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Abstract of the Dissertation
The Moral Public: Moral Judgment and Political Attitudes

by

Pazit Ben-Nun Bloom

Doctor of Philosophy
in

Political Science
Stony Brook University

2010

Notwithstanding the vast political philosophy literature on morality, empipicktical
scientists have shied away from studying the extent to which people use manaiadg

in forming political attitudes. Currently, morality is either altogethesglected, or is
integrated in an a-theoretical manner. This project builds on literature fromagiijos

and psychology to conceptualize moral judgment as bi-dimensional, and experynentall
tests this conceptualization by varying the accessibility of harm agetha moral

emotion of disgust prior to moral appraisal of politics. Next, the moderating effect
ideology and the role of moral judgment in attitude strength, political engeemd

political intolerance are examined.
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Chapter |

Introduction: The moral public

There is a voice inside of you

That whispers all day long,

“I feel that this is right for me”;

“I know thatthisis wrong.”

No teacher, preacher, parent, friend
Or wise man can decide

What's right for you — just listen to
The voice that speaks inside.

—Shel Silverstein

But what do youmeanby “morality”? This is the question | was asked every
single time | expressed my view that morals play a key, and yetieatlyir
underexplored, role in political attitude formation. Different versions of thig ver
guestion kept haunting me every time | talked about my interest in testing ttteoéffe
morality on public opinion or presented current empirical evidence. These questions
be divided into four main groups, including questions about the conceptualization and
cognitive nature of moral convictions, wondering what is happening in people’s heads
when in a moral state of mind; about the possible ideological bias of mosalinetimes
suggesting that conservatives are more prone to this moral state of mind; on the
operationalization of moral conviction, inquiring how can it be empirically medsanel

on the hypothesized effects of moral conviction in public opinion and political behavior.



This dissertation consists of three empirical essays. The first, edsai is
chapter 2, develops a nominal and operational definition of moral conviction, validates
the measures, and tests the hypothesis of ideological asymmetrycdhd sssay,
chapter 3, experimentally tests the conceptualization of morality. Thec¢hagter 4,
develops a theory of the effects of moralization on political behavior, andiestipi
tests it. This introductory chapter embarks on answering these questibissarder, but

| will start by clarifying the importance of moral convictions in politics

The importance of studying moral convictions in politics

While the success of representative democracy depends on the publig/d@bilit
develop political attitudes, seminal works in political science have demodstnatehe
vast majority of Americans are politically unknowledgeable (Delli Carpidileeeter,
1996), and ideologically unsophisticated (Campbell et al., 1960; Converse, 1964).
However, despite this evidence, individual-level political attitudes aremabky
predictable, and public opinion is overall stable and intelligible (e.g., Page gpidoSha
1992). Consequently, a great deal of political science literature is aimadiatyfwhat it
is that guides people in constructing intelligible political attitudes. Th&ediation
suggests and tests the thesis of the moral public, arguing that people ard diyeuntwal
judgment—i.e., both the controlled and automatic processes of moral assesfsment
objects—in forming opinions on political matters.

Indeed, political arguments on both ends of the spectrum frequently amount to a
qguestion of right and wrong. To be sure, not all political issues involve moral cancerns

most people will probably not use moral judgment for constructing an attitude ongolicie



for funding agriculture. But underlying many central political issues, ssiébartion,

gay rights, affirmative action, separation of church and state, torttéhe death
penalty, are moral imperatives, strong moral emotions, and a sense afSgjuséce,

and harm. Accordingly, we are all familiar with the claim that moral ctiovis affect

the tone of politics and key political processes, for instance political pilanz social
alienation, and the culture war. From extreme behaviors like suicide bombingydagver
inflamed arguments on political candidates or the healthcare reform, peoténsesn

get highly emotional and are willing to defend their beliefs with grassion, sometimes
even to death.

Nevertheless, contemporary empirical political science neglects theipbte
moral grounds for political attitude formation, despite extensive literature cal mor
judgment in philosophy, psychology, evolutionary science, and neuroscience. Unlike
stylized moral dilemmas in philosophy and developmental psychology, suchtaslédye
problem (Foot, 1967; Thomson, 198@nd Kohlberg's Heinz dilemnfanany everyday
moral dilemmas, and most, if not all, political debates are multidimensional andecompl
involving several values that need to be prioritized, uncertainty, and a dynamic
informational environment. Yet, it has often been thought that to empiricatly tte
extent to which the public relies on morals when forming political attitudes, the
researcher has to identify the host of specific moral rules that peopleenagplying to a

particular political situation.

