005;
Schwartz, Struch, & Bilsky, 1990), and has the tendency to spiral into destructive conflict
(Kennedy & Pronin 2008, 2012; Struch & Schwartz, 1989).
To be able to combat the detrimental consequences of intolerance and
disengagement across lines of disagreement – for interpersonal relations, for successful
functioning of organizations, for democratic processes and societal well-being – it is
important to better understand this phenomenon. Do all disagreements lead to these
negative outcomes? If not, what is common to those that do? Most importantly, we need
to understand the underlying mechanisms: why are people so averse to those who hold
divergent opinions? Why is there little respectful, constructive interaction around issues
of contention?
The current work examines the extent to which consideration of morality-related
perceptions and attributions may shed light on these questions. Specifically, this work
tests the proposition that intolerance of ideational opponents is driven, at least in part, by
the extent that people make uncharitable attributions of opponents’ moral motives, and
that this biased attribution leads to strong negative attitudes, emotions, and behavioral
orientations toward such counterparts. This work further examines the proposition that
biased attribution of ideational opponents’ moral motives and the ensuing intolerance of
them will be especially evident in disagreements that are perceived as moral in nature.

2

At the theoretical level, the expectation that biased attribution of moral motives
plays a role in explaining the effects of disagreement on intolerance has been stated
before (Ditto & Koleva, 2011; Ross and Ward, 1996; Haidt, 2005; 2012); however, no
work was found that includes empirical test of such effects. At the same time, by bringing
together findings from diverse literatures that have not yet been examined in unison, a
clear pattern emerges supporting the merit of this expectation.
For one, a large body of literature shows that people are prone to attribution
biases, especially when evaluating ideational adversaries. For example, people tend to
believe that those who hold different, oppositional positions are misinformed, less
rational, and less independent in formulating their positions (e.g., Cohen, 2003;
Kenworthy & Miller, 2002; Pronin, Lin, & Ross, 2002; Robinson, Keltner, Ward, &
Ross, 1995). This literature has focused mainly on biased attribution related to others’
cognitive ability, with little empirical attention to attributions of their moral motives.
Though some studies within this literature include self-interest as one of several items in
the measure of general bias, none but one (Reeder et al., 2005) measure moral motives
per se nor do they consider that different biases may be qualitatively distinct, and may
lead to different effects or strength of effects on attitudes and behaviors towards the
ideational adversary.
At the same time, a separate body of literature shows that attributions of moral
motives and ability are distinct psychological constructs (Fiske, Cuddy, Glick, & Xu,
2002; Rosenberg & Sedlak, 1972). In addition, moral motives are primary and central to
people’s evaluations of others, and attribution of moral motives more than attribution of
3

ability impacts impression formation in general, and positive-negative evaluations in
particular (Wojciszke , 1994; Wojciszke, Bazinska, & Jaworski, 1998). This pattern of
findings suggest that perhaps in the context of attribution bias in disagreement, too,
attributions related to moral motives and ability will be distinct constructs and play
separate roles in influencing interpersonal outcomes.
Yet a further body of literature demonstrates that perceiving an issue of
disagreement as moral rather than non-moral increases intolerance of ideational
opponents (for review see Skitka, 2010). Though this finding is descriptive in nature and
the role of attribution bias for such outcomes has not been examined or considered in this
body of work, it seems to support the possibility that any role that attribution bias of
moral motive plays may be especially apparent in the context of moral disagreement.
Drawing on and integrating insights from these different literatures, the goal of
the current work is to investigate the role of biased attribution of ideational opponents’
moral motives in translating disagreement to intolerance especially for disagreements
vested in moral terms. Furthermore, because earlier work has pointed to the mediating
role of biased attributions of ability in the relation between disagreement and intolerance,
the exploration of the mediating role of biased attribution of moral motives also
necessitates distinguishing conceptually between biased attribution of moral motives and
biased attribution of ability, and the unique mediating role of each.
Before turning to the specifics of the current research, a more detailed review of
the relevant research supporting the stated goals is provided. This review includes: first,
4

literature suggesting that disagreement leads to biased attribution of moral motives;
second, literature suggesting that biased attribution of moral motives increases
intolerance; third, literature suggesting that moral conviction increases the likelihood of
biased attribution of moral motives; and fourth, literature supportive of the expectation
that biased attribution of moral motives plays a more central role in the relation between
disagreement and intolerance more than biased attribution of ability. Following this
review, the conceptual model and corresponding hypotheses that are the focus of the
current investigation are presented, after which, one earlier study that touches on a
number of the hypotheses of the current work is presented. Finally, the current research
studies are presented and discussed.
Disagreement leads to biased attribution of moral motives
“In short, another commonplace anti-Semitic Jew… and all for a little fame, publicity,
and of course also money.” (Anonymous, 2012, June 21).

The above message was posted in response to a newspaper article about a young
Israeli author’s book on the contemporary Israeli experience with War. The writer of the
above post, who evidently believes the author holds an opposing political outlook to his
own, is convinced that, unlike himself, the author of the book is not driven by moral
motives but by hateful (anti-Semitic) and venal ones. In actuality, the article is silent on
the author’s political views, let alone the driving motives that led her to hold them. Why
then does the writer of the post so confidently assert that the author’s motives are so
loathsome?

5

The literature reviewed below is presented to support the argument that such
attribution of lesser moral motives to ideational adversaries is not unique to the writer of
this post, but is a common human tendency. Specifically, attribution of motives in general
is central to evaluations; moral motives are especially central to evaluations of others and
one’s relation to them, and disagreement is a context in which attribution biases are
common. Finally, two studies (Byrne, 1961; Reeder. Pryor, Wohl & Griswell, 2005) that
provide suggestive evidence in support of this argument are presented.
Motives in Evaluation
Motives are the underlying goals and aims of a person’s intentional behavior,
including, among others, expressed opinions. Inference of others’ motives is a primary
and automatic process (Aarts, Dijksterhuis, & Dik, 2008; Hassin, Aarts, & Ferguson,
2005; Hassin, Bargh, & Uleman, 2002; Reeder & Trafimow, 2005; see also Vonk, 1998,
Study 5). Ahn, Kalish, Medin and Gelman (1995), for example, show that people
spontaneously seek out information about underlying causal mechanisms of events – the
‘why’, and prioritize such interpretations. Even when presented with nonsensical events
such as “XB12 mimbled the wug at fulmer” participants constructed a motive based
explanation, for example: “XB12 resented the wug” (p. 319; see also Reeder, Vonk,
Ronk, Ham, & Lawrence, 2004). This finding echoes the classic study by Heider and
Simmel (1944), in which participants interpreted the meaningless movement of geometric
shapes on a two dimensional screen in terms of motives such as interpreting a big triangle
as “bullying” the circle, or a little triangle being scared of the big triangle and trying to
escape it. Heider and Simmel concluded that attribution of motives is inextricably paired
6

with the ascription of a certain action to an animated being: “When we see T [big
triangle] hitting t [little triangle] we seem to perceive at the same time that T wants to
hurt t. When we see T chasing c [little circle] the fact of T wanting to catch c seems to be
implied” (p. 257).
Motive-based inferences are functional (Dennett, 1993). For one, they enable
people to imbue meaning to events as they happen giving a sense of coherence to an
otherwise unintelligible, random set of stimuli (Read & Miller, 1989). Or as Heider and
Simmel (1944) so aptly put it: “Just as the successive perspective views of a landscape
seen through the window of a moving train can only be 'resolved,' or made to yield a
meaningful unit, by reference to distant objects laid out in space, so acts of persons have
to be viewed in terms of motives in order that the succession of changes becomes a
connected sequence” (p. 258).
In addition, understanding others as motive-driven serves our need for
predictability by equipping us with expectations of others’ future behavior. This, in turn,
promises greater chances of successful management of future encounters. Evolutionary
psychologists have suggested that we are predisposed to assess others’ motives and to
distinguish between the motives of friends and enemies because early humans who had
these abilities gained a survival edge (Miller, 2007; Reeder & Trafimow, 2005). Even
without summoning an evolutionary interpretation, it is clear that social perceivers who
are attentive to others’ motives are more apt to avoid social and material costs (Aarts,
Dijksterhuis, & Dik, 2008).

7

Evaluation of Moral Motives
Within our attentiveness to motives in the process of making sense of others
behaviors, we give special weight to moral motives (Wojciszke , 1994; Wojciszke,
Bazinska, & Jaworski, 1998). In fact, it has been suggested that determining if others are
morally motivated or not is the very first judgment people make in person perception
(Cuddy, Fiske, and Glick, 2007), universally (Cuddy et al., 2009. We actively seek out
information about others’ moral motives; prioritize it when forming judgments of others;
keep such judgments more cognitively accessible than other judgments; and ultimately
they are more predictive of our overall evaluations of others (Wojciszke, Bazinska, &
Jaworski, 1998; Ybarra et al., 2001).
Why should moral motives be so primary and central to our evaluations of others?
The evolutionary perspective points to forces on two levels: individual and group. On the
individual level, the ability to recognize if another person’s intent is good or ill reflects
her intention to help or harm and thus inference about such motives is a tool for keeping
safe from enemies, protecting resources (by avoiding fraudulent schemes, for example),
and overall, increasing our chances of survival (Fiske, Cuddy, Glick, 2007; Miller, 2007).
On the group level, morality has been argued to have evolved to advance group
level continuity (Darwin, 1871/1982; Haidt, 2007; Wilson, Van Vugt, & O’Gorman,
2008). Arguably to this end, morality plays a central role in ensuring successful
functioning of groups by regulating individuals’ behavior within the group. This happens
simultaneously by the dictate to behave in accordance with certain standards and through
8

the promise that other group members will abide by the same behavioral code (Gintis et
al., 2005; Haidt, 2008). For example, moral codes demand that group members not harm
each other, deal with each other fairly, and prioritize group interests (Fehr & Gachter,
2000; Haidt & Graham, 2007). As De Waal (1996) notes, “Social inclusion is absolutely
central to human morality, commonly cast in terms of how we should or should not
behave in order to be valued members of society” (p. 10). In this regard, inferences about
others’ moral motives are cues about whether they abide by our shared social contract
and thus are “good” ingroup members that can be trusted.
Of course, the successful functioning of a group most often serves the individual
interest for survival and reproduction (Trivers, 1971, Frank, 1988; Nowak & Sigmund,
2005). But morality also serves the purpose of regulating tension between group interests
and individual interests when they do come into conflict (Haidt, 2007; Wilson, Van Vugt,
& O’Gorman, 2008). That is, the concept of morality enables individual sacrifice of
personal interests to serve the well-being of the group (Haidt, 2012). If morality evolved
to protect group interests, it is important for people to identify who is ‘in’ and who is
‘out’ of the group so that they know for whom they should apply this costly moral code
(De Waal, 2005; Haidt & Joseph, 2004). Furthermore, ingroup moral codes include
specific mandates about how to engage with outgroup members; including aggression
and competition (Cohen, Montoya, & Insko, 2006). Consistent with both the individual
level and group level motivators for attending to others moral motives, judgments of
others’ motives as moral or not determine our approach versus avoidance orientation
towards them (Peeters, 2002).
9

Disagreement and Biased Attributions
One of the pillars of social psychological research is the study of attribution, with
a rich literature showing that people are prone to a host of attributional biases (e.g., Jones
& Davis, 1965; Jones & Nisbett, 1972; Kahanman & Tversky, 1973; Nisbett & Borgida,
1975; Ross, 1977; for reviews see Gilbert & Malone, 1995; Pronin, 2008). A line of
literature within this body of knowledge shows that in the context of disagreement people
are especially likely to attribute different, more charitable, origins to their own opinions
than to those of their adversary (for review see Pronin, 2007; Pronin, Gilovitch, & Ross,
2004). Among other biased attributions, people are likely to infer that others’ positions
are less rational and more based on emotions than their own (e.g., Kenworthy & Miller,
2002; Pronin, Lin, & Ross, 2002); are influenced by external forces such as social
memberships or media influence, (e.g., Kenworthy & Miller, 2002), are influenced by
social categories such as “party lines” (e.g., Cohen, 2003), and are impacted by what is
convenient to think rather than what is objectively right (e.g., Erlinger, Gilovich, & Ross,
2005; Miller & Ratner, 1998; Pronin, Lin, & Ross, 2002). These findings are captured
especially well in the theory of naïve realism (Ross & Ward, 1996, Ross, Ward, &
Lepper, 2010), which contends that (a) people perceive their own opinions as veridical
and objective; accordingly, (b) they expect any reasonable person to reach the same
position as theirs; and thus (c) they infer that those who disagree with their own positions
are either misinformed, unable or unwilling to engage with the facts, or are generally
biased. Empirical work has demonstrated support for such general biased attribution.
Furthermore, in the original articulation of the theory, Ross and Ward (1996) suggest that
10

the process of naïve realism may lead to differing levels specifically of attribution of
moral motives. However, the studies conducted in this line of research do not directly
examine such bias (at all or independent from ‘bias’ in general) nor its impact on
interpersonal or intergroup relations. As such, the current work draws for this theoretical
framework and builds on it, focusing on the unique role of biased attribution of moral
motives.
Donn Byrne’s seminal paper on the relation between similarity and attraction
(1961) provides suggestive evidence that people tend to attribute lesser moral motives to
those who disagree with them. In a two-part study, Byrne first asked participants to
complete a survey reporting their attitudes on a diverse set of issues (e.g., politics, faith,
fraternities/sororities, and music preferences). Two weeks later, participants were
provided with copies of completed surveys supposedly filled out by an anonymous
student from a different class, and asked to assess their impressions of the other person.
In fact, what participants received was either a survey with responses identical to their
own earlier responses, or a survey completed to reflect the opposite positions. Though
Byrne did not assess attributions of moral motives, he did ask participants to assess the
other person’s trait-level morality. He found that those who were in the similarity
condition rated the other person significantly higher on morality (5.76 out of 7) than
participants who rated ideational adversaries (3. 47 out of 7). This suggests that the mere
fact of disagreement leads people to assume the other is less moral. At the same time,
participants rating a ‘disagreeing other’ evaluated him/her as less intelligent and less
informed about current events. So in addition to these findings addressing a general
11

evaluation of morality and not motives per se, they also may not reflect anything unique
about attribution related to moral motives over other biases. That is, perhaps viewing
those with whom one disagrees leads to a general sense of superiority or a halo effect
such that people see everything about the other as more negative. This study includes two
other conditions, which shed some light on the latter as well as other aspects of the
proposed model and will be discussed later in the chapter.
A second set of studies provides more direct evidence for the positive relation
between disagreement and biased attribution of moral motives. Focusing on attitudes
towards the U.S. war in Iraq, Reeder, Pryor, Wohl, and Griswell (2005; Study 3) found a
tendency to impugn the motives of ideational opponents. Specifically, they showed that
participants who opposed the war were more likely to attribute self-interested motives
and less prosocial motives to those who supported the war, whereas those who supported
the war tended to attribute self-interested motives and less prosocial motives to those who
opposed the war. Reeder and colleagues replicated this finding with disagreement on
abortion and same-sex marriage (Study 4). These findings indeed support the argument
that disagreement would lead to biased attribution of ability. However, as in Byrne’s
study discussed above, participants also evaluated others less charitably on other
dimensions. Namely, the authors note that participants also rated those in disagreement as
less knowledgeable, less open-minded, and more irrational. As pointed to earlier,
research on person perception suggests these would be distinct constructs (e.g., Cuddy,
Fiske, and Glick, 2007; Wojciszke, Bazinska, & Jaworski, 1998; Ybarra et al., 2001),
however, empirical tests of this expectation are needed. Furthermore, the implications of
12

these findings for negative attitudes and adverse behavioral orientations toward the other
or others were not explored nor speculated.
Summary
The literature reviewed in this section suggests that, in general, people tend to seek
out motive-based explanations for others’ actions, prioritizing explanations based on
moral (or immoral) motives; form impressions of others first and foremost based on
evaluation of moral motives; and tend to make biased inferences for the sources of
other’s actions and positions in general and especially when those others are ideational
adversaries. Together, this past work supports the expectation that people would tend to
attribute lesser moral motives to those with whom they disagree than those with whom
they agree, and that such attribution, though related, is conceptually distinct from
attribution of lesser ability, and a generalized attribution of inferiority.
Biased Attribution of Moral Motives Increases Intolerance
...[W]hen your opponent is the devil, bargaining and compromise are themselves forms of
sacrilege” (Haidt, 2012b).

Several reasons lead to the expectation that attributing lesser moral motives to
ideational opponents should result in greater intolerance of them. First, attribution of
immoral motives to others in one domain leads to an expectation that the person is
immoral in general. For example, a person who reportedly cheated on her spouse was
perceived as more likely to lie and steal in unrelated domains than a person who was
faithful to her spouse (Reeder & Spores, 1983). Similarly, people who attributed immoral
13

motives to a target’s aggressive behavior in a specific situation were more likely to
maintain that he or she was an immoral person in general (Reeder, Kumar, HessonMcInnins, & Trafimow, 2002; see also McGraw, 1985, 1987; Vonk & van Knippenberg,
1994). Importantly, attribution of immoral intent to others leads to a general dislike of
them (Fiske, Cuddy & Glick, 2007), is associated with an avoidance orientation and is
infused with negative moral emotions such as disgust, anger, and contempt (Haidt, 2003).
Second, seeing others as less moral in general is associated with dehumanization
and legitimizing of aggression towards them (Schwartz & Struch, 1989). Perceiving
people as morally motivated – i.e., similar to how one perceives oneself – is part of
seeing them as having human qualities (Schwartz & Struch, 1989), and is negatively
associated with intergroup antagonism (Schwartz, Struch, & Bilsky, 1990). If, however,
people are seen as driven by immoral motives – “selfish interests shared with infrahuman species” (p. 155) – their input (interests and perspectives) can be ignored, and use
of aggression against them is legitimized when there is perceived conflict with them (see
also, Opotow, 1990).
A third reason to expect that attribution of lesser moral motives would lead to
greater intolerance is the idea that morality is a cue about the risk and cost of engagement
with another. As discussed earlier, morality is part of a social contract including the
promise that others will treat you by the same moral codes (Gintis et al., 2005; Haidt,
2008), including not harming each other, being fair, and prioritizing shared interests
(Fehr & Gachter, 2000; Haidt & Graham, 2007). Avoiding those who are not committed
to this contract (or are so perceived) is a wise default for protecting oneself and one’s
14

resources. Relatedly, if morality, as argued earlier, is a mechanism for group boundary
guarding, then seeing the opponent as not sharing the same code of morality cues an
intergroup distinction. This in turn would lead to a different set of norms and
expectations of behavior towards that individual. Specifically, part of group morality
includes a hostile, aggressive, and non-forgiving orientation towards members of an
outgroup (Cohen, Montoya, & Insko, 2006; Berhard, Fischbacher, & Fehr, 2006; Choi &
Bowles, 2007 see also Cikara, Botvinick, & Fiske, 2011; Wohl, & Reeder, 2004).
Summary
The above review suggests that attribution of immoral motives to others in one
domain leads to an expectation that the person is immoral in general. This in turn has
been associated with negative moral emotions, antagonism, general dislike,
dehumanization, and aversion from the other. Furthermore, perceiving conflict with those
whom one deems immoral results in the legitimization of aggressive behavior towards
them. In addition, perceptions of low moral motives in others may signal risk to self or
one’s resources as well as intergroup distinctions that beget intolerance. Together, these
past findings support the expectation that biased attributions of moral motives should lead
to intolerance.
Moral Conviction Increases the Likelihood of Biased Attribution of Moral Motives
“Infuse any pragmatic question with moral significance and the emotional stakes
are immediately raised”. (Ditto, Pizzaro, & Tannenbaum, 2009)