! The trolley problem, introduced by Foot (1967)s@nts a situation in which an out-of-control
runaway trolley will hit and kill five people, urds a switch is hit that turns it into a side truekere it
will hit and kill one person. Is it morally accepta to pull the switch?

2 Heinz dilemma is a measure of moral judgment deped by Kohlberg. In this story, a woman was
near death, and there is one highly expensive aarpdced drug that doctors thought might save her.
After her husband, Heinz, is unable to raise tleeofepersuade the druggist to sell the drug far tesney,
he considers stilling it. Should he? Participanesisoning was coded into one of the six stagesg @si
standard list of answers.



And this is not an easy task. While the purpose of ethical theory, more than any
other philosophical field, is to offer guidance in concrete decisions (Kant, 2002), mor
philosophies often do not withstand the test of practicality. Sartre (1977) exemi#iB
weakness in an anecdote about his student’s dilemma of joining the army for thee chanc
to avenge his brother versus his responsibility to stay with his elderly nvatloes
terrified for his life, suggesting that no general moral principle otertear resolution.

For instance, the Kantian categorical imperative would suggest that bothscolurse

action run the risk of treating people—other soldiers or the mother—as means instead of
ends. The Christian imperative to act with charity, even at the cost of pesaorifite,

does not define which goal is to be preferred. If attempting to apply emothicst,eine

will have to consciously distinguish and weigh conflicting emotions, whieh a

unreliable, ever-changing, and very hard to assess. Sartre thus concludes thatalo ge
ethical theory will be of use for his student (also see Hampshire, 1983; W,I1881s;
Maclintyre, 1988).

In the absence of comprehensible moral principles, and the presence of
contrasting theories of ethics, firm moral stances on specific polgmats are extremely
hard to derive. Moreover, arguing that moral principles underlie political attitude
formation demands the assumption that citizens hold the cognitive abilities ansigntri
motivation to build on ethical theories to thoroughly analyze politics, which seems
unreasonable to expect given the highly politically unknowledgeable and unirdereste
public (Converse, 1964; Delli Carpini and Keeter, 1996).

Yet, in contrast to the traditionally dominant view in moral psychology that moral

judgment is governed by a cognitive reasoning process (Heider, 1958; Piaget, 1965;



Kohlberg, 1969; Turiel, 1983), recent empirical evidence supports the classic Humean
view (1960; 1978) according to which moral judgment does not necessarily involve any
effortful analysis, and often occurs very quickly, via emotional and intuitsfreses
(Greene et al., 2001; 2004; Koenigs et al., 2007; Cushman et al., 2006; Haidt, 2001). As
Shel Silverstein gracefully describes in the famous poem opening thiduatiem,
people seem to have some inner moral compass, a “voice that speaks inside,” which
somehow guides them in differentiating right from wrong, often without anycmrss
ethical analysis.

This framework allows bringing morality back into the field of political beb@gvi
as it suggests that some political attitudes may be guided by moral judgmentithout
postulating particular citizen capabilities. Being informed by moralrsents and
intuitions that form some inner moral compass, public opinion may still be coherent even
when lacking political information, as political arguments of both right and lef
frequently amount to a question of right and wrong. Thus, emotional and intuitive moral
judgment may explain why individual-level political attitudes arseeably predictable,
and why public opinion is overall stable and intelligible (Page and Shapiro, 1992),
despite the robust evidence that the public is “innocent of ideology” (Converse, 1964).
Consequently, this dissertation suggests and tests the thesis of the moral multg, ar
that people often build on intuitive and sentimental moral judgment in forming political

opinions.



Conceptualization: what is morality?

Cognition vs. emotions

Ever since its emergence in the first religious and mythical texts, ppilgs
concerned itself with the origins of the moral mental state. The fiettbodl philosophy
that aims at conceptualizing the meaning and source of morality is callaetimes,
which literally mean®eyondethics, as opposed to the areas of applied ethics and
normative ethics (see Fieser, 2009). In the long history of metaethicsglagpes of
theories have been developed to explain what ethical thought may be andt wberesi
from. These include naturalism, which seeks to derive morality from humanaresds
our biological and cultural nature (e.g. Aristotl&lecomachean Ethigsemotivism,
which attributes moral judgment to the experience of sentiments and passians (e
Hume’sA Treatise of Human Natuxecognitivism, which attempts to rely on reason in
deducing universal moral principles (e.g., Kafdtse Metaphysics of Morgtsand the
historical perspective, which connects morality with the progress of humaryHsig.
Hegel's Philosophy of MindndPhenomenology of Spiyit

One of the biggest controversies in metaethics concerns whether reasoning
emotions underlie morality. Most notably, the British philosopher David Hume in the
eighteenth century argued that moral appraisal pertains to emotions.cBased
introspective examination of how moral judgment actually occurs, Hun€&reatise of
Human Naturg1739/1978; as well asn Enquiry Concerning the Principles of Morals
1751/1983) suggests that moral thoughts and acts are not necessarily reasonable, and
immoral thoughts and acts not necessarily unreasonable. Reasoning about som# issue w

not in itself create a moral assessment, even though it may be useful in &8s plos



emotions, or in Hume's language—passiditsat spark the moral imperative in some
rules, as both the motivation to morality and moral behavior are emotional in nature.
Further, passions cannot be assessed or contradicted by reason. Thus, Humetisafggests
reason alone does not immediately cause moral action, and points to the motivating
power of the moral sentiment. This outlook opened up the tradition of emotivism in
ethics, the view that moral sentences are not governed by logic (Hare, 19@¢Rh)waki
represented in various versions by several twentieth century philosopheng} toem

Ayer (1936) and Stevenson (1944).

The German philosopher Immanuel Kant hurried to defend the tradition of Plato
and the role of human reason in moralityThe Groundwork of the Metaphysics of
Morals (1785/2002) and some later writings (especi@lg Critique of Practical
Reason1788/1961 and he Metaphysics of Morgld797/1996), Kant suggests that
moral laws can and should be derived a priori—independently of observations and
deductively through reason alone. While emotions may and often do in practi¢eaffec
thought and behavior, true moral conduct is grounded in emotion-free reason. Rationally
derived moral principles are thus intrinsically good, and their demandsategjtrical
imperatives” in that they must always be obeyed unconditionally, irrespettbee
passions and desires. It is this internal motivational force—the sense of duty to obe
categorical imperatives—that makes a decision moral. The fundamentaplerioici
reason that directs moral behavior, argues Kant, is the obligation tottreeg as ends in
themselves, and never instrumentally, as a means to some end. Kanta seork led

the way to rationalist theories of ethics, which maintain that moral sentamrces

% In particular, Hume refers to “sympathy,” but tiislefined in a way that is more similar to what t
current psychology literature would define as erpat

7



governed by logic, as well as to universal prescriptivism, which holds that sadiver
prescriptions govern moral sentences (Hare, 1997). This position has recently been
represented by several philosophers, such as Baier (1958) and Rawls (1971).

In fact, the debate between the sentimental and cognitive schools cst acro
contemporary social sciences, with the figures of the calculatingnaiiomo
economicu®n the one hand, and, on the other, the automaton whose responses to
powerful situations are unaware, unintended, and difficult to inhibit (Wegner and, Barg
1998). Unsurprisingly then, moral psychology can be divided into two leading schools of
thought as well.

The prevailing cognitivist view traditionally de-emphasizes the ronwdtions
in moral judgment (e.g., Piaget, 1932/1965; Kohlberg, 1969; 1981; Turiel, 1983; 2006).
Most notably, domain theorists postulate a distinction between moral and conventional
rules. According to domain theory, actions within the moral domain are thoseethat a
thought to have an intrinsic effect on the well-being of others, making violatiens
harm to others’ welfare, inherently wrong (following Dworkin, 1978; Gewirth, 1978;
Rawls, 1971). Judgments of acts in the moral domain are “categorical in that what
persons ought to do sets requirements for them that they cannot rightly evade by
consulting their own self-interested desires or variable opinions, ideals, artiostt
practices” (Gewirth, 1978:24). Thus, the moral domain pertains to the welfarees,oth
including matters of harm, justice, and rights, which remain absolutely righbagwr
unconditional upon, and even if in conflict with, self-interest, political or cultural
institutions, or the majority of opinions in the country. In contrast, the conventional

domain pertains to arbitrary social rules (Turiel, 1983; Nucci and Turiel, 2000).



The intrinsic “harmfulness” underlying moral transgressions in domaamythe
yields some important distinctions between moral principles and social conveatiohs
that moral conventions are universal (they are judged to be wrong and impermissible
across different social contexts), unalterable (moral obligations charatered by
consensus or the majority), obligatory (one is obligated to carry out the peskscri
actions), and rule-independent (transgressions would be wrong even in the absence of
rules or when the authority is unaware of the rule violation).

According to this theory, children acquire the distinction between moral and other
rules by experiencing the consequences of, and responses to, harm and wdkasanma
their early years; such learning occurs when the child is a victim oficgusta matter
of harm, an observer of its consequences and the responses to it, or is learning
information from a victim or observer (Turiel, 1983). Thus, consequences and responses
can vary somewhat among cultures, as different societies may seentlidigiseas
harmful.