15

If biased attribution of moral motives does in fact play the meaningful role
suggested, then it should also tell us something about what types of disagreements are
most likely to obstruct constructive dialogue. Namely, disagreements that are more likely
to lead to the attribution of lesser moral motives should be associated more strongly with
intolerance. The current work serves to examine the proposal that vesting a disagreement
in moral terms will increase such bias, and therefore that it is those who see the
disagreement in moral terms who are more likely to demonstrate these negative attitudes
and behavioral orientations towards their ideational adversaries. Below, literature that
shows that disagreements construed in moral terms do indeed lead to such negative
outcomes is presented, after which literature in support of the expectation that vesting a
disagreement in moral terms should increase the likelihood of perceiving adversaries as
less morally motived than those in agreement with the perceiver is reviewed. Together,
this review will address beliefs associated with moral conviction and the association
between attitudes held with moral conviction and strong emotions together with the
impact of strong emotions on moral attribution. Finally, existing findings that are at least
somewhat suggestive of the role for moral conviction in the relation between
disagreement and intolerance are presented.
Moral Conviction and Attitudes and Behaviors towards Adversaries
A growing body of literature shows that perceiving an attitude as a moral
conviction – that is, as a “strong and absolute belief that something is right or wrong,
moral or immoral” (Skitka & Bauman, 2008, p. 31) leads to different or different levels
of negative outcomes for the relations between the sides and the prospects for
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constructive dialogue. Studies demonstrate that people who hold attitudes with moral
conviction are more aggressive towards ideational opponents, and are more intolerant of
them, preferring greater social - and even physical - distance from them. When opponents
do interact, morally motivated partisans demonstrate lower levels of good will, are less
cooperative, and less likely to reach agreement on decision-making and conflictresolution mechanisms (Skitka, 2010; Skitka, Bauman & Sargis, 2005; Wright, Cullum,
& Schwab, 2008; see also Haidt, Rosenberg, & Hom, 2003); all this in comparison with
others who hold equally strong positions, but do not frame them in moral terms.
This growing literature has shed new light on the outcomes of holding attitudes
with moral conviction. But less is yet understood about the mechanisms driving these
effects. Several studies have demonstrated that some effects of morally vested attitudes
are associated with strong moral emotions such as anger or guilt (e.g., Mullen & Skitka,
2006; Reifen Tagar, Morgan, Skitka, & Halperin, 2014; Skitka & Wisneski, 2011;
Wright, Cullum, & Schwab, 2008); as well as beliefs such as one’s position being
absolute, non-negotiable, and obligating corresponding behavior (e.g., Morgan & Skitka,
2012; Nesselroade, Williams, Nam, & McBride, 2006; Wright, Cullum, & Schwab,
2008). As outlined below, both the emotional nature of moral conviction and the beliefs
associated with it suggest that attitudes held with moral conviction should lead to an
attribution of lesser moral motives to those who hold conflicting positions.
Emotional and Cognitive Aspects of Moral Conviction
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A number of studies have suggested that perceptions of morality and moral
conviction are associated with heightened emotions (e.g., Mullen & Skitka, 2006; Reifen
Tagar, Morgan, Skitka, & Halperin, 2014; Skitka, Bauman & Sargis, 2005; for review see
Skita & Wisneski, 2011). This link between moral conviction and strong emotions is
relevant for the argument that moral conviction should moderate the association between
disagreement and the attribution of lesser moral motives to ideational opponents.
Trafimow, Bromgard, Finalay, and Ketelaar (2005) have shown that stronger negative
emotional reaction to a moral infraction leads to seeing the infraction as more defining of
its violator, suggesting the violator is seen as a less moral person.
According to the social-cognitive domain theory (SCDT; Nucci, 1981; Turiel,
2002), we imbue different meaning to our diverse positions depending on our
understanding of their nature. Some positions, for example, are seen as preferences.
Which flavor of ice-cream is deemed superior, for instance, would be a question of
preference for most; and as such we would not be surprised or disturbed to learn that
others have different positions on this issue. Other positions are seen as social norms. For
example, which side of the road you believe people should drive on should be seen by
most as a social norm, and as such, we understand that this position is relative to time,
place and culture. A third category of positions are seen as moral mandates. For example,
some people believe that supporting or opposing the death penalty is a moral question
(though others may see it as a practical question. For example, its relation to tax
expenses, its effectiveness in deterring future offenders). Positions seen as moral
mandates are more likely to be experienced as absolute (i.e., universally applicable), are
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relatively independent of dictates of social convention, are perceived as non-fungible, and
carry a strong prescriptive and proscriptive force (Skitka, 2010; Skitka & Morgan, 2014;
see also Turiel, 1983, 1998).
Wright, Cullem and Schwab (2008) defined holding a position as absolute and
non-negotiable as the extent to which one perceives the positions at issue as a moral
conviction or not. They found that these cognitive characteristics (absolute, nonnegotiable) of moral conviction are strongly associated with animosity towards those who
hold divergent positions, and with the motivation to disengage from them. The
characteristics of attitudes held with moral conviction as absolute and non-negotiable are
reminiscent of those Ross and Ward (1996) point to in their theory of naïve realism. Ross
and Ward argue that perceiving attitudes in such absolute terms and expecting others
should share the same position would lead to a tendency to make uncharitable attributions
about the source of the positions of ideational adversaries. As such, perceiving the issue
of disagreement as a moral issue is likely to lead to biased attribution.
Wright, Cullem, and Schwab (2008) further show that people tended to apply the
moral standard of dividing resources equally even with their ideational opponents as long
as the issues of contention were not perceived as moral (choosing to share an average of
almost five of ten raffle tickets with the other). However, when the disagreement was
perceived as a moral one, people shared very little (an average of one and a half of ten
tickets). This application of different moral standards suggests that we see those who
disagree with us on moral questions as outside our moral circle, unlike those who
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disagree with us on non-moral issues, and thus apply different moral codes in our
behavior towards them (Opotow, 1990; Cohen, Montoya, Insko, 2006).
Though no research so far has examined moral conviction and attribution biases
in unison, a number of studies examining biased attribution in the context of
disagreement find a moderating role for some indicators of attitude type. Back,
Esaiasson, Gilljam, and Lindholm (2010) for example, found that disagreement lead to
greater bias to the extent that the issue of disagreement was perceived as important.
Similarly, Chambers, Baron, & Inman (2006) found that people attributed less rationality
to those who disagreed with them when the issues of contention were more central to
their ideology. The work of Reeder and colleagues (2005) described earlier, which found
that people were more likely to attribute immoral motives as well as less knowledge and
open-mindedness, and greater irrationality, found that greater involvement in the issue of
contention lead to greater negative attributions.
Though all these measures (importance, centrality, involvement) reflect
characteristics of attitudes that have been shown to correlate with moral conviction or are
conceptually consistent with the concept, none of these studies tap the unique nature of
attitudes held with moral versus non-moral conviction as discussed above. One study
(Nesselroade, Williams, Nam, & McBride, 2006) does offer a closer proxy for this
concept by measuring the extent of biased attribution on researcher-defined moral versus
non-moral issues among known groups that might be more or less likely to hold the
issues examined with moral conviction. Specifically, they show that people perceived
those who hold divergent opinions as less likely to have thoroughly considered each side
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of the issue of disagreement when forming their opinions. This effect was found more for
issues that were considered by the researchers as moral than issues considered non-moral;
and effects were stronger among participants who attended a religious school, than
participants who attended a non-religious school. Importantly, participants attending the
religious school were more likely to see the first set of issues as moral than participants
who attended the non-religious school. This suggests that bias was greater for people who
perceived the disagreement as a moral one.
Summary
The distinction between attitudes held with moral conviction and other equally
strong but non-moral attitudes is a qualitatively crucial one. Holding attitudes with moral
conviction leads to greater animosity towards those who do not share the same positions,
a desire for social and physical distance from them, and less good-will and cooperation
towards them. Some work suggests that the effects of vesting an attitude with moral
conviction are driven by the belief that one’s positions are correct regardless of context,
and therefore that all should share them. A different theoretical framework, namely the
theory of naïve realism, points to this very belief as the basis of uncharitable attributions
of sources of the positions held by their adversaries. In addition, some research suggests
that the effects of moral conviction are mediated through the arousal of strong moral
emotions. Other research, focusing on motive attribution, shows that strong emotions
increase attention to the attribution of motives. Finally, the research on disagreement and
attribution biases includes a number of examples where such biased attributions are
stronger when positions on the issue of disagreement are seen as more important, certain
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or involving. Overall these findings demonstrate that some metacognitive features of an
attitude moderate the extent of general bias attributed to ideational adversary. None of
these studies, however, examine the biased attribution of moral motives. At the same
time, this pattern of results across studies is at least suggestive of the expectation that
holding one’s position on issues of disagreement with high versus low moral conviction
should lead to greater bias in the attribution of moral motives, and correspondingly to
greater intolerance.
Biased Attribution of Moral Motives versus Ability-Related Bias
Standup comedian Louis C. K. tells of a time his wife was angry with him
for filling the dishwasher but failing to turn it on. He recounts: “But this is
the part that really blows my mind – she asks me ’Well, why didn’t you
turn it on?’ - like I had a reason for not turning it on! Can’t I just be
stupid??... I can live with that... But she said ‘no, why did you do it?’
which means I decided not to do it! Do you know how much more of an
asshole that makes me?!!” (Louis, 2006)

In addition to the expectation that attribution of lesser moral motives to an
ideational adversary will lead to intolerance of her/him, the current work further
investigates the expectation that this bias is especially likely to be related to the intense
aversion so easily associated with relations between ideational opponents, even more so
than biased attribution of ability. Though Kennedy and Pronin (2008) show that
attribution of general bias is associated with greater competitive versus cooperative
tactics towards adversaries; as discussed earlier, attribution of moral motives and of
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ability are distinct constructs, and thus might have distinct associations or strength of
association with intolerance.
Furthermore, moral motives are associated with intentionality and intentionality is
associated with holding the actor more responsible for her acts (Reeder, 2009; Mikhail,
2002; Tannenbaum, Ditto, & Pizarro, 2008). Benighted does not equal mercenary;
emotional does not equal malicious. For example, seeing others’ positions as stemming
from misinformation, a lower ability to process information or comprehend, or engaging
in more emotional than logical information processing, while clearly devaluing the other,
may mean that adversaries are seen as less responsible for their positions, and thus may
lead to less potent reactions. In one study, for instrance, when participants were presented
with a description of a soccer player who hurts a player from the opposing team, once as
an impulsive, emotional reaction to a provocation from a member of the other team, and
once as a premeditated, strategic move to obstruct the playing of an especially skilled
member of the other team, the same aggressive behavior was judged as substantially less
moral in the latter case than in the former (Reeder, Shamala, Hesson-McInnis, &
Traffimow, 2002).
This is not to suggest that other biases are not associated with negative attitudes
and behaviors towards the adversary (see Kennedy and Pronin, 2008). People should and
do adjust their behaviors towards the other to the extent that they believe the actions will
advance their own goals (e.g., Pronin, Kennedy, & Butsch, 2006; Reifen Tagar, Federico,
Halperin, 2011). If communication with the other is seen as futile, because the other is
unable to process information properly, for instance, then it would be logical to have low
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motivation to work together, or to engage in other interactions that are functionally
dependent on the other’s performance. However, more visceral emotional reactions (e.g.,
hate, disgust) and distancing that is less related to goal advancement (e.g., distrust,
dehumanization) should be stronger to the extent that one sees the other as more
personally responsible for her ‘wrong’ positions. It is important to emphasize that not
expectation is made that these biases be mutually exclusive – they most probably do cooccur (e.g., Ehrlinger, Gilovich, & Ross, 2005, study 2; Reeder, et al., 2005, study 4).
Instead, it is expected that they have different strengths of association with the negative
attitudes and behavioral orientations at issue. This expectation is consistent with research
showing that attribution of morality and of ability are distinct constructs (Fiske, Cuddy,
Glick, & Xu, 2002; Rosenberg & Sedlak, 1972) and with other research showing that
attribution of morality more than attribution of ability impacts impression formation in
general, and positive-negative evaluations in particular (Wojciszke , 1994; Wojciszke,
Bazinska, & Jaworski, 1998).
Proposed Model and Research Hypotheses
Integrating insights from the different literatures reviewed above and extending
them, the goal of the current research is to investigate the propositions that (1) biased
attribution of moral motives mediates the relation between disagreement and intolerance,
that (2) this mediating role is distinct from and occurs above-and-beyond the mediating
role of biased attribution of ability, and that (3) this role is conditional on perceiving the
issue/s of disagreement in moral terms. Together these propositions constitute a
moderated mediation model with two mediators, for the relation between disagreement
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and intolerance. Otherwise put, the conceptual model representing the theoretical
expectations at the heart of the current investigation sets out a mediating role of biased
attribution of moral motives, but expects this mediating role to work differently at
different levels of moral conviction, and specifically to be stronger when the issue of
disagreement is held with high versus low moral conviction. The second mediator, biased
attribution of ability, is included in the model as a control mediator, to allow for the
examination of the unique role of biased attribution of moral motives. This conceptual
model is visually portrayed in Figure 1.11, and effectively segments into the testing of the
following six hypotheses:
Hypothesis 1: People tend to attribute lesser moral motives to those with whom
they disagree than those with whom they agree.
Hypothesis 2: Attribution of lesser moral motives mediates the relation between
disagreement and intolerance as expressed in negative attitudes, emotions, and
behavioral orientations.
Hypothesis 3: Attribution of lesser moral motives is a distinct construct from
attribution of lesser ability, and not a generalized attribution of inferiority.
Hypothesis 4: Attribution of lesser moral motives uniquely predicts intolerance as
expressed in negative attitudes, emotions, and behavioral orientations, above and
beyond attribution of lesser ability.
Hypothesis 5: Attributions of lesser moral motives are more likely when the
issue/s of disagreement are seen in moral terms.
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Hypothesis 6: When issues of disagreement are seen in moral terms, attribution
of lesser moral motives will play a stronger mediating role than attributions of
lesser ability.
The Conditional Mediating Role of Biased Attribution of Moral Motives
The hypotheses driving the current investigation set out a mediating role for
biased attribution of moral motives in the relation between disagreement and intolerance,
independent of the mediating role of biased attribution of ability, and conditional on the
issue/s of disagreement being perceived as moral questions. This set of hypotheses pulls
together insights from different literatures not examined in unison thus far. And yet, one
study, if considered through the lens of the current research hypotheses, arguably offers
some preliminary evidence suggestive of their plausibility.
Earlier, Byrne’s 1961 paper on similarity and attraction was presented as support
for the expectation that disagreement will lead to attribution of lesser moral motives. In
fact, Byrne’s study provides further relevant evidence. Though the goal of his work was
to explore the relation between similarity and attraction, a re-examination of its findings
can be interpreted as suggestive of the proposed model of the current work. Byrne
conducted a comparison between impressions of others who had similar attitudes to
perceivers and others who held differing attitudes. Byrne famously found that people who
evaluated people who had similar attitudes reported more positive feelings towards this
stranger and greater willingness to work with him/her than participants who were rating
someone who held different attitudes than themselves, which Byrne interpreted as greater
attraction.
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As discussed earlier, Byrne also found that impressions of ideational opponents
were biased including ascription of lesser morality, intelligence and knowledge. Byrne
did not test for mediation, but at the same time participants in the second condition
(rating people with dissimilar opinions) reported more negative feelings towards the
other, and less willingness to work together. So far, these findings suggest (a) that
disagreement leads to biased attribution of morality (as moral motives are not measures,
trait-level morality can be considered its proxy); (b) that disagreement leads to animosity
and disengagement; and (c) that the first co-occurs with the second. The mediational role
of attribution of lesser morality, though, is put in question by the fact that perceivers
demonstrated general bias (not just in the moral domain) as the literature on naïve realism
would suggest and research has demonstrated.
What is less commonly known about Byrne’s study is that he included two
additional conditions. He asked participants ahead of time to rate how important each of
the 26 issues he presented were to them, and then in one condition participants were
asked to rate a supposed person who agreed with them on the 13 most important issues
but disagreed on the 13 unimportant issues (SIA). In the other condition the supposed
person agreed with them on the 13 unimportant issues (SUA), but disagreed on the 13
important issues. What he found was that in comparing these two conditions, participants
in the SIA gave a higher moral evaluation than participants in the SUA condition. Even
more interesting is that unlike when Byrne compared the first two conditions (fully
agreeing and fully disagreeing other) there was no difference in ratings of intelligence
and general knowledge. That is, when rating those who disagree on the issues that were
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most important to them, participants provided biased attribution of morality, but not
biased attributions of intelligence or knowledge. At the same time, perceivers still
expressed greater animosity towards those who disagreed and less willingness to work
together2. Comparison between these two conditions further suggests, then, that (d) on
issues that are important (arguably a proxy of moral conviction, Wright, Cullem &
Schwab 2008), participants are likely to attribute lesser moral motives to those with
whom they disagree, but not when the issues are not important to them; and (e) that
attribution of lesser morality co-occurs with animosity and disengagement even in the
absence of other forms of bias such as unintelligence or ignorance. Though importance is
not a direct measure of moral conviction, studies of moral conviction have found that
attitude importance often correlates with moral conviction. Furthermore, Wright, Cullem
& Schwab (2008) regard attitude importance as an indicator of the emotional expression
of moral conviction. That is, they suggest that reporting an attitude as more important is a
reflection of holding the issue as a moral conviction on the emotional level. With this in
mind, Byrne’s findings might correspond to the proposed expectation that biased
attribution of moral motives plays a unique role in the relation between disagreement and
intolerance, and that this should be especially true for disagreements perceived in moral
terms.
Clearly, the limitations of these findings for supporting the theoretical model
proposed in the current research are numerous. For one, Byrne’s study has a small
number of participants in each condition. More importantly, morality is measured at the
trait-level ignoring motives. Likewise, no measure of moral conviction exists – only
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attitude importance, which though strongly associated with moral conviction, is
conceptually different from it (e.g., Skitka, Bauman, Sargis, 2005). And, finally, no test
of mediation was run to examine if there was any association between the biased
attribution of morality and the outcomes of interest, leaving the possibility that they
simply co-occur. The current research sets out to provide a fitting test of the proposed
model and its ensuing hypotheses.
Overview of the Current Research
The current research tests the proposed model through four studies. Each study
tests the mediating role of biased attribution of moral motives in the relation between
disagreement and intolerance, enabling repeated examination of the core tenet of the
model. Furthermore, the four studies enable testing different aspects of the model – the
moderating role of moral conviction, the distinction between biased attribution of moral
motives and biased attribution of ability, the unique mediating role of each, whether the
effects hold with a single or a group ‘other’, and whether the effects hold when
disagreement is about one specific issue or multiple issues. Together, the studies provide
a strong test of the model and the corresponding hypotheses.
Specifically, the first study examines the mediating role of biased attribution of
moral motives in the relation between disagreement and intolerance, and whether this
role is especially relevant when positions on the issue of disagreement are held with high
versus low moral conviction. This study focused on disagreement on one issue (same-sex
marriage) and the ideational opponents were a general group of people who hold the
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opposite position from oneself. The conceptual representation of the part of the overall
model examined in Study 1 is visually represented in Figure 1.2. The second study
examined disagreement on a number of diverse issues selected individually for each
participant based on their responses, and the ideational opponent was a specific
individual. This second study focused on distinguishing the mediating role of biased
attribution of moral motives and biased attribution of ability and their respective
mediating roles in the relation between disagreement and intolerance. The conceptual
representation of the part of the overall model examined in Study 2 is visually
represented in Figure 1.3. Study 3 combined the tests from Study 1 and Study 2 by
examining simultaneously the distinction between biased attribution of moral motives
and biased attribution of ability and their unique mediating role on the one hand, and the
moderating role of moral conviction, on the other. As such, Study 3 provides both a
replication of the tests run in the first two studies, and an extension of them, by
examining the effects explored in Study 1 when also accounting for biased attribution of
ability, and the conditional nature of the effects explored in Study 2. As Study 3
examined the overall model, the conceptual representation of the tests it entails is
captured in Figure 1.1. Intolerance in the first three studies was gauged using both
attitudinal and emotional measures, as well as behavioral orientations towards the other.
Study 4 was an additional test of the full moderated mediation model (Figure 1.1), but
focused on behavioral outcomes of intolerance in the context of interpersonal interaction.
Table 1 provides a visual overview of which hypotheses were examined in each
study. This table will be returned to at the discussion of each study, to provide a visual
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tally of hypotheses supported in each, and thus illustrate the pattern of findings accrued
across the four studies. In the chapters that follow each study is discussed in detail.
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STUDY 1
Study 1 provides a first test of the mediating role of biased attributions of moral
motives in the relation between disagreement and intolerance, and of whether this role is
especially relevant when positions on the issue of disagreement are held with high
versus low moral conviction. As such, Study 1 tested the following three hypotheses:
Hypothesis 1: People tend to attribute lesser moral motives to those with whom
they disagree than those with whom they agree.
Hypothesis 2: Attribution of lesser moral motives mediates the relation between
disagreement and intolerance as expressed in negative attitudes, emotions, and behavioral
orientations.
Hypothesis 5: Attributions of lesser moral motives are more likely when the
issue/s of disagreement are seen in moral terms.
A conceptual diagram that captures these hypotheses together is presented in
Figure 1.2. This study focused on support versus opposition to same-sex marriage. This
issue of disagreement was selected because at the time the study was conducted, a
change in pattern of election results on ballots regarding the legality of same-sex
marriage across the United States was evident, making this a topic many participants
were likely to have a position on. In addition, this issue traditionally stirs strong
opinions, which both supporters and objectors are likely to vest with moral conviction
(Morgan, Skitka, & Wisneski, 2010).
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Method
Participants
Participants were one hundred and ninety five Amazon Mturk users (109 women,
71 men, 15 unreported; age M=36, range=19–68). Across conditions, 110 (61.1%)
participants identified as liberal, 38 (19.5%) identified as independent and 32 (16.5%)
identified as conservative, with 15 unreported.
Procedure and design
The survey was administered online through Amazon Mturk. Participants were
invited to participate in “a study on political and social attitudes”, with the goal of
exploring “the reasons people hold certain positions on social and political attitudes.” No
further information was provided before the survey items were presented. The details of
the measures appear below. In general, participants were first asked to report their
position on same-sex marriage, and the extent to which they hold their position with
moral conviction. Next, participants were randomly assigned to one of two experimental
conditions (between-subjects design), in which they were either to evaluate people who
hold the same or opposite position as themselves on same-sex marriage, and rate the
moral motives underlying these people’s positions. Finally, participants were asked to
report their attitudes, emotions, and behavioral orientation towards those they were
evaluating, as well as the extent to which moral motives underlie their own position on
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same-sex marriage. At the end of the survey, participants were thanked and credited one
dollar to their Amazon account.

Measures
Attitude position and moral conviction. Participants were asked to report their
position on same-sex marriage (“Generally, what is your position on same-sex marriage?
There is no 'right' or 'wrong' answer. If none of these positions reflect your views, please
choose the one closest to it.”). Two response options were offered: Oppose same-sex
marriage and Support same-sex marriage. Participants were asked to report the extent to
which their position was held as a moral conviction using three items based on the work
of Skitka and Morgan (2014; “To what extent is your position on same-sex marriage a
reflection of your core moral beliefs and convictions?”, “To what extent is your position
on same-sex marriage connected to your beliefs about fundamental right and wrong?”,
“To what extent is your position on same-sex marriage based on moral principle?”).
Responses were recorded using a 5-point scale with the following response options: Not
at all (1) Slightly (2) Moderately (3) Much (4) To a great extent (5). Participants’ scores
were averaged to create a single scale (α = .89), and recoded to run from 0 to 1 such that
higher scores reflected greater moral conviction.
Biased attributions of moral motives. Participants were asked to report their
impression of the others’ moral motives using the following four items: “Do you feel that
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people who support/oppose same-sex marriage are motivated by ethical principles?”;
“Do you feel that people who support/oppose same-sex marriage are morally driven in
thinking about different issues?”; “Do you feel that people who support/oppose same-sex
marriage have kind intentions at heart?”; and “Do you feel that people who
support/oppose same-sex marriage prioritize questions of morality when forming their
positions about different issues?” (α = .87). These items were developed for the purpose
of this study. For these and all following questions only the word support or oppose
appeared in the text of the question depending on the participant’s own position and
whether the participant was in the agree or disagree condition. Participants were also
asked to evaluate themselves on the same four items. All responses were recorded using a
6-point scale, with verbal anchors of Absolutely Not and Absolutely Yes. Difference
scores were calculated subtracting rating of attributions of other from ratings of selfattribution, so that a higher score reflects a greater disparity between other and self.
Difference scores were recoded to run from 0 to 1 such that higher scores reflected
attributions of lesser moral motives to the other as compared with the self, or in other
words, greater bias in attribution.
Unfavorability. Participants were asked how favorable or unfavorable they feel
towards people who support/oppose same-sex marriage. Responses were recorded on a
100-point scale with verbal anchors Very unfavorably and Very favorably. Responses
were recoded to run from 0 to 1 such that higher scores reflected lower favorability.
Emotions. Participants were asked to what extent they feel the listed emotions
when they think of people who support/oppose same-sex marriage. Emotions were
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collapsed into three measures based on semantic relevance (for a similar approach see
Halperin, 2008; Halperin, Russell, Dweck, & Gross, 2011) and included: anger (anger,
irritation, rage; α = .88), hate (hate, antipathy, resentment; α =.85), and disgust (disgust,
revulsion, aversion; α =.94). Each item was recorded using a 6-point scale with verbal
anchors to a great extent and not at all. Collapsed measures were recoded to run from 0
to 1 such that higher scores reflected greater negative affect.
Distrust. Three items were used to assess trust: “To what extent do you think
people who support/oppose same-sex marriage are trustworthy?”, “To what extent would
you trust people who support/oppose same-sex marriage to do what is right?”, and “To
what extent would you trust people who support/oppose same-sex marriage in general?”
Responses were recorded using a 6-point scale, with verbal anchors Not at all and To a
great extent. Responses to each item were averaged to create a single scale (α = .96), and
recoded to run from 0 to 1 with higher scores reflecting greater distrust.
Dehumanization. Participants were asked to what extent they believe that people
who support/oppose same-sex marriage “raise their children to be compassionate”, “raise
their children to be considerate”, “raise their children to be humane”, “raise their children
to be caring”, “raised their children to be moral”, and “raised their children to be kind”.
This measure was adapted from Schwartz and Struch (1989). Responses to each item
were recorded using a 6-point scale, with verbal anchors Strongly disagree and Strongly
agree. Responses were averaged to create a single scale (α = .98), and recoded to run
from 0 to 1 with higher scores reflecting greater dehumanization.