Similar to Kant, Piaget, and Kohlberg, domain theorists acknowledge that
emotions are inseparable from reasoning in generating moral judgmentagrch pl
important motivational role in moral actions and moral development (Turiel, 1998;
Nucci, 2001). While conventional transgressions are mostly affectively hewessive
emotions typically co-occur with moral transgressions (Arsenio and Ford, 1985). B
emotions are seen as merely a vehicle for cognitive-in-nature jndgahent; emotions
are “the energy that drives and organizes judgments . . . in that they influencenchildr

understanding, encoding, and memory of moral transgressions. Thus, in that view, moral



knowledge, not emotional response, changes qualitatively with age” (Smetana,
2006:131).

In contrast, the sentimental and intuitionist approach questions both the contents
of the moral domain and the direct effect of moral reasoning and controlig«itice”
processes on moral decisions, at least for the vast majority of judgments.ottileils’
welfare, harm, and rights are recognized as a part of what is seen hotheranatters,
considered by this approach harmless and conventional, are moral too. This scheol show
evidence of “moral dumbfounding”—one’s tendency to judge an event as morally wrong,
while being unable to come up with reasons to justify it (Haidt, 2001; Cushman, Young,
and Hauser, 2006). For instance, people are quick to appraise potential violations of
harmless taboos—such as masturbating with a dead chicken before cooking it, or serving
the family’s dead pet for dinner—as morally wrong, and then seek a post facto
justification for their judgment (Haidt, Koller, and Dias, 1993).

Following the “primacy of affect” research tradition (Zajonc, 1980; Murpid/ a
Zajonc, 1983), some sentimentalists suggest that, more often than not, an automatic
intuitive reaction emerges in response to moral transgressions, and it isetttigef
response that shapes our moral judgment; when it occurs at all, cognitiveeasoaling
is a post hoc process destined to justify a preceding intuition (Haidt, 2001).

But this does not explain why some emotions we experience do not generate a
sense of morality, and why our views on morality are responsive to informational
assumptions on harm. It also does not account for the vastly consistent evidence that
children as young as 3 or 4 years of age overwhelmingly differentiatedretworal and

conventional transgressions based on a set of formal characteristics, stiovh thiamer

10



are judged as more serious, generalizably wrong, and rule-independeStietgna,
1981; Turiel, 1998); it is highly difficult to believe that these responses are mage up b
toddlers as a means of post hoc justification for their moral emotions.

Accordingly, Prinz’s (2006; 2007; 2008) version of sentimentalism supplies a
more restrictive definition identifying moral rules, which accountsHeravidence of
moral domain recognition. In this version of sentimentalism, a distinctiorebatmoral
and conventional rules is made because moral transgressions generate negaowms e
in the child, regardless of the responses of authorities. This is achieved by emotiona
conditioning, which is more likely to occur when teaching moral, rather than
conventional, rules. Still, emotional conditioning can occur with conventions, and in that
case we tend to moralize them. As explained in chapter 2, viewing a rule af€asora
three emotional characteristics—self-blaming emotions, other-blamingans, and
consequences to a third party, such that “[tjo have a moral attitude tawiagisone
must have a moral sentiment that disposes one to feel a self-directed emotioreof blam
for ¢-ing, and an emotion of other-directed blame when someonésgigerinz, 2008).

As will be elaborated in chapter 2, both theoretical arguments on the nature of
morality have abundant empirical findings on their side. First, a vast bodgrafure
confirms that people distinguish moral obligations from social conventions above and
beyond stimuli, settings, and cultures, perceiving the former but not the latter as
generalizable, unalterable, obligatory, and independent from rules and aufoority (
reviews, see Turiel, 1998; Nucci, 2001; Killen, McGlothlin and Lee Kim, 2002; Smetana,
2006). What is more, this robust distinction emerges at a very young age. For instance,

Smetana (1981) reports that children as young as 3 years old (beginning from around the

11



age of 39 months) treat moral transgressions such as shoving, not sharing, andshitting, a
more serious, generalizably wrong, and rule-independent than conventional
transgressions such as not sitting in a designated place, not sayingejomeezating, or

not returning toys to their place.

At the same time, evidence has been gathered in support of the classic Humean
view, showing that moral judgment and responses to moral violations can be altered by
manipulating one’s level of repulsion or disgust. For instance, Wheatley and 20408) (
were able to increase the severity of moral judgment using certamnalngatds that
were hypnotically conditioned with disgust. Schnall, Haidt, and Clore (2005) réporte
similar results when respondents engaged in moral judgment appraisalan aldirty
environment, such that subjects who were seated at a filthy desk, with such abjact
used tissue and a greasy pizza box, had a harsher moral judgment (contingent on high
private body consciousness). Haidt and Bjorklund (2008) varied the vividness of disgust-
eliciting features of scenarios incidental to the task, demonstrating\tfdly disgusting

details yielded stronger moral judgments.