36

Social distance. Participants were asked to indicate to what extent they would
be happy to have someone who supports/opposes same-sex marriage “…as a neighbor”;
“…come and work at the same place I do”; “…as a roommate”; “…marry into my
family”; “…as someone I would personally date”; “…as the owner of a store or
restaurant I frequent”, “… as a close personal friend”; “… as the teacher of my
children”; “…as my spiritual advisor”; and “…as my personal physician.” Responses
were recorded using a 7-point scale with the following response options: Very much
agree (1) Moderately agree (2) Slightly agree (3) Uncertain (4) Slightly disagree (5)
Moderately disagree (6) and Very much disagree (7). This measure was based on that
used by Skitka, Bauman, Sargis (2005). Responses were recoded to run from 0 to 1 such
that higher scores reflected greater social distance and were averaged to create a single
scale (α = .98).
General Negativity. Given the high correlation between the different outcome
measures (see Table 1.2), measures were collapsed to one general measure of negativity
(α = .95), such that higher scores reflected greater negativity. Collapsed measures were
equally weighted, and included: unfavorability, anger, hate, disgust, distrust,
dehumanization and social distance.
Results
To explore the first, second, and fifth hypotheses, analyses were conducted in
three steps. First, the main effect of disagreement on biased attribution of moral motives
and on each of the outcome variables was assessed. Second, the simple (i.e., un37

moderated) mediating role of biased attribution of moral motives in the relation between
disagreement and intolerance was assessed. Finally, the conditional role of moral
conviction in the mediating role of biased attribution of moral motives was assessed.
Table 2.1 presents the means and standard deviations of the study variables and their
intercorrelations.
Does Disagreement Lead to Biased Attribution of Moral Motives and Intolerance?
To examine whether participants evaluating others who disagree with their own
position on same-sex marriage (disagree condition) are more likely - relative to
participants evaluating others who agree with them on same-sex marriage (agree
condition) - to make biased attribution of moral motives and to express greater
intolerance of them, nine independent samples t-tests were conducted (see bottom of
Table 2.1 for descriptive statistics). Results indicate that relative to participants in the
agree condition, participants in the disagree condition made more biased attributions of
moral motives (equal variances not assumed: t(142.00) = 4.01, p < .001, d = .62),
expressed greater unfavorability (equal variances not assumed: t(167.00) = 17.94, p <
.001, d = 2.62), greater anger (equal variances not assumed: t(115.50) = 12.3, p < .001, d
= 1.84), hate (equal variances not assumed: t(122.61) = 10.28, p < .001, d = 1.58), disgust
(equal variances not assumed: t(110.70) = 11.12, p < .001, d = 1.61), distrust (equal
variances not assumed: t(177.71) = 11.51, p < .001, d = 1.62), dehumanization (equal
variances not assumed: t(150.34) = 14.35, p < .001, d = 2.23), desire for social distance
(equal variances not assumed: t(144.18) = 17.71, p < .001, d = 2.62), and general
negativity (equal variances not assumed: t(136.00) = 17.20, p < .001, d = 2.53).
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Do Biased Attributions of Moral Motives Mediate the Relation between
Disagreement and Intolerance?
To test whether biased attribution of moral motives mediates the relation between
disagreement and each of the outcomes of interest, eight ordinary least squares path
analyses (Hayes, 2013, model 4) were conducted. This set of analyses reflects Hayes’
approach to mediation testing (Hayes, 2013). Specifically, in each model the total effect
of the independent variable can have both a direct and an indirect effect on the outcome
variable. The direct effect is the effect of the independent variable controlling for the
effect of the mediator. The indirect effect is the mediated path from the independent
variable to the outcome variable, and is equivalent to the product of the main effect of the
independent variable on the mediator and the main effect of the mediator on the outcome
variable. As such, the significance of the coefficients presented in Table 1.2 is the
effective test of the mediated effect. However, because the sampling distribution of
indirect effects is often skewed and thus may lead to incorrect inferences, bootstrapping
is used to construct a confidence interval of the coefficient of the indirect effect based on
the generation of its sampling distribution. Significance of the indirect effect, then, is
gauged based on the absence of the value zero from the statistic’s confidence interval.
Each model was specified with disagreement as independent variable, biased
attributions of moral motives as mediator, and each of the measures of intolerance, in
turn, as outcome variable. As evident in Table 2.2, the indirect effect of disagreement
through biased attribution of moral motives was significant for unfavorability, hate,
disgust, distrust, and social distance, but not for anger and dehumanization. Of note,
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biased attribution of moral motives mediated the relation between disagreement and
general negativity.
Is the Mediating Role of Moral Motives in the Relation between Disagreement and
Intolerance Conditional on the Disagreement Being Perceived in Moral Terms?
It was hypothesized that attributions of lesser moral motives would be more likely
when the issue of disagreement would be seen in moral terms, and that these conditional
differences would explain, at least in part, any dissimilar effects of disagreement on
intolerance at low and high levels of moral conviction. This moderated mediation model
was tested in three steps. In the first step, a test of the moderating role of moral
conviction in the relation between disagreement and each of the intolerance measures was
conducted using eight moderated regression models, with each outcome of interest
regressed on disagreement, moral conviction, and their interaction. As can be seen in
Table 2.3, moral conviction moderated the relation between disagreement and
unfavorability, anger, hate, disgust, and general negativity, but not trust and
dehumanization. Analyses of simple slopes for each intolerance outcome measure were
tested using bootstrapped confidence intervals, because they provide a robust test. As
indicated in Table 2.4, though disagreement led to intolerance across levels of moral
conviction, this effect was stronger when participants held their position on same-sex
marriage with high versus low moral conviction. This pattern, although not significantly
different, also held for distrust and dehumanization.
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In the second step, a test of whether the relation between disagreement and biased
attribution of moral motives was moderated by moral conviction, and specifically that
disagreement would be more strongly associated with biased attribution of moral motives
for participants high rather than low in moral conviction, was conducted. Results show
that, consistent with expectations, moral conviction moderated this relation (see Table
2.3) such that, when participants held their position on same-sex marriage with high
moral conviction, disagreement led to biased attributions of moral motives, but not when
they held their position with low moral conviction (see Table 2.4).
In the third step, a formal test of moderated mediation was conducted using path
analyses (Hayes, 2013, models 7 and 8). This set of analyses reflects Hayes’ approach to
conditional mediation testing (Hayes, 2013, chapter 10). Like in simple mediation
discussed above, Hayes’ approach tests the indirect (i.e., mediated) effect – that is, the
impact of the independent variable on the dependent variable through a third variable using a confidence interval of the coefficient created through bootstrapping. However, in
conditional mediation testing, the indirect effect is tested at different levels of the
moderator. In Hayes words, conditional mediation testing “..is used when one’s research
goal is to understand and describe the conditional nature of the mechanism or
mechanisms by which a variable transmits its effect on another and testing hypotheses
about such contingent effect” (Hayes 2013, p. 327). Statistically, the indirect - or
mediated - path between the independent variable and outcome variables remains a
product between two paths – namely the path from the independent variable to the
mediator, and the path from the mediator to the outcome variable. However, the statistical
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model testing the indirect effect when holding the direct effect of independent variable on
the outcome variable constant, includes the moderator variable and its interaction with
the independent variable. When both the direct and the indirect effects are expected to be
moderated, both paths of the product include these additional, moderation terms. Hayes
terms this statistical model ‘model 8’, and in the current study it was used to test all
models but those for distrust and dehumanization. When the indirect effect, but not the
direct effect is expected to be moderated, model 7 is used. This is the model used to test
the paths to distrust and dehumanization.
For each of the models run, disagreement was entered as the focal independent
variable, moral conviction as moderator, and biased attributions of moral motives as the
mediator. Results indicate that biased attributions of moral motives played a mediating
role in the conditional relation between disagreement and some of the intolerance
measures, but not all. Specifically, when moral conviction was low, biased attributions of
moral motives did not significantly mediate the relationship between disagreement and
any of the intolerance measures (see Table 2.5). However, when moral conviction was
high, biased attribution of moral motives mediated the relationship between disagreement
and unfavorability, distrust, and desire for social distance as well as general negativity.
The mediating role of biased attributions of moral motives in the relation between
disagreement and hate and disgust was not significantly moderated by moral conviction.
Similar to findings in the unconditional test of mediation, the relation between
disagreement and both anger and dehumanization was not mediated through biased
attributions of moral motives.
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Discussion
Study 1 provides initial support for the expectation that people tend to attribute
lesser moral motives to those with whom they disagree than to those with whom they
agree (hypothesis 1). Study 1 also provides initial support for the expectation that
attributions of lesser moral motives mediate the relation between disagreement and
intolerance as reflected in negative attitudes, emotions, and behavioral orientations
towards the other (hypothesis 2). This study further finds that disagreement leads to
biased attribution of moral motives only when the issue of disagreement is held with high
versus low moral conviction (hypothesis 5; see Table 2.6 for summary of hypotheses
supported in Study 1). Finally, Study 1 provides initial indication that the mediating role
of biased attribution of moral motives is especially true for some outcomes, but not for
others.3
One of the main limitations of Study 1 is that it focuses on disagreement about one
specific issue – same-sex marriage. As such, results might be capturing aspects unique to
this issue. For example, disagreement specifically on same-sex marriage might lead to
biased attribution of moral motives but not disagreement on other issues, even if held
with high moral conviction. Alternatively, since moral conviction is a subjective
perception that different people apply to different topics (e.g., Skitka, 2010; Wright et al.,
2008), results might be capturing individual differences unique to people who view the
issue of same-sex marriage – both those who support and those who oppose it – as a
moral question. To address this limitation, Studies 2 and 3 will not focus on one issue of
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disagreement but rather will offer a wide list of issues for participants to opine on, and
will randomly select a different set of issues for each participant.
The following studies also advance the findings of Study 1 by gauging attributions
and attitudes towards a specific individual rather than a general category of ‘people who
hold an oppositional position’. This will address the possibility that biased attributions of
moral motives happen towards generalized outgroups but not individuals, and therefore
their mediating role might not apply in the interpersonal context nor in some
organizational settings. Finally, the following studies also measure biased attribution of
ability to test whether results of Study 1 simply capture a mediating role for biased
attributions in general, or if biased attribution of moral motives plays a distinct role in the
relation between disagreement and intolerance.
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STUDY 2
Study 2 builds on the initial findings of Study 1 and extends them in several ways.
First, Study 2 examines the distinction between biased attribution of moral motives and
biased attribution of ability. Second, Study 2 examines the mediating role of biased
attribution of moral motives with regards to one specific individual rather than a
generalized group (e.g., ‘people who support or oppose same-sex marriage’). Third,
rather than defining one issue of focus, in Study 2 the issues of disagreement are diverse
and determined based on each participant’s beliefs and preferences. As such, Study 2
provides a test of the following hypotheses:
Hypothesis 1: People tend to attribute lesser moral motives to those with whom
they disagree than those with whom they agree.
Hypothesis 2: Attribution of lesser moral motives mediates the relation between
disagreement and intolerance as expressed in negative attitudes, emotions, and behavioral
orientations.
Hypothesis 3: Attribution of lesser moral motives is a distinct construct from
attribution of lesser ability, and not a generalized attribution of inferiority.
Hypothesis 4: Attribution of lesser moral motives uniquely predicts intolerance as
expressed in negative attitudes, emotions, and behavioral orientations, above and beyond
attribution of lesser ability.
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Method
Participants
Three hundred and sixteen undergraduate psychology students (205 women, 108
men, 3 unreported; age M=19, range=15–36) completed a two-part, computer-based
experiment as part of a class assignment. Participants were randomly assigned to one of
two experimental conditions (159 in the agree condition and 157 in the disagree
condition). Across conditions, 148 (46.8%) participants identified as liberal, 72 (22.8%)
identified as moderate, and 94 (29.7%) identified as conservative. Participants received
extra credit for their psychology class in return for their participation.

Procedure and design
In the first part of the study, participants completed an online survey asking them
to identify their positions on a variety of social and political issues, the extent each was
held as a moral conviction, self-attributions of moral motives and cognitive ability, and
general demographics. In the second part of the study, run two weeks later, participants
were told the study was about impressions of others based on limited information (see
text of cover story in Appendix 3). They were told that, correspondingly, they had been
randomly matched with a student from a different course section, and with the promise
that both their and the other participant’s information would remain anonymous at all
times. Participants were then provided with an excerpt of the other person’s supposed
first survey, and asked to report their impressions of and attitudes towards that person.
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In actuality, participants were randomly assigned to view responses on six issue
positions from the first survey that were either the same as or different from their own.
The six issues were selected based on a random selection of three issues that the
participant rated highest on moral conviction and three issues the participant rated
lowest on moral conviction.

Measures: Part 1
Attitude positions and moral conviction. Participants were presented with a list
of 23 issues and asked to report their position on each. Issues were adapted from Byrne
(1961) and Wright, Cullem, & Schawb (2008). Issues included: the death penalty,
abortion, same-sex marriage, affirmative action, gun control, vegetarianism, sex
education in schools, castration as punishment for sex crimes, musical preference,
pornography, same-sex adoption, environmental regulation of business, cheating on
exams/paper, recreational drug use, physical punishment of children, support for Barak
Obama or Mitt Romney in upcoming presidential elections at the time; sending elderly
parents to a nursing home, female circumcision, belief in God, animal testing in
cosmetics industry, strong military being important part of American identity, eating pets,
caring for the environment. For each issue participants had two opposing response
options (e.g., support or oppose, should be allowed or should not be allowed). If neither
of the responses corresponded to their exact position, participants were instructed to
select the response closest to their position. In addition, for each issue, participants were
asked to report the extent to which their position is held as a moral conviction (“To what
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extent is your position on this issue a reflection of your core moral beliefs and
convictions?”; Skitka & Morgan, 2014). Responses were recorded using a 6-point scale,
with the following response options: not at all (1) very slightly (2) slightly (3),
moderately (4) much (5) and very much (6).
Self-attribution of moral motives. Four items were used to assess participants’
self-attributions of moral motives: “Do you feel that you are motivated by ethical
principles?”; “Do you feel that you are morally driven in thinking about different
issues?”; “Do you feel that you have kind intentions at heart?”; and “Do you feel that you
prioritize questions of morality when forming your positions about different issues?”.
Responses to each item were recorded using a 6-point scale, with verbal anchors of
Absolutely Not and Absolutely Yes. All responses were recoded to run from 0 to 1 such
that higher scores reflected greater self-attributions of moral motives. Items were adapted
from Reeder et al. (2005).
Self-attribution of ability. Four items were used to assess participants’ selfattributions of ability. For intelligence and general knowledge, participants were asked to
rate themselves relative to other undergraduates at the University with the following
response options: very much above average (1) above average (2) slightly above average
(3) average (4) slightly below average (5) below average (6) very much below average
(7). For rationality versus emotionality, participants were asked: “Do you think that you
are a rational person or are often led more by your emotions?” with verbal anchors led by
emotions and led by rational thinking; and for independent thinking versus influence,
participants were asked: “Do you think you are greatly influenced by what your friends or
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family think, or are you an independent thinker?” with verbal anchors greatly influenced
and independent thinker and responses ranging from 1 to 6. All responses were recoded
to run from 0 to 1 such that higher scores reflected greater self-attributions of ability.
Items were developed drawing from earlier work including Byrne (1961), Kenworthy and
Miller (2002); Pronin, Reeder, Pryor, Wohl, and Griswell (2005), and Ross and Ward
(1996).
Measures: Part 2
Biased attributions of moral motives. Participants were asked to report their
impression of the other’s moral motives using the same items from Part 1 self-attributions
of moral motives (e.g., “Do you feel that this person is morally driven in thinking about
different issues?”) with the same verbal anchors used in Part 1. All responses were
recoded to run from 0 to 1 such that higher scores reflected greater attributions of moral
motives to the other. Difference scores were calculated subtracting rating of attributions
of other from ratings of self-attribution, so that a higher score reflects a greater disparity
between self and other and, specifically, attributions of lesser moral motives to the other
as compared with the self (α=.76).
Biased attributions of ability. Participants were asked to report their impression
of the other’s ability-related attributions using the same items from Part 1 self-attributions
of ability (intelligence, general knowledge, rationality, and influence; e.g., “Do you think
this person is greatly influenced by what her/his friends or family think, or is this person
an independent thinker?”) with the same verbal anchors used in Part 1. All responses
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were recoded such that higher scores reflected greater attributions of ability to the other.
Difference scores were calculated subtracting rating of attributions of other from ratings
of self-attribution, collapsed to one measure (α=.75), and recoded to run from 0 to 1so
that a higher score reflects a greater disparity between self and other and specifically
attributions of lesser ability to the other as compared with the self.
Favorability. Participants were asked “How favorable or unfavorable do you feel
towards this person?” Responses were recorded on a 10-point scale with verbal anchors
Very unfavorably and Very favorably. Responses were recoded to run from 0 to 1 such
that higher scores reflected lower favorability.
Emotions. Participants were asked to: “Imagine having to hang out with this
person for a long while. How likely are you to feel the following emotions towards
her/him?” Emotion groupings were identical to those used in Study 1 and included: anger
(anger, irritation, rage; α=.87), hate (hate, antipathy, resentment; α=.86), and disgust
(disgust, revulsion, aversion; α=.87). Individual item responses were recorded using a 6point scale with verbal anchors to a great extent and not at all. Scale responses were
recoded to run from 0 to 1 such that higher scores reflected greater negative affect.
Distrust. Two questions, adapted from the European Social Survey (2012; see
also Brehm & Rahn, 1997) were used to assess trust: “Do you think this person might try
to take advantage of you if they got the chance, or would s/he try to be fair?” with verbal
anchors take advantage and try to be fair; and “Would you expect this person would try
to be helpful, or that s/he would just be looking out for her/himself, if the two
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contradicted?” With verbal anchors Try to be helpful and Just looking out for themselves.
Both responses were recorded using a 6-point scale, and were recoded to run from 0 to 1
with higher scores reflecting greater distrust (α=.73).
Social distance. Participants were asked to indicate to what extent they agreed
or disagreed with each of the following statements: “I would be happy to have this person
as a neighbor”; “I would be happy to have this person to come and work at the same
place I do”; “I would be happy to have this person as a roommate”; “I would be happy to
have this person to marry into my family”; “I would be happy to have this person as
someone I would personally date”; “I would be happy to have this person as a close
personal friend”; “I would be happy to have this person as the teacher of my children”; “I
would be happy to have this person as my spiritual advisor”; and “I would be happy to
have this person as my personal physician.” Responses were recorded using a 7-point
scale with the following response options: Very much agree (1) Moderately agree (2)
Slightly agree (3) Uncertain (4) Slightly disagree (5) Moderately disagree (6) and Very
much disagree (7). Responses to individual items were collapsed to create a single scale
(α=.97) and recoded to run from 0 to 1 such that higher scores reflected greater social
distance. Because participants were told they were evaluating a person of the same-sex,
the item on dating was dropped from this measure as several participants noted their
response on this item did not reflect their position towards the other but rather their
position on same-sex dating.
General Negativity. Given the high correlation between the different outcome
measures (see Table 1.2), all outcome measures were collapsed to one general measure of
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negativity (α = .93), such that higher scores reflected greater negativity. Collapsed
measures were equally weighted, and included: unfavorability, anger, hate, disgust,
distrust, and social distance.

Results
To explore the first, second, third, and fourth hypotheses, analyses were conducted
in four steps. First the distinction between biased attribution of moral motives and
biased attribution of ability was assessed using factor analysis. Second, the main effect
of disagreement on biased attribution of moral motives, on biased attribution of ability,
and on each of the outcome variables was assessed. Third, mediating role of biased
attribution of moral motives in the relation between disagreement and intolerance was
assessed controlling for the simultaneous mediating role of biased attribution of ability.
Table 3.1 presents the means and standard deviations of the study variables and their
intercorrelations.
Are Biased Attributions of Moral Motives Distinct from Biased Attributions of
Ability?
To test the hypothesis that biased attributions of moral motives and biased
attributions of ability were distinct constructs and not only part of a general negative halo
effect, an exploratory factor analysis was conducted (SPSS, version 19), using Maximum
Likelihood as extraction method, and Oblimin with Kaiser Normalization for Rotation
Method, which allows for the two factors to co-vary. This resulted in two clearly distinct
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factors with eigenvalues greater than one, with the four items gauging biased attributions
of moral motives all loading on to the first factor (.74, .74, .68, .51, with cross-loadings
ranging from .05 to .23), and the four items gauging biased attributions of ability all
loading on to the second factor (.80, .77, .54, and .48, with cross-loadings ranging
from.03 to .09). Together the factors account for 47.29% of the item variance, and
correlate with each at r=.32. (see Table 3.2 for pattern matrix).
Does Disagreement Lead to Biased Attributions of Moral Motives, Biased
Attributions of Ability, and Intolerance?
To examine the influence of disagreement on biased attributions of moral motives,
biased attributions of ability, and each of the measures of intolerance, nine independent
samples t-tests were run (see Table 3.1 for descriptive statistics). Relative to participants
in the agree condition, participants in the disagree condition made more biased
attributions of moral motives (equal variances not assumed: t(269.44) = 9.56, p < .001, d
= .98); and more biased attributions of ability (equal variances not assumed: t(267.8) =
7.58, p < .001, d = .89). Furthermore, participants in the disagree condition, relative to
those in the agree condition, expressed greater unfavorability (equal variances assumed:
t(312.00) = 22.60, p < .001, d = 2.58), greater anger (equal variances not assumed:
t(272.65) = 13.80, p < .001, d = 1.62), hate (equal variances not assumed: t(268.24) =
11.20, p < .001, d = 1.29), disgust (equal variances not assumed: t(272.78) = 12.08, p <
.001, d =1.40), distrust (equal variances assumed: t(314) = 11.61, p < .001, d = 1.28), and
desire for social distance (equal variances assumed: t(314) = 19.57, p < .001, d = 2.19).
Furthermore, relative to participants in the agree condition, participants in the disagree
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condition reported greater general negativity towards the other (equal variances not
assumed: t(294.97) = 19.23, p < .001, d =2.11).
Do Biased Attributions of Moral Motives Mediate the Relation between
Disagreement and Intolerance Above and Beyond the Mediating Role of Biased
Attributions of Ability?
To test whether biased attributions of moral motives mediate the relation between
disagreement and each of the outcomes of interest above and beyond the mediating role
of biased attribution of ability, six ordinary least squares path analyses (Hayes, 2013,
model 4) were conducted. Each model was specified with disagreement as independent
variable (agree =0, disagree=1), both biased attributions of moral motives and biased
attributions of ability as simultaneous mediators, and each of the measures of intolerance,
in turn, as outcome variable. As evident in Table 3.3, the indirect effect of disagreement
through biased attributions of ability was significant for unfavorability, anger, hate,
disgust, and social distance. However, as expected, disagreement simultaneously exerts
an indirect effect on each of these through biased attributions of moral motives.
Importantly, disagreement affected distrust indirectly through biased attributions of moral
motives, but not through biased attributions of ability.
Discussion
Study 2, like Study 1, showed support for the expectation that people tend to
attribute more biased attributions of moral motives to those with whom they disagree
than to those with whom they agree (hypothesis 1), and for the expectation that
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attributions of lesser moral motives mediate the relation between disagreement and
outcomes associated with intolerance including negative attitudes, emotions, and
behavioral orientations (hypothesis 2). Study 2 further showed that, consistent with
expectations, biased attributions of ability and of moral motives were distinct constructs
(hypothesis 3) and not an indistinguishable part of a negative-halo effect. In addition,
results were consistent with past findings in the literature on ability-related attribution
bias showing that such bias is more likely when evaluating a person with different versus
similar opinions to the self. Importantly, though, results further supported the expectation
that biased attribution of moral motives would mediate the relation between disagreement
and intolerance above and beyond the mediating role of biased attributions of ability
(hypothesis 4; see Table 3.4 for summary of hypotheses supported in Study 2). The
association between disagreement and greater distrust, moreover, was found to be
mediated only by biased attribution of moral motives, suggesting that, at least for some
outcomes, biased attribution of moral motives plays a more central mediating role than
biased attribution of ability.
Study 2 therefore extends the results of Study 1, first by showing that disagreement
leads to biased attributions of moral motives and that such attributions lead to greater
intolerance across a diverse set of social and political issues, and not just same-sex
marriage. Furthermore, such effects occur even when evaluating a specific individual and
not only a generalized outgroup. Study 2 also demonstrates that the mediating role of
biased attributions of moral motives in the relation between disagreement and intolerance
holds even when accounting for the established role of biased attributions of ability.
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Finally, Study 2 identified increased distrust as one outcome of disagreement that might
be uniquely associated with biased attributions of moral motives.
Study 2, however, did not distinguish between disagreements on issues held with
high and with low moral conviction. Study 1 suggested that people are more likely to
make more biased attributions of moral motives when they perceive the issue of
disagreement in moral terms. Study 3 therefore sets out to replicate the findings of the
first two studies and to extend them by examining the moderating role of moral
conviction for the mediating role of biased attribution of moral motives even when
accounting for the mediating role of biased attribution of ability, and examining
disagreement across a diverse set of issues as was the case the Study 2.
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STUDY 3
The goal of Study 3 was to replicate and extend the results of the first two studies.
Specifically, this study ties together elements of both Study 1 and Study 2 into a design
that enables the testing of all six hypotheses simultaneously– examining both the
mediating role of biased attributions of moral motives in the relation between
disagreement and intolerance controlling for the role of biased attributions of ability as in
Study 2, and examining the moderating role of moral conviction for the mediating role of
biased attributions of moral motives as in Study 1. As such, this study tests the full
theoretical model proposed in the current work (Figure 1.1).
As in Study 2, participants again were asked to evaluate a different person, but
this time both agreement versus disagreement of the target of evaluation and moral
conviction of issues of agreement or disagreement were manipulated enabling the test of
the moderating role of moral conviction of the issue of contention on the mediating role
of biased attribution of moral motives. Specifically, participants were randomly assigned
to one of four conditions: either evaluating a person who agrees with them on issues the
participant identified as moral; agreeing on issues the participant did not view as moral,
disagreeing on issues the participant views as moral; or disagreeing on issues the
participant did not view as moral.
Method
Participants
Four hundred and seventy seven undergraduate psychology students (287 women,
187 men, 3 unreported; age M=19.6, range=16–62) completed a computer-mediated
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experiment as part of a class assignment. Across conditions, 201(42.4%) participants
identified as liberal, 112 (23.6%) identified as moderate and 161 (33.7%) identified as
conservative, and 3 unreported. Participants received extra credit for their psychology
class in return for their participation.
Procedure and design
Participants were presented with the same cover story as that provided in Study 2.
Similar to Study 2, Study 3 was composed of two parts. In the first part, participants
completed an online survey asking them to identify their positions on a varied list of
issues and the extent that each was held as a moral conviction (see Appendix 4). In the
second, run two weeks later, participants were supposedly presented with an excerpt of
another student’s first survey and asked for her/his impressions, attitudes, emotions, and
behavioral orientation towards this other student (see Appendix 5). The procedure
departed from that of Study 2 in three main ways. First, participants saw four, not six
issues in the supposed excerpt of the other’s first survey. Second, this was a 2X2 design
with disagreement as one independent variable (agree/disagree) and moral conviction
(low/high) as the other, such that participants were evaluating either someone who agreed
or disagreed with them, either on issues they themselves had identified as issues held
with low or high moral conviction (between-subject design). Third, positive emotions and
willingness to work together in a following assignment were added as outcome variables.
Below measures that depart from Study 2 are described; all other measures were the
same.
Measures
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Attitude issues and moral conviction. The same issue positions and moral conviction
question were presented in Study 3 as in Study 2, except one issue - preference for 2012
presidential candidate - which was dropped because Study 3 was run post elections.
Emotions. In addition to the negative emotions measured in the second part of
Study 2 (anger, hate, disgust), two positive emotions were measured: respect
(admiration; respect; and impressed; α=.86), and empathy (fond, empathy, compassion;
α=.81). Scores were recoded to run from 0 to 1 and recoded such that higher scores
reflect lower levels of positive emotion.
Dehumanization. Participants were asked to imagine to what extent the ‘other’
person was likely to have twenty different traits. Based on Haslam (2006), Haslam, Bain,
Douge, Lee, Bastain (2005), and on Bastian and Haslam (2010), these traits correspond to
two forms of dehumanization: lack of human uniqueness (positive: broadminded,
conscientious, humble, polite, thorough; negative: disorganized, hard-hearted, ignorant,
rude, stingy) and lack of human nature (positive: active, curious, friendly, helpful, funloving; negative: impatient, impulsive, jealous, nervous, shy). Responses were recorded
using a 5-point scale with the following response options: not at all (1) somewhat (2)
moderately (3) much (4) very much (5). Scores were recoded to run from 0 to 1, with
higher scores representing greater dehumanization. The measure of uniqueness was not
associated with any of the variables of interest and so all further analyses focused on the
measure of human nature (α=.61).
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Working together. As a final step in the study, participants were told that an
additional study would be run in which students would be matched with another student
to work collaboratively. Participants were asked if they Strongly prefer working with the
same person (1) Somewhat prefer working with the same person (2) Don't mind either
way (3) Somewhat prefer working with a different person (4) Strongly prefer working
with a different person (5). Responses were recoded to run from 0 to 1 with higher scores
representing less preference for working with the same person.
General Negativity. Given the high correlation between the different outcome
measures (see Table 1.2), all outcome measures were collapsed to one general measure of
negativity (α = .92), such that higher scores reflected greater negativity. Collapsed
measures were equally weighted, and included: unfavorability, anger, hate, disgust, lack
of empathy, disrespect, distrust, dehumanization, social distance and working together.
Results
To explore the six hypotheses proposed in the current investigation, which are
visually represented in model presented in Figure 1.1, analyses were conducted in two
parts. First a replication of the test of distinction between biased attribution of moral
motives and biased attribution of ability was conducted using factor analysis. Second, a
three-step analysis explored the conditional mediation of biased attribution of moral
motives in the relation between disagreement and intolerance. Specifically, in step 1, a
test of the moderation of the main effect of disagreement on each of the outcome
variables was conducted. In step 2, a test of the moderation of the main effect of
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disagreement on the simultaneous mediators in the model – biased attribution of moral
motives and on biased attribution of ability – was conducted. And, third, a formal test of
conditional moderated mediation with two mediators (Hayes, 2013) was conducted,
testing the unique mediating role of biased attribution of moral motives and biased
attribution of ability at high and low levels of moral conviction. Further detail is provided
below. Table 4.1 presents the means and standard deviations of the study variables and
their intercorrelations.
Are Biased Attributions of Moral Motives Distinct from Biased Attributions
of Ability?
To test the hypothesis that biased attributions of moral motives and biased
attributions of ability were distinct constructs, an exploratory factor analysis (SPSS,
version 19) was conducted, using Maximum Likelihood as extraction method, and
Oblimin with Kaiser Normalization for Rotation Method, which allows for the two
factors to co-vary. This resulted in two clearly distinct factors with eigenvalues of one or
greater, with the four items gauging biased attributions of moral motives all loading on to
the first factor (.81, .66, .80, .61, with cross-loadings ranging from .02 to .13), and the
four items gauging biased attributions of ability all loading on to the second factor (.79,
.84, .39, .35, with cross-loadings ranging from .03 to .00). Together the factors accounted
for 46.60% of item variance, and correlate with each at r=.46. (see Table 4.2 for pattern
matrix).
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Does Biased Attribution of Moral Motives Mediate the Relation Between
Disagreement and Intolerance Conditional on Perceiving the Disagreement in Moral
Terms?
It was expected that attribution of lesser moral motives would be more likely when
the issue of disagreement is seen in moral terms, and that these conditional differences
would explain, at least in part, dissimilar effects of disagreement on intolerance at low
and high levels of moral conviction. This moderated mediation model was tested in three
steps. In the first step, a test of whether the relation between disagreement and each of the
intolerance measures was moderated by moral conviction was conducted using nine
moderated regression models, with each outcome of interest regressed on disagreement,
moral conviction, and their interaction.
As can be seen in Table 4.3, moral conviction moderated the relation between
disagreement and all outcome variables but one. Specifically, moral conviction
moderated the relation between disagreement and each of the following: unfavorability,
anger, hate, disgust, respect, empathy, distrust, social distance and working together, as
well as general negativity, but not the relation between disagreement and
dehumanization. Analyses of simple slopes (see Table 4.4) indicated that though
disagreement led to intolerance across levels of moral conviction, this effect was
substantially stronger when participants held their positions on the issues of disagreement
with high versus low moral conviction.
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In the second step, a test of whether the relation between disagreement and biased
attributions – both of moral motives and of ability – were moderated by moral conviction
was conducted, such that disagreement would be more strongly associated with biased
attributions for participants who hold their positions on the issues of disagreement with
high rather than low moral conviction. Consistent with expectations, moral conviction
moderated the association between disagreement and biased attributions of moral motives
(see bottom of Table 4.3) such that when positions on issues of disagreement were held
with high moral conviction participants were likely to attribute lesser moral motives to
ideational opponents, but not when they held their positions with low moral conviction
(see bottom of Table 4.4). Moral conviction also moderated the relation between
disagreement and biased attributions of ability, though such bias was evident for
disagreement on issues held with low moral conviction as well as high moral conviction,
only to a lesser extent.
In the third step, a formal test of moderated mediation with two mediators was
conducted using path analyses (Hayes, 2013, models 7 and 8). For each model,
disagreement was entered as focal independent variable, moral conviction as moderator,
and both biased attribution of moral motives and biased attribution of ability as
simultaneous mediators. Results indicate that both biased attribution of moral motives
and biased attribution of ability played a mediating role in the conditional relation
between disagreement and all intolerance measures but dehumanization (see Table 4.5).
Furthermore, biased attribution of moral motives mediated this relation to a similar extent
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than biased attributions of ability for these outcomes, except for distrust which was
mediated more strongly by biased attribution of moral motives.
Analyses of mediation at high and low levels of moral conviction showed that when
moral conviction was low, biased attribution of moral motives did not significantly
mediate the relationship between disagreement and any of the intolerance measures (see
Table 4.6). However, when moral conviction was high, biased attribution of moral
motives mediated the relationship between disagreement and all outcomes but one
(dehumanization). Similarly, when moral conviction was high, biased attribution of
ability also mediated the relation between disagreement and all outcomes but one
(dehumanization). However, unlike biased attribution of moral motives, when moral
conviction was low, biased attribution of ability mediated the relation of between
disagreement and some of the outcome variables (unfavorability, disgust, respect,
empathy, social distance, and working together).
Discussion
As in the first two studies, Study 3 shows support for the expectation that people
tend to attribute lesser moral motives to those with whom they disagree more so than to
those with whom they agree (hypothesis 1). In addition, as in Study 1, Study 3 indicates
that biased attribution of moral motives is more likely when the issues of disagreement
are seen in moral terms (hypothesis 5). Study 3 also replicated the finding of Study 2 that
biased attribution of moral motives and biased attribution of ability are correlated, but
distinct constructs. Furthermore, Study 3 replicates the finding that biased attribution of
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moral motives mediates the relation between disagreement and intolerance (hypothesis
2), but extends these findings by demonstrating that this only happens when issues of
disagreement are held with high moral conviction, and even when controlling for the
mediating role of biased attribution of ability (hypothesis 4). Finally, Study 3
demonstrated that when issues of disagreement are seen in moral terms, attribution of
lesser moral motives played a stronger mediating role for the relation between
disagreement and distrust, but not for other outcomes (partial support of hypothesis 6; see
Table 4.7 for summary of hypotheses supported in Study 3), similar to that found in
Study 2.
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STUDY 4
Study 4 was intended to test hypotheses 1, 2, 4, 5, and 6. As such Study 4 aims
to replicate the pattern of findings of Studies 1-3. Importantly, in addition, Study 4 set
out to extend earlier findings by examining the impact of disagreement through biased
attribution of moral motives on behavioral orientation specifically in the context of
interpersonal interaction. For this purpose, a subsample of participants from Study 3 was
invited into the lab to interact, supposedly, with an additional participant. The issue of
the death penalty was selected for this study from the list of 22 issues used in Study 3,
because for more than any other issue, participants were similarly likely to support or
oppose it, and it aroused, at the same time, moral fervor among both supporters and
those in opposition.
Method
Participants
150 undergraduate psychology students (99 women, 51 men; age M=19.3)
voluntarily participated in an in-lab experiment in return for partial course credit.
Participants were recruited among students who completed Study 3 and invited into the
lab for an in-lab study on interpersonal interactions. Participation in the current study
took place before the debriefing stage of Study 3, and due to the independent registration
of each participant, were aware they would not be matched with the same participant they
were paired with in Study 3.
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Participant recruitment and debriefing
At the end of Study 3 participants were asked if they would be interested in being
contacted to learn about a research study that would award participants four extra-credit
points (see end of Appendix 5). Ninety-five percent of participants agreed to be contacted
to learn about this opportunity: of 473 participants who completed the survey to the end,
449 agreed to be contacted, and 24 did not agree. There was no correlation between
agreeing to be contacted and neither position on the death penalty in the third survey, nor
the extent of general negativity participants felt toward the other in the third study.
Participants who agreed to be contacted with information received an email about Study
4 that read the following:
"I am contacting you because you expressed interest in learning about a 4-REP
point study at the end of a class assignment you completed recently. This study is not part
of the class requirements and participation in voluntary. You will receive 4-REP points
for your participation. The study takes about 45 minutes to complete.
Two participants sign up INDEPENDENTLY for each time slot (please sign up
alone.)
If you agree to be in this study we would ask you to complete a series of short
questionnaires about your opinions and impressions, communicate with the other
participant and complete a number of tasks as part of this interaction.
Please keep in mind that all information provided will be kept entirely
confidential.”
67

Participants were then encouraged to contact the researcher with any questions, and
provided with contact information as well as a link to sign up for the study. Those who
ended up participating in Study 4 were debriefed at the end of the in-lab study and asked
not to talk about the study with others until the end of the semester. In addition, all
participants of Study 3 and their classmates, were debriefed about Study 3 in-class during
the second-to-last section of the semester.
Procedure and Measures
Participants were led to believe that two students signed up for each time slot and
that they were first going to complete some measures and tasks in separate rooms, and
then move to a third room where they would hold a 5 minute familiarization conversation
with the other participant, after which they would complete some tasks together. To make
the cover story believable, a few minutes after each participant arrived, a confederate of
the same sex arrived playing the role of the second participant. Participants were already
seated in one of three research spaces and did not see the confederate, but did hear the
experimenter greet the confederate and lead her/him to the adjacent room. For the first
‘individual’ task, participants completed a short survey asking for their position on six
socio-political issues, and the extent their position on each was held as a moral
conviction, with the understanding that the "other participant" was doing the same (see
appendix 6).
Based on the study protocol of Skitka and colleagues (2005, Study 3), participants
were then told that the goal of the study was to gauge ‘processes of communication in the
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context of limited information’, and that the other participant was to be the informer and
the participant was to be the informed. As such, the cover story went, the other
participant will be asked to write a note to the participant sharing her/his position on one
of the six issues. The experimenter stepped out and returned with a folded hand-written
note which was handed to the participant, and which stated either that the ‘other
participant’ supported or objected to the death penalty. The participant was asked not to
open the folded note until the experimenter is out of the room. Participants were
randomly assigned to either receive an “I support the death penalty. I think it should be
legal in the United States” note, or an “I oppose the death penalty. I think it should be
illegal in the United States” note.
Next, participants were asked to report their expectations about the other in terms of
moral motives and cognitive ability. The same measures of other-attributions used in
Study 3 were used in this Study. Biased attributions were calculated in the same fashion
as in Study 3 – that is, by creating a difference score between self-attributions and other
attributions. Specifically, biased attributions were calculated using the difference score
between other attributions reported in Study 4 and self-attributions reported in Study 3.
After completing their attributions of the other participant, participants were asked to
write a short note of introduction to the other participant. They were told they could write
as much or as little as they wanted. No further information about what the note should
include was provided.
After submitting the note, which the experimenter put aside saying it will be used in
a later activity, participants were escorted to an adjacent room for a supposed interaction
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with the other participant. Specifically, participants were told they would hold a five
minute ‘get to know each other’ conversation in which the issues, covered in the short, 6
issue-survey completed, were not to be discussed, after which they would proceed to
complete some joint tasks. Importantly the fact that participants were expecting not to
discuss the issue on which they agree or disagree with the other (depending on the
condition) was a departure from earlier protocol (Skitka et al., 2005; Wright et al. 2008).
In earlier studies, participants were expecting to discuss the issue of contention.
However, in the current design, the hope was to capture intolerance even in the absence
of direct confrontation.
At one end of the room that participants were escorted to, a chair was placed with a
jacket and bag on it, which supposedly belonged to the other participant. Again,
consistent with the protocol of Skitka and colleagues (2005, Study 3), the experimenter
noted that the other participant must have stepped out to the bathroom and asked the
participant to "pull up a chair and sit down" while waiting. After the participant situated
the chair in place, the participant was asked to step out for a moment, and the distance
between chairs was measured. Later, the participant was debriefed about the cover story,
asked for permission to use the data collected under deception, and thanked.
Behavioral intolerance was operationalized primarily as the physical distance the
participant chose to sit from the other, calculated as the mean of the distance of the left
and right legs of one chair from the left and right legs of the other chair respectively.
The use of this measure is based on earlier research showing that physical distance
increases with disagreement (Baskett, Byrne, & Hodges, 1971) and reflected pre70