The bi-dimensional moral conviction

The current literature on dual processes in psychology integrates the cogmitive
sentimental views by suggesting that both automatic-sentimentalist anolledn
cognitive processes are employed in information processing, impressiuatitor, and
behavior (e.g., Bargh, 1997; Chaiken and Trope, 1999; Fazio and Olson, 2003). In fact, it
seems that neuropsychologically speaking, the two systems are not sdpallate a

(Damasio, 1994).

12



Accordingly, | postulate that both emotional and cognitive components underlie
moral judgment, and integrate both schools of thought to develop a theoretical and
methodological framework for morality. | experimentally test this notiorhapter 3. In
particular, | build on two theories to define moral judgment: the domain perspective
(Turiel, 1998; Helwig and Turiel, 2002, based on Dworkin, 1978; Gewirth, 1978; Rawls,
1971), which follows Kant in stressing cognition as the key component of moral
judgment, and sensibility-sentimentalism (see Prinz, 2007; 2008; McDowell, 1985;
Blackburn 1984; 1993; Wright, 1992), which follows Hume in stressing emotions.

Both theories agree that rules and practices are divided into moral and
conventional, although they propose different criteria for distinguishing betivedwad
groups of practices. According to domain theory, the domain of morality concerns such
matters as harm, fairness, and rights, and moral violations are inherentlysiroaghey
harm others (Turiel, 1998; Helwig and Turiel, 2002; Nucci, 2001; Dworkin, 1978; Rawls,
1971), while the sentimentalist view identifies moral rules as evoking setfHind
emotions and other-blaming emotions, as well as consequences for a third qaaty (P
2007). However, both dimensions are necessary to define the moral domain, since the
criterion of domain attribution may be too restrictive, such that some acts that do not
pertain to matters of harm may still be viewed as moral (e.g. prigatakhabits, see
Haidt, Koller, and Dias, 1993), while the criterion of emotion emergence may not be
restrictive enough, as some acts may elicit strong emotions and still rzon pert
morality (e.g., anger and speeding, also see Turiel, 2006).

Indeed, the interdisciplinary literature suggests that both intuitive erabaod

controlled “cognitive” mechanisms affect moral judgment. For instance| filiies

13



demonstrate the presence of both emotional and cognitive brain activities aiiiig s
different moral dilemmas (Greene and Haidt, 2002). Koenigs et al. (2007) dernezhstra
the essential role played by emotions in moral judgment, by showing an aldgormal
utilitarian pattern of judgments among patients with focal bilateral datoaageertain

brain region known to be necessary for the generation of social emotions (the
ventromedial prefrontal cortex, also see Young et al., 2010). Greene (2008) argues tha
deontological moral judgments are driven by emotional and intuition-based responses
that are justified post facto, while arguing that consequentialist nualgijents are more
often driven by cognitive and reasoned responses, with some empirical evidence
supporting this claim (see also Cushman, Young and Hauser, 2006).

How are these two dimensions of morality jointly stored in our minds? According
to the associative network model (see, e.g., Bower and Forgas, 2001), objectsdre st
in nodes and linked in memory in a network such that associations related in content,
valence, and discrete emotions are connected. Information is regulartywafed
cognitive alike, absorbed and activated in the memory via both automatic and
deliberative processing. In this dissertation, | argue that moral ¢mmvis created when,

during the socialization process and due to personal experience and reflectemnosem

* For instance, reaction time measures show thatecprentialist responses to dilemmas take longer
than non-consequentialist ones, supposedly sinmgl@@eed to override their emotional/automaticahor
intuitions (Greene, 2008). Valdesolo and DeStel@®62 demonstrated the effect of automatic emotional
responses by showing that induced positive moodényg shown a short clip of Saturday Night Live)
increased the odds of a utilitarian response tdabtoridge dilemma by a factor of four, but—as
expected—did not influence responses to the trallmma (recall that the trolley problem presents
situation in which an out-of-control runaway trglieill hit and kill five people, unless a switchhg that
turns it into a side truck, where it will hit andllone person. In the footbridge dilemma, alllie same,
except instead of pulling a switch, a large indigtis to be pushed from a footbridge to stop thkety).
Likewise, fMRIs show more cognitive activity in tfi@mer type of dillema and more emotional activity
the latter (Greene, 2008).
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is laden with moral emotions and becomes linked to the harm schema, a set of rules,
beliefs, emotions, and associations all related to harmfulness.