existing aversion from one’s counterpart (e.g., Aiello & Cooper, 1972; Patterson, 1975;
Skitka et al., 2005; Wright et al., 2008). Other work found that increased physical
distance reduces liking of the other and inhibits conversation (Mehrabian & Diamond,
1971; Patterson & Ritts, 1997), and thus may capture an important component of the
perpetuation of intolerance in interpersonal relations.
It was expected that difference in physical distance due to disagreement would be
explained, at least in part, by biased attribution of moral motives, and that this process
would be especially evident when the positions on the issue of disagreement would be
held with high versus low moral conviction. Additional measures of intolerance
included the physical orientation towards or away from the confederate (e.g., Wright et
al., 2008), calculated as the difference in distance between the left legs and right legs of
the two chairs (that of the participant and that of the confederate), as well as the content
of the introductory note, which was coded both for friendliness (by two separate RAs)
and length (word number). In all, this made for four behavioral measure of intolerance:
1) Chair distance, 2) Chair Orientation, 3) Note length, and 4) Note friendliness. As
noted earlier, the first two dependent measures are validated measures used to capture
intolerance in earlier research. The second two measure were not based on earlier
research and so were considered exploratory.
Results
To explore the first, second, fourth, fifth, and sixth hypotheses, first the main
effect of disagreement on the mediators (biased attributions of moral motives and biased
attribution of ability) and outcome variables of intolerance were tested. Using a set of
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hierarchical regression analyses these tests of main effects were combined with the test of
the moderation of these effects by moral conviction. Details of these models follow.
These models were not followed by tests of mediation because of null effects on the
outcome measures. Table 5.1 presents the means and standard deviations of the study
variables and their intercorrelations.
Does Disagreement Lead to Biased Attributions of Moral Motives, Biased
Attributions of Ability, and Intolerance? Are These Relations Conditional on Moral
Conviction?
To examine the impact of disagreement on the two types of biased attributions
and the four behavioral measures, in general, and as moderated by moral conviction, six
hierarchical regression models were run. In each, the outcome of interest was regressed
on condition and moral conviction in the first step, and condition, moral conviction, and
the interaction between the two in the second step. As can be seen in Table 5.2,
disagreement led to greater biased attributions of moral motives, but was not associated
with biased attributions of ability nor with the four behavioral measures. Analyses of
simple slopes indicated that disagreement on the death penalty led to biased attribution of
moral motives when positions were held with high moral conviction (Boot
Coefficient=.12, CI: .07, .16), but not when held with low moral conviction (Boot
Coefficient=.04, CI: -.01, .09). Due to the null effects on the outcome variables of
interest, hypotheses were not explored further.
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Discussion
Consistent with expectations, biased attribution of moral motives differed across
conditions such that participants evaluating a person they believed held a different view
from themselves regarding the death penalty were more likely to perceive the person as
less morally motivated than themselves compared to participants evaluating a person who
they believed agreed with them (hypothesis 1). Furthermore, consistent with
expectations, the relation between disagreement and biased attribution of moral motives
was especially strong for participants who held their position on the death penalty with
high versus low moral conviction (hypothesis 5). In contrast, participants across
conditions did not make less charitable attributions about the other’s cognitive ability,
both in general and regardless of level of moral conviction. Unfortunately, no differences
were found across conditions in the focal outcome – physical distance, nor in the
additional outcome measures – orientation, friendliness of note, and length of note;
impeding the test of further hypotheses. Table 5.3 adds the findings of Study 4 to the
visual tally of support for each of the research hypotheses.
Why no differences were found in the friendliness and length of note measure
might not be of great surprise considering these measures were exploratory in nature.
However, orientation (e.g., Wright et al., 2008), and especially distance – the focal
behavioral measure in this study – have successfully been demonstrated to capture
intolerance in the past (e.g., Aiello & Cooper, 1972; Baskett, Byrne, & Hodges, 1971;
Patterson, 1975). Especially relevant to the current study are two earlier studies (Skitka et
al., 2005, Study 3; Wright et al., 2008, Study 3) that found that physical distance was
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successfully used as a measure of intolerance with disagreement on socio-political issues
conditional on moral conviction. More specifically, Skitka and colleagues (2005)
showed that disagreement led to greater distance when the issue of disagreement was
held with high moral conviction but not low moral conviction (Skitka et al. 2005). Wright
and colleagues, who examined physical distance among people interacting only with
those who disagree with them (i.e., no manipulation of agreement), showed that distance
was greater among those who held their position with high moral conviction and greater
extremity, than when held with low moral conviction or high moral conviction but lower
extremity (the role of moral conviction on its own was marginally significant, Wright et
al,. 2008, Study 3).
The protocol of the current study (Study 4) was in large part similar to that used in
these two earlier studies, but two departures are worth noting when considering the
source of the different pattern of results. One point of diversion was the issue of
disagreement. The two earlier studies focused on abortion (Skitka et al., 2005; Wright et
al., 2008) and euthanasia (Wright et al., 2008), whereas the current study focused on the
death penalty. However, since the findings of Studies 2 and 3 of the current research
project supported the hypotheses at issue and were consistent with the findings of these
earlier studies despite using a diverse list of issues of disagreement, it is not likely that
this is the cause of the difference in results. That is, it is fair to expect that disagreement –
even on the issue of the death penalty –is likely to lead to intolerance.
The second, perhaps more relevant point of diversion, also mentioned earlier, was
that participants in the earlier studies (Skitka et al., 2005; Wright et al., 2008) were
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expecting to hold a discussion on the issue of agreement/disagreement with the other
participant, whereas in the current study participants were not expecting to discuss the
issue of contention. The reason for this departure from earlier protocol was that the goal
of the current study was to examine the impact of disagreement on interaction in general
and not only in debates about issues of contention. More specifically, the change in
protocol was instated to address an alternative explanation for physical distance: namely,
that physical distance captures anxiety towards what is expected as a more contentious
interaction or related presentational concerns. Suggestive support for physical distance
being driven by such concerns is provided by work by Goff, Steele and Davies (2008)
who found that white participants placed greater physical distance between themselves
and supposed black others when expecting to discuss racial profiling but not when
expecting to discuss love and relationships or when expecting to discuss racial profiling
with white participants, and, importantly, that physical distance in the interracial
interactions was not associated with prejudice (either explicit or implicit), but with
presentational concerns and interracial anxiety. These findings raise the possibility that
the discrepancy between the results of the current Study 4 and the two studies of
reference (Skitka et al., 2005; Wright et al., 2008) is due to differing levels of expected
discomfort during interaction.
It is important to note in this regard that though differences in physical distance
across conditions were not significant, the pattern of means was indeed consistent with
earlier work (Skitka et al., 2005; Wright et al., 2008) such that greater distance was
demonstrated in the disagree condition than the agree condition. With this in mind, and
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especially because chair distance has been successfully used as a measure of intolerance
across different studies and in different labs, it also worth considering other, more
delicate differences between the current and earlier studies that might be less evident,
including, among others, the weight of the chair used, and the size of the room. Clearly
further research is necessary to understand the source of the null effects on the outcomes
of interest. More importantly for the goal of the current research project, the mediational
role of biased attributions of moral motives in the relation between disagreement and
behavioral outcomes should be examined employing additional behavioral outcome
measures.
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General Discussion
The goal of the current research project was to examine the role of biased attribution
of moral motives in the relation between disagreement and intolerance. It was expected
that people would be more likely to make biased attribution of moral motives when
evaluating others with whom they disagree on social and/or political issues than when
evaluating others with whom they share their opinions; and that this biased attribution
would explain, at least in part, the reason that disagreement leads to intolerance. It was
further expected that the mediating role of biased attribution of moral motives would be
especially true for disagreement perceived as moral, and would hold even when
accounting for the parallel role of biased attribution of ability.
Figure 1.1 provides a visual representation of the overarching model reflected in the
combination of this set of expectations. This model was broken down into sixth
hypotheses, and was incrementally tested across four studies. Table 1 provides a
summary of which hypotheses were examined in each study. The first study focused on
disagreement on same-sex marriage and was conducted using an adult online sample.
This study examined the mediating role of biased attribution of moral motives conditional
on the level of moral conviction with which positions on this issue were held. The next
two studies, run on adult student samples, examined disagreement on a subset of issues
out of a list of over twenty, tailored for each participant based on the extent to which s/he
vested each with moral conviction. These two studies examined the conceptual
distinction between biased attribution of moral motives and biased attribution of ability,
and their unique mediating role in the relation between disagreement and intolerance.
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Study 3 further examined this unique role at different levels of moral conviction with
which the issues of disagreement were held. The last study, also using a student sample,
focused on disagreement on the death penalty and examined the model in the context of
interpersonal interaction.
Together, the current studies provide suggestive support for the conceptual model
driving the current investigation (see figure 1.1). Specifically, the pattern of findings
across these studies (1) supports a mediating role for biased attribution of moral motives
in the relation between disagreement and intolerance, (2) suggests that this mediating role
is distinct from and occurs above-and-beyond the mediating role of biased attribution of
ability, and (3) indicates that this role is conditional on perceiving the issue/s of
disagreement in moral terms. This conceptual model was translated into six hypotheses.
Across all four studies, results indicated that participants attributed lesser moral
motives when evaluating an ‘other’ who disagreed with them than an ‘other’ who held
the same positions as them, supporting hypothesis 1. This held true both when the other
was a specific individual (Studies 2, 3, and 4) and when the other was a generalized
group (Study 1). This finding also held whether disagreement was about one specific
issue (Studies 1 and 4) or a set of issues (six issues in Study 2 and four issues in Study 3).
In addition, results showed that the relation between disagreement and biased attributions
of moral motives was moderated by the extent to which the issue of disagreement was
held as a moral conviction, such that the mediated relation held for disagreement on
issues held with high moral conviction but not for those held with low moral conviction
(Studies 1,3,4), supporting hypothesis 5.
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Regarding the mediating role of biased attributions in the relation between
disagreement and intolerance, results supported past findings in the literature that
identified a meaningful role for biased attributions of ability (e.g., Kennedy & Pronin
2008, 2012; Kenworthy & Miller, 2002; Pronin, Lin, & Ross, 2002; Ross & Ward, 1996).
Importantly, though, results also showed that biased attribution of moral motives is a
conceptually distinct construct (Studies 2, 3) as stipulated in hypothesis 3, and played a
meaningful mediating role for most all outcomes examined (Studies 1,2,3), supporting
hypothesis 2. Furthermore, the mediating role of biased attribution of moral motives held
even when accounting for the mediating role of biased attribution of ability (Studies 2,3)
as proposed in hypothesis 4. Moreover, results showed that biased attribution of moral
motives was a more powerful mediator than biased attribution of ability for the
relationship between disagreement and distrust (Studies 2, 3), but not for other outcomes
examined, providing partial support for hypothesis 6. For a visual summary of the
hypotheses supported in each study, see Table 5.3.
In all, across four studies, the first five hypotheses were fully supported, whereas the
sixth hypothesis was only partially supported. Overall, this work shows that biased
attribution of moral motives plays an important adverse role in the relations between
ideational opponents in moral disagreements. To the extent that participants held their
positions on the issue/s of disagreement with high moral conviction, they were more
likely to see their ideational opponents as less morally motivated than themselves, and
this biased attribution, in turn, led to more negative attitudes and negative emotions and
to less positive emotions towards the other, to greater distrust, greater desire for social
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distance, and less willingness to work together; all this occurring above and beyond the
simultaneous mediating role of biased attribution of ability.
Why the expectation that biased attribution of moral motives should play a stronger
mediating role than biased attribution of ability in the relation between disagreement and
intolerance for disagreements perceived as moral (hypothesis 6) should only be supported
for distrust and not for other outcome measures is a standing question. One way to
understand this is as a result of the construct of moral conviction capturing beliefs not
only about what is morally good, but what is objectively correct and grounded in fact
(Skitka, 2010; Skitka et al., 2005). That is, though the construct of moral conviction was
selected to represent the level participants believed the issue/s of disagreement entailed
moral questions; this construct also captures the extent to which participants believed
their position was objective, factually based, and self-evident. Specifically, Morgan,
Skitka and Lytle (under review) show that an integral part of holding a position with high
moral conviction is the belief that it is objectively and universally true. For example, they
found that participants rated the issues they identified as moral as similarly objectively
true as scientific facts, while rating issues identified as preferences as less objective. As
such, in retrospect, it is reasonable to expect that disagreement on issues vested in moral
terms should lead to both biased attributions of moral motives, and biased attributions of
ability.
At the same time, the finding that biased attribution of moral motives played an
exclusive (Study 2) or significantly larger (Study 3) mediating role for interpersonal
distrust provides some support for hypothesis 6. At first blush, one might consider
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dismissing this finding as a false positive (type-two error) considering the multiple
outcomes examined. However, the fact that the pattern held across two studies stands
against this interpretation and suggests that biased attribution of moral motives is a
central driving force in the distrust of ideational opponents. This finding is especially
important in light of the central role that trust plays in successful interpersonal
relationships (for review see Simpson, 2007), organizational functioning (for review see
Fulmer & Gelfand, 2012; Kremer, 1999), and democratic processes (e.g., Brehm, &
Rahn, 1997; Fukayama, 1995; Putnam, 1993). Based on this, future work should examine
the role of biased attribution of moral motives as it applies to the relation between
disagreement and trust-related outcomes such as cooperation, effective communication,
exchange of information, joint problem solving, reaching win-win agreements in
integrative negotiations, and reconciliation.
Contribution
Despite the link in existing literature between disagreement and attribution bias in
one body of literature, and the finding that moral conviction moderates the relations
between disagreement and intolerance in another, these two literatures have not crossed
paths and the way they inform each other has not been explored prior to the current
research project. Furthermore, there is currently no empirical examination of the role that
biased attribution of moral motives plays in the deterioration of relations between people
in disagreement. As such, the current research contributes simultaneously to several
prominent theoretical frameworks.
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For one, the current investigation offers a more complex understanding of the role
of biased attributions in the relationships between people in disagreement. Though the
original articulation of the theory of naïve realism (Ross & Ward, 1996; Ross, Lepper, &
Ward, 2010) identified a role for attributions of lower ability as well as lesser moral
motives (see also Ditto & Koleva, 2011; Haidt, 2005, 2012), empirical examinations
have either focused solely on the first, or have collapse the two into one general measure
of bias (e.g., Back et al., 2010; Chambers, Baron, & Inman, 2006; Erlinger, Gilovich, &
Ross, 2005; Kenworthy & Miller, 2002; Miller & Ratner, 1998; Pronin, Lin, & Ross,
2002). The current investigation builds on this earlier work and provides strong support
for its underlying theoretical paradigm by demonstrating the bias in attributions made
regarding ideational opponents’ abilities and moral motives; and showing the mediating
role such biased attributions play across a diverse range of outcome variables. The
current work also extends this earlier line of research, first by indicating that biased
attribution of ability (including intelligence, general knowledge, rationality, and
externality/influence) and biased attribution of moral motives are qualitatively distinct
constructs; and second by showing that the two have cumulative - and for some outcomes
distinct - roles in explaining the relation between disagreement and different aspects of
intolerance. Further yet, the current work suggests that not all disagreements are equally
likely to lead to biased attributions of the ability and moral motives of those in
disagreement. Instead, this work suggests that it is especially disagreements held with
high moral conviction – that is, disagreements the positions on which are perceived as
both morally and factually absolute – that are likely to lead to the uncharitable
attributions of ideational opponents’ ability and moral motives.
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The current work also provides strong support for the growing literature on moral
conviction and specifically for the argument in this body of work that disagreements
perceived as moral result in greater intolerance of those in disagreement (Skitka, 2010).
In the current work, moral conviction played a moderating role such that intolerance was
consistently greater when the issue of disagreement was held with high versus low moral
conviction. In addition to replicating this past finding, the current work shows that this
pattern is true for outcome variables not examined earlier including biased attributions of
other’s ability and moral motives, negative and positive emotions toward the other,
distrust (in Studies 2 and 3, but not in Study 1), and willingness to work together.
The current work is further supportive of the moral conviction framework by
providing additional support for the argument that not all outcomes of moral beliefs lead
to pro-social and virtuous outcomes. As Skitka and Morgan (2009) describe, moral
conviction is a double-edged sword: on the one hand it can motivate people to take action
and fight to advance the positions they hold in moral light; on the other, it can lead to
outcomes such as intolerance, vigilantism, and justification for violence. The negative
impact of moral conviction as evident in the current work is especially worrisome when
considering the implications of morally vested disagreement among elected officials and
decision-makers who need to work together through dialogue and compromise, and
raises the negative role such beliefs might be playing in ideological polarization and
political stalemates that compromise effective governance.
More importantly, the current work further extends the literature on moral
conviction by identifying one psychological process underlying this descriptive finding –
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that is, that disagreement leads to intolerance through biased attribution of the other’s
moral motives and cognitive ability. In addition, this work is the first to examine the
implications of holding positions with varying levels of moral conviction on attribution
biases, thus expanding the scope of the moral conviction literature.
In addition to its theoretical value, this research project has substantial applied
relevance as it endeavors to understand dynamics related to some of the more charged
disagreements people contend with on the interpersonal, intergroup/organizational, and
political/societal levels. Understanding the mechanisms underlying intolerance across
lines of disagreement is an important first step to changing ineffective or even destructive
dynamics that impede constructive dialogue, cooperation, and progress. Empirical
support for the role of moral attributions in the intense animosity, disengagement,
distrust, and reluctance to work together between those with divergent opinions, is an
important step towards exploration of ways to ameliorate these relations.
Limitations and Additional Future Directions
The primary precondition for constructive relations, cooperation, and effective
deliberation processes across lines of disagreement is people’s willingness to come in
contact with their ideational opponents. Indeed, much of the challenge of effectively
addressing cross-divide disagreement is in the existence of ideational islands whereby
people limit their interaction and engagement with ideational opponents. The findings of
the first three studies suggest that disagreement lead to such aversion and distancing
through the impugning of others’ moral motives (and ability). Though necessary,
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however, contact is not sufficient for constructive dialogue, and the nature of interactions
and their outcomes may have similarly deleterious outcomes as no interaction at all.
Indeed, existing work shows that people in disagreement choose more competitive tactics
over collaborative tactics to deal with their attitudinal adversaries (Kennedy & Pronin,
2008, 2012) and to the extent that the disagreement is perceived in moral terms, if
opponents are made to interact, communication will be less effective in reaching
agreement and even in agreeing on a process of conflict resolution (Skitka et al., 2005).
Exploration of the impact of biased attribution of moral motives during required
interactions (e.g., neighbors, at the work place, deliberative political processes),
therefore, has both theoretical and applied importance.
Study 4 presented a first attempt to examine the mediating role of biased attribution
of moral motives in the context of interpersonal interaction - that is, if the aversion and
distancing expressed by participants in the first three studies would translate in
interaction to the kind of behavior that impedes successful cooperative relations. The
failure to capture differences across conditions in the examined outcomes, therefore,
presents one limitation of the current research project. Speculations of the source of this
unexpected finding were discussed earlier. Further work should thus extend the efforts of
the fourth study to understand the role of imputing negative motives to those with whom
one disagrees in the process and outcomes of cross-divide interactions by exploring other
relevant outcomes in interaction. One specific outcome could be choice of physical
distance between the sides when expecting to discuss issue/s of contention. Though this
would not address the original goal of Study 4 – that is, to examine intolerance in general
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interactions, examining distancing when expecting to discuss the issue of disagreement
could shed light on barriers to successful deliberation processes across lines of
disagreement.
A further limitation of the current work that points to the need for follow-up work is
its reliance solely on samples that are relatively high in education: in the first study
participants were Mturk workers, who tend to be higher in education than the general
population (Berinsky, Huber, & Lenz, 2012; Ipeirotis, 2010); and in the following three
studies participants were all university students. People who are more educated are likely
to both perceive themselves as higher in cognitive abilities and to value cognitive abilities
in general (Ludeke, Reifen Tagar, & Collins, 2014). It is therefore not improbable that
people higher in education are more likely to demonstrate biased attributions of ability to
ideational opponents, and that those lower in education might be less prone to reliance on
such interpretation of differences in opinion. There is less reason to expect that biased
attributions of moral motives would differ across levels of education. As such, further
work should examine if in the broader population biased attributions of moral motives
play a more central mediating role than biased attribution of ability in the relation
between disagreement and intolerance. This limitation is especially relevant in
considering the only partial support found for hypothesis 6 - that is, the greater role of
biased attribution of moral motives over biased attribution of ability – in the current
investigation.
A further direction for follow-up work would be to explore the role of biased
attribution of moral motives in the schism between adherents of opposing political
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ideologies and related political stalemates. Existing work shows that, though
conservatives tend to be more dogmatic and closed minded in general and liberals more
open in general (e.g, Jost, Glaser, Kruglanski, & Sulloway, 2003), conservatives and
liberals demonstrate similar levels of intolerance for ideational opponents (for review see
Brandt, Reyna, Cambers, Crawford, & Wetherell, 2014). Further work, therefore, may
extend this line of inquiry by exploring the mediating role of biased attributions of moral
motives and ability in this dynamic. Because political ideology has been found to raise
similar levels of moral conviction for both liberals and conservatives (e.g., Reifen Tagar
& Federico, 2012), it is reasonable to expect similar patterns of biased attributions and
corresponding intolerance among both conservatives and liberals.
Future studies may also build on the present research by exploring the underlying
processes leading to biased attribution of moral motives to ideational adversaries. Much
has been written about the difficulty in distinguishing empirically between cognitive and
motivational sources of biased attributions as well as the overlapping nature and
interdependence of these antecedents (e.g., Tetlock & Levi, 1982; Pzszczynski &
Greenberg, 1987). Having said that, theoretical paradigms that relate to biased attribution
of moral motives and of ability offer cognitive and motivated explanations. For example,
through the lens of the theory of naïve realism (Ross & Ward, 1996), biased attribution of
moral motives would seem a cognitive process stemming from a naive expectation that
others who are morality motivated should hold the same opinions as the self.
Alternatively, through the lens of social identity theory, biased attribution of moral
motives may seem a result of a motivated process driven by threat to one’s self-image as
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moral or by the motivation to delegitimize the opponent. Therefore, future work may
examine which of these mechanisms is implicated in the patterns of biased attributions
across lines of disagreement as identified in the present work (see also, Reeder, Pryor,
Wohl, and Griswell, 2005).
Relatedly, consideration of the functionality of biased attribution of moral
motives points to further questions about the implications of holding such bias. As
reviewed in the introduction, earlier research suggests that people prioritize evaluations
of others’ moral motives (e.g. Cuddy, Fiske, and Glick, 2007; Wojciszke, 1994;
Wojciszke, Bazinska, & Jaworski, 1998; Ybarra et al., 2001), and researchers have
suggested that the primacy and centrality of this dimension of evaluation serves to protect
the individual both from being harmed by ill-intentioned others and from extending
costly prosocial behavior to those from whom one cannot expect reciprocation or who
does not promote ingroup interests (e.g., Cuddy, Fiske, and Glick, 2007; De Waal, 2005;
Gintis et al., 2005; Haidt, 2008, 2012; Haidt & Joseph, 2004; Miller, 2007; Wilson, Van
Vugt, & O’Gorman, 2008). With the high stakes involved in misattributing moral
motives to others, one might expect that tagging a person as less morally motivated based
on one instance of morally infused disagreement might easily generalize, crystalize, and
become resistant to change. This expectation merits further exploration.
Finally, with an eye to the applied relevance of this work, the proposed
hypotheses point to one possible intervention strategy to reduce interpersonal social and
political conflict: raising awareness to the extent that moral motives underlying
opponents’ positions. Thus an important further direction for exploration is the prospect
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of changing perceptions of the moral motives of ideational adversaries as an intervention
strategy. Some questions to consider in this regard include whether negative attitudes
stemming from biased attribution of moral motives are differentially resistant to change
in comparison with negative attitudes driven by ability-related bias; whether perceptions
of moral motives are malleable and if so, if changing them increases tolerance - as a
cognitive perception of such bias would suggest; or if such attempts to change these
perceptions would result in backlash or reactance, driven by a threat to one’s sense of
moral superiority to those of opposing convictions. Alternatively, would successfully
raising awareness to the moral motives of those with whom one disagrees reduce
animosity and hostility on the interpersonal level, but at the same time increase beliefs
about the disagreement itself being intractable? Empirical examination of these and
similar questions will facilitate the identification of strategies to ameliorate relations
across lines of disagreement, and hopefully inform and refine applied efforts in this
direction (e.g., Parry, 2012; http://www.civilpolitics.org/ ; http://tothevillagesquare.org/).
Beyond clear applied relevance, this research direction would provide an important
advancement of existing knowledge about how resistant to disconfirmation negative
impressions are, and speaks more broadly to the literature on the persistence of
misperceptions (e.g., Nyhan & Reifler, 2010).
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Figure 1.1: A moderated mediation model for the role of biased attribution of moral motives in the relation between disagreement
and intolerance
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Figure 1.2: Conceptual Diagram of hypotheses tested in Study 1
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Figure 1.3: Conceptual Diagram of hypotheses tested in Study 2
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Table 1: Overview of the hypotheses examined in each study
Study 1

Study 2

Study 3

Study 4

Hypothesis 1: People tend to attribute lesser
moral motives to those with whom they
disagree than those with whom they agree.
Hypothesis 2: Attribution of lesser moral
motives mediates the relation between
disagreement and intolerance as expressed in
negative attitudes, emotions, and behavioral
orientations.
Hypothesis 3: Attribution of lesser moral
motives is a distinct construct from attribution
of lesser ability, and not a generalized
attribution of inferiority.
Hypothesis 4: Attribution of lesser moral
motives uniquely predicts intolerance as
expressed in negative attitudes, emotions, and
behavioral orientations, above and beyond
attribution of lesser ability.
Hypothesis 5: Attributions of lesser moral
motives are more likely when the issue/s of
disagreement are seen in moral terms.
Hypothesis 6: When issues of disagreement
are seen in moral terms, attribution of lesser
moral motives will play a stronger mediating
role than attributions of lesser ability.
A shaded cell indicates that study does not examine respective hypothesis.
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Table 2.1: Means, Standard Deviations, and Intercorrelations of Study Variables
M SD
1. Condition
2. Biased Attribution

-

-

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

9

10

11

1.00

.49 .15 .29***

1.00

of Moral Motives
3. Moral Conviction

.57 .22

4. Unfavorability

-.01

.34***

1.00

.41 .33 .80***

.40***

.03

1.00

5. Anger

.20 .26 .68***

.30***

.13

.76***

1.00

6. Hate

.16 .22 .61***

.30***

.12

.70***

.87***

1.00

7. Disgust

.20 .28 .64***

.36***

.10

.74***

.87***

.81***

1.00

8. Distrust

.39 .27 .65***

.37***

.00

.81***

.67***

.63***

.70***

9. Dehumanization

.32 .29 .72***

.31***

.00

.82***

.69***

.63***

.64*** .80***

1.00

10. Social Distance

.37 .34 .80***

.40***

.06

.88***

.79***

.72***

.77*** .78***

.81***

1.00

11. Gen. Negativity

.30 .25 .79***

.39***

.07

.92***

.90***

.85***

.88*** .88***

.87***

.93***

1.00

1.00

Agree: M (SD)

-

.45 (.10) .58 (.23) .14 (.17) .03 (.10) .02 (.10) .03 (.10) .22 (.19) .12 (.15) .10 (.15) .10 (.10)

Disagree: M (SD)

-

.54 (.18) .57 (.22) .67 (.23) .38 (.25) .30 (.23) .38 (.29) .57 (.24) .54 (.22) .64 (.25) .50 (.20)

***p < .001.
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Table 2.2: Bootstrap Coefficients and Confidence Intervals for the Partially Standardized
Indirect Effect of Disagreement on Aversion and Intolerance through Biased Attributions of
Moral Motives

Boot

Boot

CI

Coefficient

SE

(Lower, Upper)

Unfavorability

.11

.04

.04, .19

Anger

.07

.04

.00, .16

Hate

.08

.04

.01, .19

Disgust

.10

.05

.03, .23

Distrust

.11

.05

.04, .23

Dehumanization

.07

.04

-.01, .16

Social Distance

.10

.04

.05, .19

General Negativity

.03

.01

.01, .05

Note. The mediating role of biased attributions of moral motives is significant when the
confidence interval does not include 0. Significant effects are noted in bold.
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Table 2.3: Unstandardized Coefficients for Predictors of Intolerance Measures and Biased
Attributions of Moral Motives (BAMM)

Disagreement

Moral

Disagreement X

Conviction

Moral Conviction

ΔR2

Unfavorable

.54***

-.05*

.13***

.05***

Anger

.35***

-.01

.08***

.03***

Hate

.27***

.00

.06**

.02**

Disgust

.36***

-.01

.07**

.02**

Distrust

.35***

-.01

.03

.01

Dehumanize

.43***

-.02

.05

.01

Social Distance

.54***

-.01

.07**

.02**

General

.40***

.02

.07***

.03***

.09***

.01

.08***

.08***

Negativity
BAMM

Note. Significant effects are noted in bold. *p<.05. **p<.01. ***p < .001.
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Table 2.4: Bootstrap Coefficients and Confidence Intervals for the Conditional Effect of
Disagreement on Intolerance at Low and High Levels of Moral Conviction
Low MC
Boot

High MC
CI

Coefficient

Boot

CI

Coefficient
(Lower, Upper)

(Lower, Upper)

Unfavorability

.39

.31, .46

.69

.61, .76

Anger

.26

.18, .33

.45

.37, .52

Hate

.21

.13, .28

.34

.27, .41

Disgust

.27

.19, .36

.44

.35, .53

Distrust

.31

.22, .39

.38

.30,.47

Dehumanization

.37

.29. .46

.48

.39, .56

Social Distance

.46

.37, .54

.62

.54, .70

General Negativity

.32

.26, .48

.49

.42, .55

Biased Attributions

.00

-.05, .06

.18***

.12, .23

of Moral Motives
Note. The effect of disagreement on each outcome is significant when the confidence interval
does not include 0. Significant effects are noted in bold. High and low moral conviction was
represented as one standard deviation above and below the mean respectively.
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Table 2.5: Bootstrap Coefficients and Confidence Intervals for the Indirect Effect of
Disagreement on Intolerance through Biased Attributions of Moral Motives at Low and High
Levels of Moral Conviction
Low MC
Boot

High MC
CI

Coefficient

Boot

CI

Coefficient
(Lower, Upper)

(Lower, Upper)

Unfavorability

.00

-.02, .02

.05

.01, .10

Anger

.00

-.01, .01

.00

-.04, .04

Hate

.00

.00, .01

.01

-.03, .05

Disgust

.00

-.01, .02

.03

-.01, .09

Distrust

.00

-.02, .02

.06

.02, .11

Dehumanization

.00

-.01, .02

.04

.00, .09

Social Distance

.00

-.02, .02

.05

.02, .11

General Negativity

.00

-.01, .01

.03

.01, .07

Note. The indirect effect of disagreement on each outcome is significant when the confidence
interval does not include 0. Significant effects are noted in bold. High and low moral conviction
was represented as one standard deviation above and below the mean respectively.
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Table 2.6: Hypotheses supported in study 1
Study 1

Study 2

Study 3

Study 4

Hypothesis 1: People tend to attribute lesser
moral motives to those with whom they



disagree than those with whom they agree.
Hypothesis 2: Attribution of lesser moral
motives mediates the relation between
disagreement and intolerance as expressed in



negative attitudes, emotions, and behavioral
orientations.
Hypothesis 3: Attribution of lesser moral
motives is a distinct construct from attribution
of lesser ability, and not a generalized
attribution of inferiority.
Hypothesis 4: Attribution of lesser moral
motives uniquely predicts intolerance as
expressed in negative attitudes, emotions, and
behavioral orientations, above and beyond
attribution of lesser ability.
Hypothesis 5: Attributions of lesser moral
motives are more likely when the issue/s of



disagreement are seen in moral terms.
Hypothesis 6: When issues of disagreement
are seen in moral terms, attribution of lesser
moral motives will play a stronger mediating
role than attributions of lesser ability.
A shaded cell indicates that study does not examine respective hypothesis.
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Table 3.1: Means, Standard Deviations, and Intercorrelations of Study Variables
M
SD
1
2
3
4
1. Condition

5

6

7

8

9

-

-

1.00

2. BAMM

.56

.12

.48***

1.00

3. BAA

.55

.12

.40***

.29***

1.00

4. Favorability

.47

.31

.79***

.55***

.49***

1.00

5. Anger

.34

.26

.62***

.45***

.45***

.74***

1.00

6. Hate

.28

.23

.54***

.44***

.37***

.69***

.89***

1.00

7. Disgust

.31

.26

.57***

.47***

.44***

.54***

.88***

.82***

1.00

8. Distrust

.41

.25

.55***

.49***

.32***

.65***

.58***

.58***

.60***

1.00

9. Social Distance

.50

.25

.74***

.52***

.50***

.84***

.73***

.67***

.70***

.62***

1.00

10. General Negativity

.38

.23

.74***

.55***

.51***

.88***

.92***

.87***

.77***

.88***

Agree: M (SD)

-

-

-

.50 (.09) .50 (.09) .23 (.19) .18 (.16) .16 (.15) .16 (.17) .28 (.20) .28 (.21)

.22 (.14)

Disagree: M (SD)

-

-

-

.61 (.13) .60 (.13) .72 (.19) .51 (.24) .41 (.23)

.56 (.18)

.89***

.46 (.25) .55 (.22) .73 (.20)

***p < .001. BAMM= Biased attribution of moral motives, BAA= Biased attribution of ability
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Table 3.2: Pattern Matrix

Factor
1

2

Moral1Diff (Ethical)

.736

.049

Moral2Diff (Morally Driven)

.738

.073

Moral3Diff (kind intentions)

.675

-.152

Moral4Diff (prioritize morality)

.510

.227

Ability1Diff (Intelligence)

.085

.765

Ability2Diff (Knowledge)

.086

.795

Ability3Diff(Rational)

.031

.538

Ability4Diff(Influence)

-.081

.480
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Table 3.3: Bootstrap Coefficients and Confidence Intervals for the Partially Standardized Indirect Effect of Disagreement on Intolerance through
Biased Attributions of Moral Motives and Biased Attributions of Ability
Biased Attribution of

Biased Attribution of

Moral Motives

Ability

Boot

CI

Boot

CI

Coefficient

(Lower, Upper)

Coefficient

(Lower, Upper)

Unfavorable

.19

.11, .28

.15

.08, .23

Anger

.16

.05, .27

.17

.09, .28

Hate

.20

.09, .34

.12

.02, .22

Disgust

.21

.11, .34

.18

.09, .30

Distrust

.26

.17, .38

.07

-.03, .17

Social Distance

.17

.10, .26

.17

.10, .25

General Negativity

.23

.14, .34

.17

.10, .25

Note. The mediating role of biased attributions is significant when the confidence interval does not include 0. Significant effects are noted in bold.
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Table 3.4: Hypotheses supported in Study 2
Study 1

Study 2









Study 3

Study 4

Hypothesis 1: People tend to attribute lesser
moral motives to those with whom they
disagree than those with whom they agree.
Hypothesis 2: Attribution of lesser moral
motives mediates the relation between
disagreement and intolerance as expressed in
negative attitudes, emotions, and behavioral
orientations.
Hypothesis 3: Attribution of lesser moral
motives is a distinct construct from attribution



of lesser ability, and not a generalized
attribution of inferiority.
Hypothesis 4: Attribution of lesser moral
motives uniquely predicts intolerance as



expressed in negative attitudes, emotions, and
behavioral orientations, above and beyond
attribution of lesser ability.
Hypothesis 5: Attributions of lesser moral
motives are more likely when the issue/s of



disagreement are seen in moral terms.
Hypothesis 6: When issues of disagreement
are seen in moral terms, attribution of lesser
moral motives will play a stronger mediating
role than attributions of lesser ability.
A shaded cell indicates that study does not examine respective hypothesis.
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Table 4.1: Means, Standard Deviations, and Intercorrelations of Study Variables
M SD

1

1. Disagree

-

-

1.00

2. Moral Conviction

-

-

-.01

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

9

10

11

12

13

1.00

3. BAMM

..44 .17 .36***

.04

1.00

4. BAA

.41 .14 .41***

.06

.34***

5. Favorability

.54 .29 .66***

.09*

.53*** .52***

6. Anger

.67 .25 .51***

.11*

.36*** .40*** .67***

7. Hate

.73 .22 .43***

.07

.33*** .38*** .60*** .83***

8. Disgust

.71 .24 .46***

.11*

.37*** .40*** .62*** .83*** .82***

9. Disrespect

.52 .26 .55***

.03

.50*** .54*** .73*** .48*** .44*** .46***

10. Low Empathy

.52 .23 .47***

.01

.39*** .39*** .62*** .41*** .37*** .37*** .80***

11. Distrust

.41 .24 .42***

.05

.50*** .38*** .63*** .49*** .48*** .48*** .57*** .52***

12. Dehumanization .43 .12 .25***

.01

.16** .18*** .24***

1.00
1.00
1.00

.07

1.00

.06

1.00

.03

1.00
1.00
1.00

.33*** .32*** .23***

1.00
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M SD

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

9

10

11

12

13

13. Social Distance .49 .27 .62***

.07

.52*** .54*** .83*** .67*** .61*** .63*** .77*** .67*** .62*** .24***

1.00

14. Work together

.48 .27 .52***

.05

.42*** .45*** .67*** .53*** .48*** .48*** .59*** .54*** .48*** .24*** .66***

General Negativity

.43 .19 .65***

.07

.54*** .56*** .90*** .81*** .76*** .77*** .82*** .75*** .73*** .31*** .90*** .76***

***p < .001. BAMM= Biased attribution of moral motives, BAA= Biased attribution of ability
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Table 4.2: Pattern Matrix

Factor
1

2

Moral1Diff (Ethical)

.809

-.029

Moral2Diff (Morally Driven)

.660

.015

Moral3Diff (kind intentions)

.801

-.068

Moral4Diff (prioritize morality)

.609

.126

Ability1Diff (Intelligence)

-.001

.787

Ability2Diff (Knowledge)

.009

.838

Ability3Diff(Rational)

.028

.392

Ability4Diff(Influence)

-.011

.346
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Table 4.3: Unstandardized Coefficients for Predictors Intolerance measures and Biased
Attributions of Moral Motives and of Ability
Moral
Conviction

Unfavorable

.19***

-.13***

.36***

.10***

Anger

.17***

-.03

.18***

.03***

Hate

.12***

-.04

.14**

.03***

Disgust

.12***

-.04

.19***

.04***

Respect

.13***

-.13***

.30***

.08***

Empathy

.11***

-.11***

.21***

.05***

Distrust

.07*

-.10***

.25***

.07***

Dehumanize

-.05**

.01

.02

.00

Social Distance

.15***

-.14***

.36***

.11***

Work Together

.11***

-.21***

.36***

.11***

General Negativity

.12***

-.10***

.24***

.10***

.02

-.09***

.21***

.09***

.05**

-.05**

.13***

.05***

BAMM
BAB

Disagreement
X Moral
Conviction

ΔR2

Disagreement

Note. Significant effects are noted in bold. *p<.05. **p<.01. ***p < .001.
BAMM= Biased attribution of moral motives, BAA= Biased attribution of ability.
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Table 4.4: Bootstrap Coefficients and Confidence Intervals for the Conditional Effect of
Disagreement on Intolerance and Biased Attributions at Low and High Levels of Moral
Conviction
Low MC
Boot

High MC
CI

Coefficient

Boot

CI

Coefficient
(Lower, Upper)

(Lower, Upper)

Unfavorability

.19

.14, .24

.55

.50, .60

Anger

.17

.11, .22

.34

.29, .40

Hate

.12

.07, .17

.26

.21, .31

Disgust

.12

.07, .18

.32

.27, .37

Respect

.13

.08, .18

.43

.38, .48

Empathy

.11

.06, .16

.32

.27, .37

Distrust

.07

.02, .12

.32

.27,.37

Dehumanization

-.05

-.08. -.02

-.07

-.10, -.04

Social Distance

.15

.11, .20

.51

.46, .56

Work Together

.10

.05, .16

.46

.41, .52

General Negativity

.12

.09, .15

.36

.33,.39

BAMM

.02

-.02, .06

.23

.19, .27
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BAA

.05

.02, .08

.18

.15, .21

Note. The effect of disagreement on each outcome is significant when the confidence interval
does not include 0. Significant effects are noted in bold. High and low moral conviction was
represented as one standard deviation above and below the mean respectively.
BAMM= Biased attribution of moral motives, BAA= Biased attribution of ability
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Table 4.5: Index of Moderated Mediation
Moral Motives
Boot
Coefficient

CI

Ability
Boot
Coefficient

(Lower, Upper)

CI
(Lower, Upper)

Unfavorability

.08

.05, .11

.05

.03, .08

Anger

.04

.01, .07

.04

.02, .06

Hate

.04

.01, .07

.04

.02, .07

Disgust

.05

.02, .08

.04

.02. .07

Respect

.07

.04, .10

.07

.04, .10

Empathy

.05

.02, .08

.03

.02, .06

Distrust

.09

.02, .13

.03

.01, .06

Dehumanization

.01

-.01, .02

.01

00, .02

Social Distance

.09

.06, .13

.07

.04, .10

Work Together

.05

.02, .08

.05

.03, .08

General Negativity

.05

.03, .07

.04

.03, .06

Note. The conditional indirect effect of disagreement on each outcome through each mediator is
significant when the confidence interval does not include 0. Significant effects are noted in bold.
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Table 4.6: Bootstrap Coefficients and Confidence Intervals for the Indirect Effect of Disagreement on Intolerance through Biases attribution of
Moral Motives and Ability at Low and High Moral Conviction

Moral Motives
Low MC

Ability
High MC

Low MC

High MC

Boot

CI

Boot

CI

Boot

CI

Boot

CI

Coeff

(Lower, Upper)

Coeff

(Lower, Upper)

Coeff

(Lower, Upper)

Coeff

(Lower, Upper)

Unfavorable

.01

-.01, .04

.08

.05,.11

.02

.01,.04

.07

.04,.10

Anger

.00

.00, .02

.04

.01, .08

.01

00, .03

.05

.02, .08

Hate

.00

.00, .01

.04

.01, .07

.01

.00, 03

.05

.03, .08

Disgust

.00

.00, .02

.05

.02, .09

.02

.01. .03

.06

.03, .09

Respect

.01

-.02, .01

.07

.05, .10

.03

.01, .05

.10

.07, .13

Empathy

.00

.00, .01

.05

.02, .08

.01

.01, .02

.05

.20, .08

Distrust

.01

-.01, .03

.10

.07, .14

.01

00, .03

.04

.02, .07

Dehumanize

00

-.01, .00

.01

-.01, .03

00

00, .01

0.1

00, .03
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Moral Motives
Low MC

Ability
High MC

Low MC

High MC

Boot

CI

Boot

CI

Boot

CI

Boot

CI

Coeff

(Lower, Upper)

Coeff

(Lower, Upper)

Coeff

(Lower, Upper)

Coeff

(Lower, Upper)

.01

-.01, .02

.10

.07, .14

.03

.01, .04

.09

.07, .13

00

00, .02

.05

.02, .09

.02

.01, .04

.07

.04, .10

00

-01, .01

.06

.04, .08

.02

.01, .03

.06

.04, .08

Social
Distance
Work
General
Negativity
Note. The indirect effect of disagreement on negative outcomes through a given attribution bias is significant when the confidence interval does
not include 0. Significant effects are noted in bold.
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Table 4.7: Hypotheses supported in studies 1, 2 and 3

Study 1

Study 2

Study 3





















Study 4

Hypothesis 1: People tend to attribute lesser
moral motives to those with whom they
disagree than those with whom they agree.
Hypothesis 2: Attribution of lesser moral
motives mediates the relation between
disagreement and intolerance as expressed in
negative attitudes, emotions, and behavioral
orientations.
Hypothesis 3: Attribution of lesser moral
motives is a distinct construct from attribution
of lesser ability, and not a generalized
attribution of inferiority.
Hypothesis 4: Attribution of lesser moral
motives uniquely predicts intolerance as
expressed in negative attitudes, emotions, and
behavioral orientations, above and beyond
attribution of lesser ability.
Hypothesis 5: Attributions of lesser moral
motives are more likely when the issue/s of





disagreement are seen in moral terms.
Hypothesis 6: When issues of disagreement
are seen in moral terms, attribution of lesser
moral motives will play a stronger mediating
role than attributions of lesser ability.
A shaded cell indicates that study does not examine respective hypothesis.
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Table 5.1: Means, Standard Deviations, and Intercorrelations of Study Variables

M SD
1. Condition

-

-

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

1.00

2. BAMM

.52 .10 .35***

1.00

3. BAA

.56 .09 .19***

.03

1.00

4. Moral

.60 .23

-.10

.17*

-.14

1.00

.22 .17

.01

-.06

-.08

-.09

1.00

6. Orientation .18 .23

-.02

-.11

.04

-.03

-.12

1.00

7. Note length .32 .17

-.02

.02

-.05

.04

-.09

-.04

8. Note

.07

.04

.01

.04

-.04

.07

Conviction
5. Distance

.40 .24

.58***

Friendliness
†

p < .08, *p < .05, **p < .01, and *** p < .001. BAMM= Biased attribution of moral motives,
BAA= Biased attribution of ability.
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Table 5.2: Unstandardized Coefficients for Predictors of Biased Attribution of Moral Motives and Ability

Step 1

Condition

ΔR2

Step 2

BAMM

.08***

Moral
Conviction
.02*

Condition

Moral Conviction
.00

Condition X
Moral Conviction
.04*

.08***

.03*

BAA

.03

-.01

.03

-.02†

.02

.02

Distance

.03

.00

.03

.01

-.02

.00

Orientation

-.02

-.03

-.02

-.05

.04

.01

Note Friendliness

.05

.00

.05

-.01

.01

.00

Note Length

-.01

.00

-.01

-.01

.00

00

Note: Significant effects are noted in bold. *p<.05. **p<.01. ***p < .001. BAMM= Biased attribution of moral motives, BAA= Biased
attribution of ability.
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Table 5.3: Hypotheses supported in studies 1, 2, 3 and 4
Study 1

Study 2

Study 3

Study 4















N/A









N/A





Hypothesis 1: People tend to attribute lesser
moral motives to those with whom they
disagree than those with whom they agree.
Hypothesis 2: Attribution of lesser moral
motives mediates the relation between
disagreement and intolerance as expressed in
negative attitudes, emotions, and behavioral
orientations.
Hypothesis 3: Attribution of lesser moral
motives is a distinct construct from attribution
of lesser ability, and not a generalized
attribution of inferiority.
Hypothesis 4: Attribution of lesser moral
motives uniquely predicts intolerance as
expressed in negative attitudes, emotions, and
behavioral orientations, above and beyond
attribution of lesser ability.
Hypothesis 5: Attributions of lesser moral
motives are more likely when the issue/s of



disagreement are seen in moral terms.
Hypothesis 6: When issues of disagreement
are seen in moral terms, attribution of lesser
moral motives will play a stronger mediating

N/A

role than attributions of lesser ability.
A shaded cell indicates that study does not examine the respective hypothesis.
Where N/A is noted, null effects on outcome variables impeded testing of the respective
hypothesis.
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Notes
1

Note that the focus of the theoretical argument of this work is on the mediating

role of biased attribution of moral motives, with its conditional nature offering a better
specification of this mediating role. As such, the appropriate conceptualization of the
model at issue is indeed one of moderated mediation. This is in contrast to a mediated
moderation model which focuses on understanding the mechanism explaining an
interaction between a focal independent variable and a moderating variable (see Hayes,
2013, p. 387).
2

In his report of the study results Byrne writes that the difference in positive

attitudes is significant, but willingness to work together is not. A reanalysis of the data
Byrne presents in the tables in the paper, though, suggests a significant difference in this
variable as well. A one tailed test, which corresponds to the directional hypothesis that
the similarity condition would show greater willingness to work together, finds that the
willingness to work together in the similar condition (M=4.27; SD=1.44, N=15) is
significantly larger than that of the dissimilar condition (M= 3.33; SD=1.40, N=15;
t(28)= 1.813, p= .04).
3

Originally hypothesis 3 was to be explored in this study, but the random

assignment for self-attributions of ability failed and one group was significantly higher
than the other, making it inappropriate to use for this comparison. Hypothesis 3 was
examined in Studies 2 and 3 instead.
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Appendices

Appendix 1: Study 1 Survey Instrument

Generally, what is your position on same-sex marriage? There is no right or wrong answer. If
none of these positions reflect your views, please choose the one closest to it.

Oppose samesex marriage

Support same-sex
marriage

O

O

To what extent is your position on same-sex marriage a reflection of your core moral beliefs and
convictions?

Not at all

Slightly

O

O

Moderately

O

Much

To a great
extent

O

O

To what extent is your position on same-sex marriage connected to your beliefs about
fundamental right and wrong?

Not at all

Slightly

O

O

Moderately

O

Much

To a great
extent

O

O

To what extent is your position on same-sex marriage based on moral principle?
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Not at all

Slightly

O

O

Moderately

O

Much

To a great
extent

O

O

NEXT PAGE

Do you feel that people who support/oppose same-sex marriage are motivated by ethical
principles?”
Absolutely
Not

1

2

3

4

5

6

Absolutely
Yes

Do you feel that people who support/oppose same-sex marriage are morally driven in thinking
about different issues?”
Absolutely
Not

1

2

3

4

5

6

Absolutely
Yes

Do you feel that people who support/oppose same-sex marriage have kind intentions at heart?”
Absolutely
Not

1

2

3

4

5

6

Absolutely
Yes

Do you feel that people who support/oppose same-sex marriage prioritize questions of morality
when forming their position about different issues?
Absolutely
Not

1

2

3

4

5

6

Absolutely
Yes

NEXT PAGE
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Do you think people who oppose/support same-sex marriage hold their positions about different
issues because that is what their friends or family think?
Not at

1

2

3

4

5

6

To a great
extent

All

Do you think that people who oppose/support same-sex marriage are led more by their emotions
or by rational thought processes when thinking about different issues?
Their
Emotions

1

2

3

4

5

6

Rational
thinking

Do you believe that people who oppose/support same-sex marriage are intelligent?
Very
unintelligent

1

2

3

4

5

6

Very
intelligent

Do you believe that people who oppose/support same-sex marriage have a high level of general
knowledge?
Little
General
Knowledge

1

2

3

4

5

6

High
General
Knowledge

NEXT PAGE
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How favorable do you feel towards people who oppose/support same-sex marriage?
0 o …………………………..sliding scale……………………..……….100 o
Very

Very

Favorably

Unfavorably

NEXT PAGE

When you think of people who support/oppose same-sex marriage, to what extent do you feel the
following emotions?
Anger?
Not at

1

2

3

4

5

6

To a great
extent

1

2

3

4

5

6

To a great
extent

1

2

3

4

5

6

To a great
extent

All

Disgust?
Not at
All

Hate?
Not at
All

Antipathy?