For a simplistic illustration, consider a young college student who has just
encountered the concept of euthanasia. In creating the small web of assodiations t
gives meaning to this object, the student picks up some information about physician-
assisted suicide, say on the physical pain and psychological distress of thallgilh
and the fact that it is currently illegal in the vast majority of countries tlais
information raises some sadness and perhaps fear of ever being in thansilica
moralize this issue, two closely related routes can be taken.

First, according to Prinz’s criteria for the moral domain (2008), to be medaliz
the node for euthanasia must be colored by self-blaming and other-blamisg mor
emotions. This may occur when one feels anger thinking of a doctor constantlygkeepi
alive suffering helpless patients who beg him to put an end to their unbearable pain, or
maybe in thinking of a sick grandmother who gradually loses her digndyucidity,
and feeling guilty for not visiting her for months now. Note that some of thesgoais
can be completely unrelated to articulated thoughts, and are thus morenlitehads a
sudden flash of anger or empathy accompanies the image of vulnerability dbd crue
and some of the thoughts related to these emotions can be almost unconscious, consisting
of links established between euthanasia and existing nodes and schemasiliied te
iliness, suicide, rights and autonomy. As additional and stronger moral emagons a
connected to this node, it will be increasingly moralized.

In addition to the affective coloring, new contents and thinking about the issue

may also affect the moralization of this node. If the suffering people ansl one’
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grandmother are viewed as deprived of their natural right to make soteaimut their
own fate, victims of an over-traditional and merciless system which desties to
misery, then a pro-choice interpretation will be linked to the existing hadd,more
importantly, euthanasia will now be connected to one’s harm schema, dases,of

action tendencies, beliefs, and feelings concerning practices thagengaople and are
thus inherently wrong and absolutely forbidden. This harm schema is habitually
developed as we grow up, when our caretakers consistently slap our handstbemais
voice while making an angry threatening face, and when moral transgregsianate
negative emotions regardless of the response of authorities; for instaneeses
someone hurt due to something we have done, crying, falling, bleeding, or just laying
there, silent. Think about the harm schema as one of those red flashing stop signs:
everything connected to it feels totally wrong, under all circumstancels.thit
establishment of this link, new relevant information will now activate not dwlynode

of euthanasia, but also a sense of harm and wrongness, through a spreadingnactivati
(see Barsalou, 1992, for the activation mechanism). This theory is furtheogedah
chapter 4, suggesting that the moralized node will be further relatedgeltthed to

social identity, and will increase attitude certainty and importance laasveut-group

hostility.

> Note how this step is contingent on one’s inteiien of the facts, and assumptions about who is t
blame. This is where socialization, partisanshil personality may affect the moralization procesd,
will show in chapter 2 with conservatism.
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Ideological bias in morality?

Individual and group differences in moral convictions

The sentimentalist and cognitivist criteria for the distinction betweealraod
conventional rules can be expected to be highly correlated within a socexttcéitst,
the two arguably tap the same phenomenon: the distinction between moral and
conventional rules. Secondly, at least some of the sentimentalist criteaspmnd to the
domain criteria. Specifically, the criterion of other-directed emotionsrtbttérd parties
corresponds to generalizability. For instance, being strongly outraged wdramghbat
people in some other country often torture prisoners corresponds to thinking torture is
wrong across settings. But most importantly, systematic differeacelsechypothesized
between contexts and groups, as developed in this subsection and in chapter 2.

Some have argued that since domain theory postulates that the moral domain
universally concerns matters of others’ welfare (harm, justice, antsyjgt can be
disproven by showing systematic differences in the moral domain betweertsointe
logic behind this criticism is that if the matters included in the moral domain
systematically vary among groups and cultures, it means that swtialtions affect
what is moralized, which stands in strict contradiction to the definition of rulagin t
moral domain as independent of authorities.

Indeed, Shweder, Mahapatra, and Miller (1987) compared the moral domain of
American and Indian children and adults, by building on the formal charactetcsti
examine what regulations and practices are thought to be moral (e.g., perseived a
universal, unalterable, etc.) rather than conventional obligations in each clittare

authors found that many of the issues classified by domain theory as soetaigber
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conventions (e.g., relating to appropriate food, clothing, and sex roles) wasifiethby
Indians as matters of morality, leading them to the conclusion that thecohtke
moral domain is variable across cultures.

In subsequent work, Shweder et al. (1997) argue for the existence of three
domains (rather than one) of human moral phenomena: the “ethics of autonomy,” which
like domain theory’s moral domain concerns rights, freedom, and individual welfare; the
“ethics of community,” which concerns one’s obligations to the larger community, such
as loyalty, duty, respectfulness, modesty, respect for hierarchy, amdstgdint; and the
“ethics of divinity,” which is concerned with the maintenance of moral punity a
sanctity.

Nevertheless, domain theory does not expect zero cross-cultural vatiance
suggests that different contexts may lend themselves to different itii@nala
assumptions (i.e., what one accurately or mistakenly believes to be truejngdgiae
harmfulness of events. While moral events all concern harm and rights, cultteesdif
holding beliefs regarding “unobservable natural occurrences that entail thailpppssdi
harm occurring to sentient beings,” such as “the existence of anfafteolils of the
deceased, and ancestral spirits. In that context, violations of certain norma \adpw
must not eat fish) are judged as wrong because of the harmful consequende§” (T
Hildebrandt, and Wainryb, 1991:84-85). Thus, assumptions of potential psychological or
physical harmfulness interact with the context, allowing for systematiations among
groups, societies, and times.

For domain theorists, people’s dependency on informational beliefs in fact adds

evidence for the cognitive (rather than emotional) nature of moral judgmenmel(T
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2006). For instance, to judge whether an event in which an adult man hitting a young girl
was morally wrong, people build aataandbeliefs absent any further data, the event is
categorically morally wrong because it entails harm, but when the adult islthéather
punishing her for a misdeed, the judgment is contingent on one’s informational
assumption about the positive contribution of spanking to children’s welfare (Wainryb,
1991), which implies moral reasoning.

According to domain theory, social contexts are especially expected to involve
different informational assumptions regarding potential harm when the ajpissse is
“nonprototypical,” i.e., complex, ambiguous, and involving components of several
domains simultaneously (Turiel, Hildebrandt, and Wainryb, 1889re often than not,
political issues fit this description. The effectiveness of differentigslin preventing
potential harm form the debate on most political issues, including the death penalty
torture, gun control, welfare, and U.S. evolvement in wars, and beliefs about the time
when a fetus becomes a person and is thus subject to harm are at the heaxtadf politi
discussion on abortion and stem cell research. Thus, information is expectedtto affec
moralization in politics.

Emotions are affected by information as well. For instance, cultures idiffgrat
evokes the emotion of disgust, along the lines of what is viewed as sociallyeekpec
sexual and personal behavior, and in whether embarrassment and shame arasviewed
two distinct emotions or a single one (Haidt, 2003). In addition, there are saaltg loc
moralized emotions, such as the Hindu emotioseofa translated as serenity, which is

thought to advance the spirituality of the cosmos (Haidt, 2003).

® still, according to Turiel, contexts are not unjtaand they do not dictate informational assunio
in a top-down manner. Rather, the decisions ofiddals within a culture are not constant, andudel an
integration of several domains.
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Therefore, people and groups can differ in the extent to which they moralize
political issues, on both dimensions of moral conviction. A crucial source for
informational assumptions that may affect the moralization of politica¢ssis ideology,
so it is worth investigating the extent to which it leads to systematereliites in the

moral domain.

Individual differences in moral convictions by political ideology

Ideology can be hypothesized as yielding systematic variatiohs probability
of assigning morality to non-prototypical issues. We often hear the “iaral
conservatives” hypothesis, suggesting that conservatives are more prone to moral
conviction than liberals; or the related view that recourse to morasfynisly a scheme
by conservatives to win the votes of people who have no business voting Republican
(e.q., Frank, 2004; Lakoff, 2002).

The question of ideology-based asymmetries in moral conviction on political
issues is extremely important, as it holds implications for campaignsasers,
participation, and electoral success. For instance, the theories of tHeimpra
conservatives anticipate that conservatives will be easier to mobibizeare willing to
participate and vote, giving an inherent electoral advantage to the RepublicaaktyM
serves the motivational role of increasing action tendencies as a respdreseliciting
event (Wren, 1991), and this is at least partly due to its emotional nature. For instance
Damasio and Van Hoesen (1983) describe the state of akinetic mutism in which patients
tend to neither speak nor move. When recuperated, they describe have been couascious

not having felt emotions. Arguably, damage to emotional brain areas leads tood state
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affective indifference, which in turn plays a role in attenuating inclinatmastt Even
when disputing the sentimental basis of morality, philosophers and psychologists alike
agree that emotions often co-occur with moral reasoning, but Kantian and othatistbsol
researchers will often add that moral imperatives hold intrinsic motiztiorce.