140

Not at

1

2

3

4

5

6

To a great
extent

1

2

3

4

5

6

To a great
extent

1

2

3

4

5

6

To a great
extent

1

2

3

4

5

6

To a great
extent

1

2

3

4

5

6

To a great
extent

All

Rage?
Not at
All

Revulsion?
Not at
All

Aversion?
Not at
All

Irritation?
Not at
All

Resentment?
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Not at

1

2

3

4

5

6

To a great
extent

All

NEXT PAGE
To what extent do you think people who support/oppose same-sex marriage are trustworthy?
Not at

1

2

3

4

5

6

To a great
extent

All

To what extent would you trust people who support/oppose same-sex marriage to do what is
right?
Not at

1

2

3

4

5

6

To a great
extent

All

To what extent would you trust people who support/oppose same-sex marriage in general?
Not at

1

2

3

4

5

6

To a great
extent

All

NEXT PAGE
To what extent do you believe that people who oppose/support same-sex marriage…

1. …raise their children to be humane.
Strongly disagree

1

2

3

4

5

6 strongly agree
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2. …raise their children to be considerate.
Strongly disagree

1

2

3

4

5

6 strongly agree

3

4

5

6 strongly agree

3

4

5

6 strongly agree

3

4

5

6 strongly agree

3

4

5

6 strongly agree

3. …raise their children to be compassionate.
Strongly disagree

1

2

4. …raise their children to be caring.
Strongly disagree

1

2

5. …raise their children to be moral.
Strongly disagree

1

2

6. …raise their children to be kind.
Strongly disagree

1

2

NEXT PAGE
Below please indicate to what extent you agree or disagree with the following:
I would be happy to have someone who supports/opposes same-sex marriage

…as a neighbor.
1

2

3

4

Very Moderately Slightly uncertain
much

5

6

7

Slightly

Moderately

Very
much
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agree

agree

agree

disagree

disagree

disagree

5

6

7

…to come and work at the same place I do.
1

2

3

4

Very Moderately Slightly uncertain Slightly Moderately
Very
much
agree
agree
disagree
disagree
much
agree
disagree

…as a roommate.
1

2

3

4

5

6

7

Very Moderately Slightly uncertain Slightly Moderately
Very
much
agree
agree
disagree
disagree
much
agree
disagree

…to marry into my family
1

2

3

4

5

6

7

Very Moderately Slightly uncertain Slightly Moderately
Very
much
agree
agree
disagree
disagree
much
agree
disagree
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…as someone I would personally date
1

2

3

4

5

6

7

Very Moderately Slightly uncertain Slightly Moderately
Very
much
agree
agree
disagree
disagree
much
agree
disagree

…as the owner of a store or restaurant I frequent
1

2

3

4

5

6

7

Very Moderately Slightly uncertain Slightly Moderately
Very
much
agree
agree
disagree
disagree
much
agree
disagree

…as a close personal friend
1

2

3

4

5

6

7

Very Moderately Slightly uncertain Slightly Moderately
Very
much
agree
agree
disagree
disagree
much
agree
disagree

…as the teacher of my children
1

2

3

4

5

6

7
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Very Moderately Slightly uncertain Slightly Moderately
Very
much
agree
agree
disagree
disagree
much
agree
disagree

…as my spiritual advisor
1

2

3

4

5

6

7

Very Moderately Slightly uncertain Slightly Moderately
Very
much
agree
agree
disagree
disagree
much
agree
disagree

…as my personal physician
1

2

3

4

5

6

7

Very Moderately Slightly uncertain Slightly Moderately
Very
much
agree
agree
disagree
disagree
much
agree
disagree
NEXT PAGE
Next, we are interested in how your own positions in general are formed.

Do you believe that you are motivated by ethical principles?”
Absolutely
Not

1

2

3

4

5

6

Absolutely
Yes

Do you believe that you are morally driven in thinking about different issues?”
Absolutely

1

2

3

4

5

6

Absolutely
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Not

Yes

Do you believe that you have kind intentions at heart?”
Absolutely
Not

1

2

3

4

5

6

Absolutely
Yes

Do you believe that you prioritize questions of morality when forming your position about
different issues?”
Absolutely
Not

1

2

3

4

5

6

Absolutely
Yes

NEXT PAGE

Listed below are some characteristics that might describe a person:
Caring, Compassionate, Fair, Friendly, Generous, Helpful, Hardworking, Honest, Kind

The person with these characteristics could be you or it could be someone else. For a moment,
visualize in your mind the kind of person who has these characteristics. Imagine how that person
would think, feel, and act. When you have a clear image of what this person would be like,
answer the following.
1. It would make me feel good to be a person who has these characteristics.
1

2

3

4

5

6

Strongly
agree

7

Strongly
disagree

2. Being someone who has these characteristics is an important part of who I am.
1

2

3

4

5

6

7
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Strongly
agree

Strongly
disagree

3. I would be ashamed to be a person who had these characteristics.
1

2

3

4

5

6

Strongly
agree

7

Strongly
disagree

4. Having these characteristics is not really important to me.
1

2

3

4

5

6

Strongly
agree

7

Strongly
disagree

5. I strongly desire to have these characteristics.
1

2

3

4

5

6

Strongly
disagree

7

Strongly
agree

NEXT PAGE

Finally, please complete the following background questions:

1. How would you describe your political outlook?
1

2

3

4

5

6

7

Very liberal

Liberal

Slightly
Liberal

Moderate

Slightly
Conservative

Conservative

Very
Conservative

2. How would you describe your political outlook on social issues?
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1

2

3

4

5

6

7

Very liberal

Liberal

Slightly
Liberal

Moderate

Slightly
Conservative

Conservative

Very
Conservative

3. What is your age?

_________________

4. Your gender?

Male

5. Are you a U.S. citizen?

Female Other
Yes

No

6. What State do you live in? _______________________
7. Were you born in the U.S.A?
8. If you were not born in the U.S.A., where were you born?

______________________

9. What is your total family income (including parent income if dependent on parents)?
1. ______ Less than $10,000
2. ______ $10,000-$19,999
3. ______ $20,000-$29,999
4. ______ $30,000-$39,999
5. ______ $40,000-$49,999
6. ______ $50,000-$59,999
7. ______ $60,000-$69,999
8. ______ $70,000-$79,999
9. ______ $80,000-$89,999
10. ______ $90,000-$99,999
11. ______ $100,000 or greater
10. How many semesters of university education have you completed? __________________
11. Please indicate your religion:

( ) Islam
( )Judaism
( )Christian - Roman Catholic
( )Christian - Evangelical Protestant
( )Christian - Mainline Protestant
( )Hindu
( )Buddhism
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( )Other, please specify: __________________________
Not religious
12. How religious do you consider yourself?
( )
Extremely religious
( )

Very religious

( )

Moderately religious

( )

Slightly religious

( )

Not religious
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Appendix 2: Study 2 Part 1 Survey Instrument

First, we would like you to respond to a series of questions to indicate your views on a number of
issues. For each question, read each statement and decide how much you agree or disagree.
Indicate your answer for each statement by circling the appropriate number. If none of the
responses reflect your opinion, please choose the one that is closest to it. Remember that there are
no right or wrong answers, and that your first responses are usually the most accurate.

1. Do you FAVOR or OPPOSE the death penalty for persons convicted of murder?
Favor death penalty

Oppose death penalty

O

O

To what extent is your position on this issue a reflection of your core moral beliefs and
convictions?
Not at all
O

Very slightly
O

Slightly

Moderately

Much

Very Much

O

O

O

O

2. Do you think that women should be able to decide if to have an abortion or not; OR do you
think that abortion is wrong and should not be allowed under most any circumstances.
Women should be free to
choose if to have an
abortion or not

Abortion is wrong and
(most-always) should not
be allowed

O

O
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To what extent is your position on this issue a reflection of your core moral beliefs and
convictions?
Not at all
O

Very slightly
O

Slightly

Moderately

Much

Very Much

O

O

O

O

3. Do you think gay or lesbian couples (i.e., same-sex couples) should be legally permitted to
adopt children?
Gay and lesbian couples
should not be able to
legally adopt children

Gay and lesbian couples
should be able to legally
adopt children

O

O

To what extent is your position on this issue a reflection of your core moral beliefs and
convictions?
Not at all
O

Very slightly
O

Slightly

Moderately

Much

Very Much

O

O

O

O

4. Do you believe that African-Americans should be given special consideration when applying
for jobs and promotions to make up for past discrimination, OR do you think that individual’s
ability or experience should be the only consideration in hiring or promoting people?
Hiring should be based
only on ability

African Americans should
be given special
consideration

O

O
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To what extent is your position on this issue a reflection of your core moral beliefs and
convictions?

Not at all
O

Very slightly

Slightly

Moderately

Much

Very Much

O

O

O

O

O

5. Do you think the federal government should make it difficult for people to buy a gun, OR
make it easy for people to buy a gun?
A lot easier

A lot more difficult

O

O

To what extent is your position on this issue a reflection of your core moral beliefs and
convictions?
Not at all
O

Very slightly

Slightly

Moderately

Much

Very Much

O

O

O

O

O

6. Do you think that cheating on an exam/paper is always wrong; or do you think that there are
times where it is ok to cheat on an exam/paper?
Ok under certain
circumstances

O

Always

wrong

O

To what extent is your position on this issue a reflection of your core moral beliefs and
convictions?
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Not at all
O

Very slightly

Slightly

Moderately

Much

Very Much

O

O

O

O

O

7. Do you think that we need much tougher government regulation on business in order to protect
the environment or, do you think that the current regulations to protect the environment are
already too much of a burden on business?
Support much tougher
regulations on business

Regulations already too
burdensome on business

O

O

To what extent is your position on this issue a reflection of your core moral beliefs and
convictions?
Not at all
O

Very slightly

Slightly

Moderately

Much

Very Much

O

O

O

O

O

8. Do you think that young teenagers in schools should follow sex education programs that teach
abstinence only, or do you think that young teenagers should follow sex education programs that
teach about safe sex practices?

safe sex practices
should be taught in
school

abstinence-only
practices should be
taught in school

O

O

To what extent is your position on this issue a reflection of your core moral beliefs and
convictions?
154

Not at all
O

Very slightly

Slightly

Moderately

Much

Very Much

O

O

O

O

O

9. Do you think that same-sex couples should be allowed to marry, or do you think that same-sex
should not be allowed to marry?
Should be allowed to
marry

Should not be allowed
to marry

O

O

To what extent is your position on this issue a reflection of your core moral beliefs and
convictions?
Not at all
O

Very slightly

Slightly

Moderately

Much

Very Much

O

O

O

O

O

10. Do you believe that castration is an appropriate and recommended punishment for sex
crimes? Or do you think that sex crimes should lead to incarceration but that castration should be
a personal choice?
Sex criminals should
be forced to undergo
castration

Sex criminals should
be incarcerated but
castration should not
be mandatory

O

O

To what extent is your position on this issue a reflection of your core moral beliefs and
convictions?
Not at all

Very slightly

Slightly

Moderately

Much

Very Much
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O

O

O

O

O

O

11. Do you love certain types of music and listen only to that; or do you not have strong
preferences and can listen to any kind of music?

I listen to ‘my’ music

I may listen to any kind
of music

O

O

To what extent is your position on this issue a reflection of your core moral beliefs and
convictions?
Not at all
O

Very slightly

Slightly

Moderately

Much

Very Much

O

O

O

O

O

12. Do you believe pornography is degrading and that access to it even among adults should be
restricted, or do you think that pornography is fun and access to it among adults should not be
restricted?
Access to pornography
should be restricted

Access to Pornography
should not be restricted

O

O

To what extent is your position on this issue a reflection of your core moral beliefs and
convictions?
Not at all

Very slightly

Slightly

Moderately

Much

Very Much

156

O

O

O

O

O

O

13. If the presidential elections were held today, would you vote for Barak Obama or Mitt
Romney?
Mitt Romney

Barak Obama

O

O

To what extent is your position on this issue a reflection of your core moral beliefs and
convictions?
Not at all
O

Very slightly
O

Slightly

Moderately

Much

Very Much

O

O

O

O

14. Do you oppose or favor recreational drug use?
Oppose recreational
drug use

Favor recreational
drug use

O

O

To what extent is your position on this issue a reflection of your core moral beliefs and
convictions?
Not at all
O

Very slightly
O

Slightly

Moderately

Much

Very Much

O

O

O

O

15. Do you oppose or support controlled physical punishment for children (e.g. spanking)?
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Oppose physical
punishment for children

Support physical
punishment for children

O

O

To what extent is your position on this issue a reflection of your core moral beliefs and
convictions?
Not at all
O

Very slightly

Slightly

Moderately

Much

Very Much

O

O

O

O

O

16. Do you think it is ok to send elderly parents to a nursing home or do you think that elderly
parents should stay with the family at all costs?
Ok to send to nursing
home

Should stay with family
at all costs

O

O

To what extent is your position on this issue a reflection of your core moral beliefs and
convictions?
Not at all
O

Very slightly
O

Slightly

Moderately

Much

Very Much

O

O

O

O

17. Do you think people should avoid eating meat out of concern for animal welfare; or do you
think it is ok for people to eat meat?
People should avoid

It is ok for people to eat
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eating meat

meat

O

O

To what extent is your position on this issue a reflection of your core moral beliefs and
convictions?
Not at all
O

Very slightly
O

Slightly

Moderately

Much

Very Much

O

O

O

O

18. Do you believe in God or do you hold a different belief (including no belief)?
Believe in God

Different belief

O

O

To what extent is your position on this issue a reflection of your core moral beliefs and
convictions?
Not at all
O

Very slightly
O

Slightly

Moderately

Much

Very Much

O

O

O

O

19. Do you believe that circumcising girls is a choice parents should be allowed to make on their
own or do you think circumcising girls should not be allowed?
Parents’ choice

Not be allowed
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O

O

To what extent is your position on this issue a reflection of your core moral beliefs and
convictions?
Not at all
O

Very slightly

Slightly

Moderately

Much

Very Much

O

O

O

O

O

20. Do you believe that running experiments on animals in the development of cosmetic products
should be allowed or should be banned?

Cosmetics experiments
on animals should be
allowed

Cosmetics experiments
on animals should be
banned

O

O

To what extent is your position on this issue a reflection of your core moral beliefs and
convictions?
Not at all
O

Very slightly
O

Slightly

Moderately

Much

Very Much

O

O

O

O

21. Do you believe that having a strong military is an important part of what makes America:
‘America’; or do you believe that it is not an important part of what makes America: ‘America’?
A strong military is an

A strong military is not an
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important part of America

important part of America

O

O

To what extent is your position on this issue a reflection of your core moral beliefs and
convictions?
Not at all
O

Very slightly
O

Slightly

Moderately

Much

Very Much

O

O

O

O

22. Do you think that eating pets should not be allowed, or do you think that people should have
the right to choose if to eat their pets or not?
Eating pets should not
be allowed

Eating pets should be a
personal choice

O

O

To what extent is your position on this issue a reflection of your core moral beliefs and
convictions?
Not at all
O

Very slightly
O

Slightly

Moderately

Much

Very Much

O

O

O

O

23. Do you think taking care of the environment should be one of people’s top priorities; or do
you think taking care of the environment is not a top priority and that there are other more
important issues?
Taking care of the
environment is one of the
top priorities

Taking care of the
environment is secondary
to many other priorities
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O

O

To what extent is your position on this issue a reflection of your core moral beliefs and
convictions?
Not at all

Very slightly

O

O

Slightly

Moderately

Much

Very Much

O

O

O

O

NEXT PAGE

Next, we are interested in how your positions in general are formed.
Do you feel that you are motivated by ethical principles?”
Absolutely
Not

1

2

3

4

5

6

Absolutely
Yes

Do you feel that you are morally driven in thinking about different issues?”
Absolutely
Not

1

2

3

4

5

6

Absolutely
Yes

4

5

6

Absolutely
Yes

Do you feel that you have kind intentions at heart?”
Absolutely
Not

1

2

3

Do you feel that you prioritize questions of morality when forming your positions about different
issues?”
Absolutely
Not

1

2

3

4

5

6

Absolutely
Yes
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Do you think you are greatly influenced by what your friends or family think, or are you an
independent thinker?
Greatly
influenced

1

2

3

4

5

6

Independent
thinker

Do you think that you are a rational person or are often led more by your emotions?
Lead by
Emotions

1

2

3

4

5

6

Lead by
Rational
thinking

NEXT PAGE
Please mark the correct answer to the following questions relative to other undergraduates at
the U:
1. Intelligence (please check one)
O I believe that I am very much above average in intelligence.
O I believe that I am above average in intelligence.
O I believe that I am very slightly above average in intelligence.
O I believe that I am average in intelligence.
O I believe that I am slightly below average in intelligence.
O I believe that I am below average in intelligence.
O I believe that I am very much below average in intelligence.
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2. General knowledge (please check one)
O I believe that I am very much above average in my general knowledge.
O I believe that I am above average in my general knowledge.
O I believe that I am very slightly above average in my general knowledge.
O I believe that I am average in my general knowledge.
O I believe that I am slightly below average in my general knowledge.
O I believe that I am below average in my general knowledge.
O I believe that I am very much below average in my general knowledge.

NEXT PAGE
Listed below are some characteristics that might describe a person:
Caring, Compassionate, Fair, Friendly, Generous, Helpful, Hardworking, Honest, Kind

The person with these characteristics could be you or it could be someone else. For a moment,
visualize in your mind the kind of person who has these characteristics. Imagine how that person
would think, feel, and act. When you have a clear image of what this person would be like,
answer the following.

1. It would make me feel good to be a person who has these characteristics.
1

2

3

4

5

6

Strongly
agree

7

Strongly
disagree

2. Being someone who has these characteristics is an important part of who I am.
1

2

3

4

5

6

7
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Strongly
agree

Strongly
disagree

3. I would be ashamed to be a person who had these characteristics.
1

2

3

4

5

6

Strongly
agree

7

Strongly
disagree

4. Having these characteristics is not really important to me.
1

2

3

4

5

6

Strongly
agree

7

Strongly
disagree

5. I strongly desire to have these characteristics.
1

2

3

4

5

6

Strongly
disagree

7

Strongly
agree

NEXT PAGE
Finally, please complete the following background questions:

1. How would you describe your political outlook?
1

2

3

4

5

6

7

Very liberal

Liberal

Slightly
Liberal

Moderate

Slightly
Conservative

Conservative

Very
Conservative
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2. How would you describe your political outlook on social issues?
1

2

3

4

5

6

7

Very liberal

Liberal

Slightly
Liberal

Moderate

Slightly
Conservative

Conservative

Very
Conservative

3. What is your age?

_________________

4. Your gender?

Male

5. Are you a U.S. citizen?

Female
Yes

6. Are you a permanent resident of Minnesota?

Other
No
Yes

No

7. Were you born in the U.S.A?
8. If you were not born in the U.S.A., where were you born?

______________________

9. What is your total family income (including parent income if dependent on parents)?
1. ______ Less than $10,000
2. ______ $10,000-$19,999
3. ______ $20,000-$29,999
4. ______ $30,000-$39,999
5. ______ $40,000-$49,999
6. ______ $50,000-$59,999
7. ______ $60,000-$69,999
8. ______ $70,000-$79,999
9. ______ $80,000-$89,999
10. ______ $90,000-$99,999
11. ______ $100,000 or greater
10. How many semesters of university education have you completed? __________________
11. Please indicate your religion:
( ) Islam
( ) Judaism
( ) Christian - Roman Catholic
( ) Christian - Evangelical Protestant
( ) Christian - Mainline Protestant
( ) Hindu
( ) Buddhism
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( ) Other, please specify: __________________________
Not religious

12. How religious do you consider yourself?
( )
Extremely religious
( )

Very religious

( )

Moderately religious

( )

Slightly religious

( )

Not religious
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Appendix 3: Study 2 Part 2 Survey Instrument
Thank you for taking the second part of this study.
The goal of this study is to gauge people’s ability to get a real impression of others
based on limited knowledge about them.
We have randomly matched you with another student in a different section that is the
same gender as you. All names have been kept anonymous! You will each be provided
with information from one part of the first survey that the completed in the first survey,
and then asked to report your impressions of this person.
On the next page you will view a page from the first survey that the other student
completed. Please consider it carefully and try to get a picture of what this person
might be like in different regards. You will then be asked to provide your best guesses
about the other’s personality, motivations, and other traits and features.

NEXT PAGE

***Attitude issues screen shot of 6 issue positions, not including moral conviction
responses***

NEXT PAGE
Do you feel that this person is motivated by ethical principles?”
Absolutely

1

2

3

4

5

6

Absolutely

Not

Yes

Do you feel that this person is morally driven in thinking about different issues?”
Absolutely
Not

1

2

3

4

5

6

Absolutely
Yes

4

5

6

Absolutely
Yes

Do you feel that this person has kind intentions at heart?”
Absolutely
Not

1

2

3
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Do you feel that this person prioritizes questions of morality when forming his/her positions
about different issues?”
Absolutely
Not

1

2

3

4

5

6

Absolutely
Yes

Do you think this person is greatly influenced by what her/his friends or family think, or is this
person an independent thinker?
Greatly
influenced

1

2

3

4

5

6

Independent
thinker

Do you think that this person is a rational thinker or is often led by her/his emotions?
Led by
Emotions

1

2

3

4

5

6

Rational
thinking

NEXT PAGE
Please mark the correct answer to the following questions relative to other undergraduates at
the U:
1. Intelligence (please check one)
O I believe that this person is very much above average in intelligence.
O I believe that this person is above average in intelligence.
O I believe that this person is very slightly above average in intelligence.
O I believe that this person is average in intelligence.
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O I believe that this person is slightly below average in intelligence.
O I believe that this person is below average in intelligence.
O I believe that this person is very much below average in intelligence.
2. General knowledge (please check one)
O I believe that this person is very much above average in general knowledge.
O I believe that this person is above average in general knowledge.
O I believe that this person is very slightly above average in general knowledge.
O I believe that this person is average in general knowledge.
O I believe that this person is slightly below average in general knowledge.
O I believe that this person is below average in general knowledge.
O I believe that this person is very much below average in general knowledge.

NEXT PAGE
How favorable do you feel towards this person?
1

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

9

Very

10
Very

unfavorably

favorably

Imagine having to hang out with this person for a long while. How likely are you to feel the
following emotions towards her/him?
Not at

1

2

3

4

5

6

To a great
extent

All

Anger?
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Hate?
Disgust?
Irritation?
Resentment?
Antipathy?
Rage?
Revulsion?
Aversion?

NEXT PAGE
Do you think this person might try to take advantage of you if they got the chance, or would s/he
try to be fair?
Take
Advantage

1

2

3

4

5

6

Try to be
Fair

Would you expect this person would try to be helpful, or that s/he would just be looking out for
her/himself?
Try to be
Helpful

1

2

3

4

5

6

Just looking
Out for
Themselves
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NEXT PAGE

Below please indicate to what extent you agree or disagree with the following:
I would be happy to have this person…
…as a neighbor.
1

2

3

4

5

6

7

Very Moderately Slightly Uncertain Slightly Moderately
Very
much
agree
agree
disagree
disagree
much
agree
disagree

…to come and work at the same place I do.
1

2

3

4

5

6

7

Very Moderately Slightly Uncertain Slightly Moderately
Very
much
agree
agree
disagree
disagree
much
agree
disagree

…as a roommate.
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1

2

3

4

5

6

7

Very Moderately Slightly Uncertain Slightly Moderately
Very
much
agree
agree
disagree
disagree
much
agree
disagree

…to marry into my family
1

2

3

4

5

6

7

Very Moderately Slightly Uncertain Slightly Moderately
Very
much
agree
agree
disagree
disagree
much
agree
disagree

…as someone I would personally date
1

2

3

4

5

6

7

Very Moderately Slightly Uncertain Slightly Moderately
Very
much
agree
agree
disagree
disagree
much
agree
disagree

…as a close personal friend
1

2

3

4

5

6

7
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Very Moderately Slightly Uncertain Slightly Moderately
Very
much
agree
agree
disagree
disagree
much
agree
disagree

…as the teacher of my children
1

2

3

4

5

6

7

Very Moderately Slightly Uncertain Slightly Moderately
Very
much
agree
agree
disagree
disagree
much
agree
disagree

…as my spiritual advisor
1

Very
much
agree

2

Moderately
agree

3

4

Slightly Uncertain
agree

5

6

7

Slightly
disagree

Moderately
disagree

Very
much
disagree

5

6

…as my personal physician
1

2

3

4

7

Very Moderately Slightly Uncertain Slightly Moderately
Very
much
agree
agree
disagree
disagree
much
agree
disagree

174

175

Appendix 4: Study 3 Part 1 Survey Instrument

First, we would like you to respond to a series of questions to indicate your views on a number of
issues. For each question, read each statement and decide how much you agree or disagree.
Indicate your answer for each statement by circling the appropriate number. If none of the
responses reflect your opinion, please choose the one that is closest to it. Remember that there are
no right or wrong answers, and that your first responses are usually the most accurate.

1. Do you FAVOR or OPPOSE the death penalty for persons convicted of murder?
Favor death penalty

Oppose death penalty

O

O

To what extent is your position on this issue a reflection of your core moral beliefs and
convictions?
Not at all
O

Very slightly
O

Slightly

Moderately

Much

Very Much

O

O

O

O

2. Do you think that women should be able to decide if to have an abortion or not; OR do you
think that abortion is wrong and should not be allowed under most any circumstances.
Women should be free to
choose if to have an
abortion or not

Abortion is wrong and
(most-always) should not
be allowed

O

O
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To what extent is your position on this issue a reflection of your core moral beliefs and
convictions?
Not at all
O

Very slightly
O

Slightly

Moderately

Much

Very Much

O

O

O

O

3. Do you think gay or lesbian couples (i.e., same-sex couples) should be legally permitted to
adopt children?
Gay and lesbian couples
should not be able to
legally adopt children

Gay and lesbian couples
should be able to legally
adopt children

O

O

To what extent is your position on this issue a reflection of your core moral beliefs and
convictions?
Not at all
O

Very slightly
O

Slightly

Moderately

Much

Very Much

O

O

O

O

4. Do you believe that African-Americans should be given special consideration when applying
for jobs and promotions to make up for past discrimination, OR do you think that individual’s
ability or experience should be the only consideration in hiring or promoting people?
Hiring should be based
only on ability

African Americans should
be given special
consideration

O

O

To what extent is your position on this issue a reflection of your core moral beliefs and
convictions?
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Not at all
O

Very slightly

Slightly

Moderately

Much

Very Much

O

O

O

O

O

5. Do you think the federal government should make it difficult for people to buy a gun, OR
make it easy for people to buy a gun?
A lot easier

A lot more difficult

O

O

To what extent is your position on this issue a reflection of your core moral beliefs and
convictions?
Not at all
O

Very slightly

Slightly

Moderately

Much

Very Much

O

O

O

O

O

6. Do you think that cheating on an exam/paper is always wrong; or do you think that there are
times where it is ok to cheat on an exam/paper?
Ok under certain
circumstances

Always

O

wrong

O

To what extent is your position on this issue a reflection of your core moral beliefs and
convictions?
Not at all
O

Very slightly
O

Slightly

Moderately

Much

Very Much

O

O

O

O
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7. Do you think that we need much tougher government regulation on business in order to protect
the environment or, do you think that the current regulations to protect the environment are
already too much of a burden on business?
Support much tougher
regulations on business

Regulations already too
burdensome on business

O

O

To what extent is your position on this issue a reflection of your core moral beliefs and
convictions?
Not at all
O

Very slightly

Slightly

Moderately

Much

Very Much

O

O

O

O

O

8. Do you think that young teenagers in schools should follow sex education programs that teach
abstinence only, or do you think that young teenagers should follow sex education programs that
teach about safe sex practices?

safe sex practices
should be taught in
school

abstinence-only
practices should be
taught in school

O

O

To what extent is your position on this issue a reflection of your core moral beliefs and
convictions?
Not at all

Very slightly

Slightly

Moderately

Much

Very Much
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O

O

O

O

O

O

9. Do you think that same-sex couples should be allowed to marry, or do you think that same-sex
should not be allowed to marry?
Should be allowed to
marry

Should not be allowed
to marry

O

O

To what extent is your position on this issue a reflection of your core moral beliefs and
convictions?
Not at all
O

Very slightly

Slightly

Moderately

Much

Very Much

O

O

O

O

O

10. Do you believe that castration is an appropriate and recommended punishment for sex
crimes? Or do you think that sex crimes should lead to incarceration but that castration should be
a personal choice?
Sex criminals should
be forced to undergo
castration

Sex criminals should
be incarcerated but
castration should not
be mandatory

O

O

To what extent is your position on this issue a reflection of your core moral beliefs and
convictions?
Not at all

Very slightly

Slightly

Moderately

Much

Very Much
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O

O

O

O

O

O

11. Do you love certain types of music and listen only to that; or do you not have strong
preferences and can listen to any kind of music?

I listen to ‘my’ music

I may listen to any kind
of music

O

O

To what extent is your position on this issue a reflection of your core moral beliefs and
convictions?
Not at all
O

Very slightly

Slightly

Moderately

Much

Very Much

O

O

O

O

O

12. Do you believe pornography is degrading and that access to it even among adults should be
restricted, or do you think that pornography is fun and access to it among adults should not be
restricted?
Access to pornography
should be restricted

Access to Pornography
should not be restricted

O

O

To what extent is your position on this issue a reflection of your core moral beliefs and
convictions?
Not at all

Very slightly

Slightly

Moderately

Much

Very Much
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O

O

O

O

O

O

13. Do you oppose or favor recreational drug use?
Oppose recreational
drug use

Favor recreational
drug use

O

O

To what extent is your position on this issue a reflection of your core moral beliefs and
convictions?
Not at all
O

Very slightly
O

Slightly

Moderately

Much

Very Much

O

O

O

O

14. Do you oppose or support controlled physical punishment for children (e.g. spanking)?
Oppose physical
punishment for children

Support physical
punishment for children

O

O

To what extent is your position on this issue a reflection of your core moral beliefs and
convictions?
Not at all
O

Very slightly
O

Slightly

Moderately

Much

Very Much

O

O

O

O

15. Do you think it is ok to send elderly parents to a nursing home or do you think that elderly
parents should stay with the family at all costs?
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Ok to send to nursing
home

Should stay with family
at all costs

O

O

To what extent is your position on this issue a reflection of your core moral beliefs and
convictions?

Not at all
O

Very slightly
O

Slightly

Moderately

Much

Very Much

O

O

O

O

16. Do you think people should avoid eating meat out of concern for animal welfare; or do you
think it is ok for people to eat meat?
People should avoid
eating meat

It is ok for people to eat
meat

O

O

To what extent is your position on this issue a reflection of your core moral beliefs and
convictions?
Not at all
O

Very slightly
O

Slightly

Moderately

Much

Very Much

O

O

O

O

17. Do you believe in God or do you hold a different belief (including no belief)?
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Believe in God

Different belief

O

O

To what extent is your position on this issue a reflection of your core moral beliefs and
convictions?

Not at all
O

Very slightly

Slightly

Moderately

Much

Very Much

O

O

O

O

O

18. Do you believe that circumcising girls is a choice parents should be allowed to make on their
own or do you think circumcising girls should not be allowed?
Parents’ choice

Not be allowed

O

O

To what extent is your position on this issue a reflection of your core moral beliefs and
convictions?
Not at all
O

Very slightly

Slightly

Moderately

Much

Very Much

O

O

O

O

O

19. Do you believe that running experiments on animals in the development of cosmetic products
should be allowed or should be banned?
Cosmetics experiments

Cosmetics experiments
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on animals should be
allowed

on animals should be
banned

O

O

To what extent is your position on this issue a reflection of your core moral beliefs and
convictions?
Not at all
O

Very slightly

Slightly

Moderately

Much

Very Much

O

O

O

O

O

20. Do you believe that having a strong military is an important part of what makes America:
‘America’; or do you believe that it is not an important part of what makes America: ‘America’?
A strong military is an
important part of America

A strong military is not an
important part of America

O

O

To what extent is your position on this issue a reflection of your core moral beliefs and
convictions?
Not at all
O

Very slightly
O

Slightly

Moderately

Much

Very Much

O

O

O

O

21. Do you think that eating pets should not be allowed, or do you think that people should have
the right to choose if to eat their pets or not?
Eating pets should not
be allowed

Eating pets should be a
personal choice

O

O
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To what extent is your position on this issue a reflection of your core moral beliefs and
convictions?
Not at all
O

Very slightly
O

Slightly

Moderately

Much

Very Much

O

O

O

O

22. Do you think taking care of the environment should be one of people’s top priorities; or do
you think taking care of the environment is not a top priority and that there are other more
important issues?

Taking care of the
environment is one of the
top priorities

Taking care of the
environment is secondary
to many other priorities

O

O

To what extent is your position on this issue a reflection of your core moral beliefs and
convictions?
Not at all
O

Very slightly
O

Slightly

Moderately

Much

Very Much

O

O

O

O

NEXT PAGE

Next, we are interested in how your positions in general are formed.
Do you feel that you are motivated by ethical principles?”
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Absolutely
Not

1

2

3

4

5

6

Absolutely
Yes

Do you feel that you are morally driven in thinking about different issues?”
Absolutely
Not

1

2

3

4

5

6

Absolutely
Yes

4

5

6

Absolutely
Yes

Do you feel that you have kind intentions at heart?”
Absolutely
Not

1

2

3

Do you feel that you prioritize questions of morality when forming your positions about different
issues?”
Absolutely
Not

1

2

3

4

5

6

Absolutely
Yes

Do you think you are greatly influenced by what your friends or family think, or are you an
independent thinker?
Greatly
influenced

1

2

3

4

5

6

Independent
thinker

Do you think that you are a rational person or are often led more by your emotions?
Lead by
Emotions

1

2

3

4

5

6

Lead by
Rational
thinking

NEXT PAGE
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Please mark the correct answer to the following questions relative to other undergraduates at
the U:
3. Intelligence (please check one)
O I believe that I am very much above average in intelligence.
O I believe that I am above average in intelligence.
O I believe that I am very slightly above average in intelligence.
O I believe that I am average in intelligence.
O I believe that I am slightly below average in intelligence.
O I believe that I am below average in intelligence.
O I believe that I am very much below average in intelligence.

4. General knowledge (please check one)
O I believe that I am very much above average in my general knowledge.
O I believe that I am above average in my general knowledge.
O I believe that I am very slightly above average in my general knowledge.
O I believe that I am average in my general knowledge.
O I believe that I am slightly below average in my general knowledge.
O I believe that I am below average in my general knowledge.
O I believe that I am very much below average in my general knowledge.

NEXT PAGE
Listed below are some characteristics that might describe a person:
Caring, Compassionate, Fair, Friendly, Generous, Helpful, Hardworking, Honest, Kind
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The person with these characteristics could be you or it could be someone else. For a moment,
visualize in your mind the kind of person who has these characteristics. Imagine how that person
would think, feel, and act. When you have a clear image of what this person would be like,
answer the following.
1. It would make me feel good to be a person who has these characteristics.
1

2

3

4

5

6

Strongly
agree

7

Strongly
disagree

2. Being someone who has these characteristics is an important part of who I am.
1

2

3

4

5

6

Strongly
agree

7

Strongly
disagree

3. I would be ashamed to be a person who had these characteristics.
1

2

3

4

5

6

Strongly
agree

7

Strongly
disagree

4. Having these characteristics is not really important to me.
1

2

3

4

5

6

Strongly
agree

7

Strongly
disagree

5. I strongly desire to have these characteristics.
1

Strongly

2

3

4

5

6

7

Strongly
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disagree

agree

NEXT PAGE

Finally, please complete the following background questions:

13. How would you describe your political outlook?
1

2

3

4

5

6

7

Very liberal

Liberal

Slightly
Liberal

Moderate

Slightly
Conservative

Conservative

Very
Conservative

14. How would you describe your political outlook on social issues?
1

2

3

4

5

6

7

Very liberal

Liberal

Slightly
Liberal

Moderate

Slightly
Conservative

Conservative

Very
Conservative

15. What is your age?

_________________

16. Your gender?

Male

17. Are you a U.S. citizen?

Female
Yes

18. Are you a permanent resident of Minnesota?

Other
No
Yes

No

19. Were you born in the U.S.A?
20. If you were not born in the U.S.A., where were you born?

______________________

21. What is your total family income (including parent income if dependent on parents)?
1. ______ Less than $10,000
2. ______ $10,000-$19,999
3. ______ $20,000-$29,999
4. ______ $30,000-$39,999
5. ______ $40,000-$49,999
6. ______ $50,000-$59,999
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7.
8.
9.
10.
11.

______ $60,000-$69,999
______ $70,000-$79,999
______ $80,000-$89,999
______ $90,000-$99,999
______ $100,000 or greater

22. How many semesters of university education have you completed? __________________
23. Please indicate your religion:
( ) Islam
( ) Judaism
( ) Christian - Roman Catholic
( ) Christian - Evangelical Protestant
( ) Christian - Mainline Protestant
( ) Hindu
( ) Buddhism
( ) Other, please specify: __________________________
Not religious

24. How religious do you consider yourself?
( )
Extremely religious
( )

Very religious

( )

Moderately religious

( )

Slightly religious

( )

Not religious

Appendix 5: Study 3 Part 2 Survey Instrument
Thank you for taking the second part of this study.
The goal of this study is to gauge people’s ability to get a real impression of others
based on limited knowledge about them.
We have randomly matched you with another student in a different section that is the
same gender as you. All names have been kept anonymous! You will each be provided
with information from one part of the first survey that the completed in the first survey,
and then asked to report your impressions of this person.
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On the next page you will view a page from the first survey that the other student
completed. Please consider it carefully and try to get a picture of what this person
might be like in different regards. You will then be asked to provide your best guesses
about the other’s personality, motivations, and other traits and features.

NEXT PAGE

***Attitude issues screen shot of 4 issue positions, not including moral conviction
responses***

NEXT PAGE
Do you feel that this person is motivated by ethical principles?”
Absolutely

1

2

3

4

5

6

Absolutely

Not

Yes

Do you feel that this person is morally driven in thinking about different issues?”
Absolutely
Not

1

2

3

4

5

6

Absolutely
Yes

4

5

6

Absolutely
Yes

Do you feel that this person has kind intentions at heart?”
Absolutely
Not

1

2

3

Do you feel that this person prioritizes questions of morality when forming his/her positions
about different issues?”
Absolutely
Not

1

2

3

4

5

6

Absolutely
Yes
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Do you think this person is greatly influenced by what her/his friends or family think, or is this
person an independent thinker?
Greatly
influenced

1

2

3

4

5

6

Independent
thinker

Do you think that this person is a rational thinker or is often led by her/his emotions?
Led by
Emotions

1

2

3

4

5

6

Rational
thinking

NEXT PAGE
Please mark the correct answer to the following questions relative to other undergraduates at
the U:
3. Intelligence (please check one)
O I believe that this person is very much above average in intelligence.
O I believe that this person is above average in intelligence.
O I believe that this person is very slightly above average in intelligence.
O I believe that this person is average in intelligence.
O I believe that this person is slightly below average in intelligence.
O I believe that this person is below average in intelligence.
O I believe that this person is very much below average in intelligence.

4. General knowledge (please check one)
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O I believe that this person is very much above average in general knowledge.
O I believe that this person is above average in general knowledge.
O I believe that this person is very slightly above average in general knowledge.
O I believe that this person is average in general knowledge.
O I believe that this person is slightly below average in general knowledge.
O I believe that this person is below average in general knowledge.
O I believe that this person is very much below average in general knowledge.

NEXT PAGE
How favorable do you feel towards this person?
1

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

9

Very

10
Very

unfavorably

favorably

Imagine having to hang out with this person for a long while. How likely are you to feel the
following emotions towards her/him?
Not at

1

2

3

4

5

6

To a great
extent

All

Anger?
Hate?
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Fond?
Admiration?
Disgust?
Irritation?
Resentment?
Respect?
Antipathy?
Compassion?
Rage?
Impressed?
Revulsion?
Aversion?
Empathy?
NEXT PAGE
Do you think this person might try to take advantage of you if they got the chance, or would s/he
try to be fair?
Take
Advantage

1

2

3

4

5

6

Try to be
Fair
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Would you expect this person would try to be helpful, or that s/he would just be looking out for
her/himself?
Try to be

1

2

3

4

5

6

Helpful

Just looking
Out for
Themselves

NEXT PAGE
To what extent do you imagine this person has the following traits?

Not at all

somewhat

moderately

much

very much

Ambitious
Broad-minded
Active
Contented
High-strung
Disorganized
Impatient
Simple
Analytic
Humble
Curious
Even-tempered
Insecure
Ignorant
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Impulsive
Timid
Imaginative
Polite
Friendly
Relatxed
Irresponsible
Rude
Jeaous
Uncooperative
Sympathetic
Thorough
fun-loving
selfless
reserved
stingy
shy
unemotional

NEXT PAGE

Below please indicate to what extent you agree or disagree with the following:
I would be happy to have this person…
…as a neighbor.
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1

2

3

4

5

6

7

Very Moderately Slightly Uncertain Slightly Moderately
Very
much
agree
agree
disagree
disagree
much
agree
disagree

…to come and work at the same place I do.
1

2

3

4

5

6

7

Very Moderately Slightly Uncertain Slightly Moderately
Very
much
agree
agree
disagree
disagree
much
agree
disagree

…as a roommate.
1

2

3

4

5

6

7

Very Moderately Slightly Uncertain Slightly Moderately
Very
much
agree
agree
disagree
disagree
much
agree
disagree

…to marry into my family
1

2

3

4

5

6

7
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Very Moderately Slightly Uncertain Slightly Moderately
Very
much
agree
agree
disagree
disagree
much
agree
disagree

…as someone I would personally date
1

2

3

4

5

6

7

Very Moderately Slightly Uncertain Slightly Moderately
Very
much
agree
agree
disagree
disagree
much
agree
disagree

…as a close personal friend
1

2

3

4

5

6

7

Very Moderately Slightly Uncertain Slightly Moderately
Very
much
agree
agree
disagree
disagree
much
agree
disagree

…as the teacher of my children
1

2

3

4

5

6

7

Very Moderately Slightly Uncertain Slightly Moderately
Very
much
agree
agree
disagree
disagree
much
agree
disagree

…as my spiritual advisor

199

1

Very
much
agree

2

Moderately
agree

3

4

Slightly Uncertain
agree

5

6

7

Slightly
disagree

Moderately
disagree

Very
much
disagree

5

6

…as my personal physician
1

2

3

4

7

Very Moderately Slightly Uncertain Slightly Moderately
Very
much
agree
agree
disagree
disagree
much
agree
disagree

NEXT PAGE

We are planning on running additional studies using random pairing (like you were randomly
paired with the person you were evaluating today).
For the next study in which you will need to interact in person and work together collaboratively,
please indicate to what extent you would like to remain paired with the same person or would like
to be paired with a different person:
� Strongly prefer working with the same person
� Somewhat prefer working with the same person
� Don't mind either way
� Somewhat prefer working with a different person
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� Strongly prefer working with a different person

NEXT PAGE
If you mark the agree button below you will receive an email with information about a 4 REP
point study you can participate in. Clicking does not commit you to participating, only to
receiving information about this study. If you do not click you will not be able to participate in
that REP opportunity. Participation in this separate study is purely voluntary.

After clicking the box (or not) press submit survey to finish.

� I would like to be contacted about the future 4 REP point study.
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Appendix 6: Study 4 survey instrument
1a. Do you FAVOR or OPPOSE the death penalty for persons convicted of murder?
Favor death penalty

Oppose death penalty

O

O

1b. To what extent is your position on this issue a reflection of your core moral beliefs and
convictions? That is, your belief about what is fundamentally right or wrong.

Not at all

O

Very slightly

O

Only
somewhat

O

Moderately

O

Much

Very much

O

Extremely

O

O

__________________________________________________________________________

2a. Do you think gay or lesbian couples (i.e., same-sex couples) should be legally permitted to
adopt children?
Gay and lesbian couples should
not be able to legally adopt
children

Gay and lesbian couples should be able
to legally adopt children

O

O

2b. To what extent is your position on this issue a reflection of your core moral beliefs and
convictions?

Not at all

O

Very slightly

O

Only
somewhat

O

Moderately

O

Much

O

Very much

O

Extremely

O

_____________________________________________________________________________
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3a. Do you think the federal government should make it difficult for people to buy a gun, OR
make it easy for people to buy a gun?
Make it
easy

Make it
difficult

O

O

3b. To what extent is your position on this issue a reflection of your core moral beliefs and
convictions?
Not at all
Very slightly

O

O

Only
somewhat

Moderately

O

O

Much

Very much

O

O

Extremely

O

_____________________________________________________________________________
4a. Do you think that young teenagers in schools should follow sex education programs that teach
abstinence only, or do you think that young teenagers should follow sex education programs that
teach about safe sex practices?

safe sex practices should be
taught in school

abstinence-only practices should
be taught in school

O

O

4b. To what extent is your position on this issue a reflection of your core moral beliefs and
convictions?
Not at all

O

Very slightly

O

Only
somewhat

O

Moderately

O

Much

O

Very much

O

Extremely

O

_____________________________________________________________________________
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5a. Do you think people should avoid eating meat out of concern for animal welfare; or
do you think it is ok for people to eat meat?
People should avoid
eating meat

It is ok for people to eat meat

O

O

5b. To what extent is your position on this issue a reflection of your core moral beliefs and
convictions?
Not at all

O

Very slightly

O

Only
somewhat

O

Moderately

O

Much

Very much

O

O

Extremely

O

_____________________________________________________________________________

6a. Do you think taking care of the environment should be among people’s top priorities;
or do you think taking care of the environment is secondary to many other priorities?
Taking care of the
environment is one of the
top priorities

Taking care of the
environment is secondary
to many other priorities

O

O

6b. To what extent is your position on this issue a reflection of your core moral beliefs and
convictions?
Not at all

O

Very slightly

O

Only
somewhat

O

Moderately

O

Much

O

Very much

O

Extremely

O
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Research shows that people form an initial image of another person even when provided
with very limited information. Below we ask that you honestly share your first gut
impressions or expectations about what the other participant might be like.

Again we are asking for your best guesses, and therefore there can be no right or wrong
answers. If you are not sure what to answer you can read the note again and try to get a
picture of what this person might be like.
1. Do you feel that this person is motivated by ethical principles?”
Absolutely
Not

1

2

3

4

5

6

Absolutely
Yes

2. Do you feel that this person is morally driven in thinking about different issues?”
Absolutely
Not

1

2

3

4

5

6

Absolutely
Yes

5

6

Absolutely
Yes

3. Do you feel that this person has kind intentions at heart?”
Absolutely
Not

1

2

3

4

4. Do you feel that this person prioritizes questions of morality when forming his/her positions
about different issues?”
Absolutely
Not

1

2

3

4

5

6

Absolutely
Yes

5. Do you think this person is greatly influenced by what her/his friends or family think, or is this
person an independent thinker?

Greatly

1

2

3

4

5

6

Independent
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influenced

thinker

6. Do you think that this person is a rational person or is led more by her/his emotions?
Led by
Emotions

1

2

3

4

5

6

Rational
thinking

4

5

6

Very much
above
average

7. How intelligent do you think this person is?

Very much
below
average

1

2

3

8. To what extent do you think this person has wide general knowledge?

Very much
below
average

1

2

3

4

5

6

Very much
above
average
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