Indeed, some scholars argue that conservatives are more prone toanoraliz
politics. Haidt and collaborators (e.g., Haidt and Joseph, 2006; Haidt and Bjorklund,
2006; Haidt and Graham, 2007) maintain that liberals and conservatives differ in their
moral intuitions, such that liberals hold a narrower basis for morality, irgfemainly to
issues including harm and fairness (similar to domain theory’s clagsidida of the
moral domain), while conservatives attribute morality to a wider variessoEs,
including violations of loyalty to the in-group, respect for authority, and mattqrsrity
and cleanliness. There is currently some evidence, from Inbar, Pizarloana (n.d.),
showing that a predisposition toward the emotion of disgust, disgust sensitivity, is
associated with more conservative political attitudes on a variety o§jdsuteespecially
on issues related to the moral dimension of purity, specifically abortion andayagge.
Additionally, and in accordance with the results of the 2004 exit polls, Lovett and Jordan
(2005) suggest that Bush voters were higher on moralism—the “tendency togerce
everyday life as imbued with a moral dimension” (2005:167)—than Kerry voters. In
contrast to these theories and evidence suggesting that conservativesgreoms to
attribute morality to political issues, studies employing other moral comvicteasures
suggest that moral conviction does not generally characterize the poigitaihore than
it does the political left, and that both groups derive attitudes from moral consgicti

(Skitka and Bauman, 2008).
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While there is empirical evidence on both sides, this question is currently moot, as
most of these works define and measure morality in a loose and non-theoratinakm
thus not allowing a comparison of the theories and empirical evidence on thismulesti
chapter 2, | weigh into this debate, building on a new definition and a theory-driven
measure of moral conviction, to test whether liberals and conservativesriffer i
moralizing several key political issues such that conservatives are maeetprmoral

conviction, or whether instead the two political groups equally moralize thess.issue

The operationalization of moral convictions

As of now, the empirical social science literature that looks at individual
morality usually uses reflective measures, in which respondents arg siskpld whether
or not they perceive certain issues or scenarios to be a matter of moradésetfithient, it
is currently not entirely clear what it is that such measures tap.these are plentiful
findings suggesting that people are often incapable of accessing and refbeiting
attitudes and experiences (Wilson and Schooler, 1991; Wilson, Hodges, and LaFleur
1995). This is particularly the case when people are asked to categonm ztitueie on
some issue using a vague and much-debated concept like morality. Assuming that
expressed attitudes are the result of some probabilistic memoci ¢2aller and
Feldman, 1992), such reflection measures rely on participants’ abilitystraot their
attitude on the political issue and then classify it on a continuum based on their lpersona
understanding of what morality means. Even if people are able to acca@teiyplish
this task, their reports confound actual differences in the level of moral conviation w

differences in one’s definition of morality. Different people may meanréifitethings
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when saying they perceive something as related to their moral views. d&gttioese
differences in language may be systematically related to ide@ogy Haidt and
Graham, 2007; Lakoff, 1995).

These measures often assume that when reporting a moral conviction, people
usually report some immediate emotional reaction on the issue. However, sonee peopl
may have greater access to social knowledge and to their own harm schema and
principles on the issue, creating differences in the type and source of moralioanvict
reported, specifically emotional vs. cognitive, and deriving from an internaktesnal
source. In addition, some may hold a predisposition toward moral emotions, and this
proclivity may be systematically related to ideology, which may affextonclusions.

For instance, there is currently some evidence, from Inbar, Pizarro, aoah Bh.d.),
showing that disgust sensitivity is associated with more conservative galitiitudes on
a variety of issues, especially issues related to the moral dimension ¢f guch as
abortion and gay marriage. In a similar manner, some may be inclined wheaghsy r
something as moral to say that they do, and others disinclined to do so. Specifically,
conservatives may view morality as a more legitimate politicaravit, while liberals
may tend toward relativism and feel uncomfortable about being judgmental, as mor
arguments force an acknowledgment that some things are better, more mgbite or
correct, than others.

Assuming, as many of the sentimental approaches to morality do, that morality
was evolutionarily evolved to allow cooperation in groups (e.g., Haidt and Graham,
2007), it is clear that it was not developed to rely on awareness, and thus there is no

reason to expect a particular mechanism for awareness of one’sarainstate of mind.
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While some people may be able to report some components of the experience that
accompanies moral convictions, we can expect them to be no more accurate than when
they report the extent to which some attitude is a result of a positive mood, social
comparison, or defensiveness. In any one of these cases, we will much prefstlp dir
measure the hypothesized source, and test for its effect on the attitude, than oplask pe
to reflect on this connection.

Thus, one of the main goals of this project is to develop theory-driven measures
of moral conviction that rely not on the respondents’ understanding of morality, but on a
transparent and empirically testable theoretical conceptualizathis dissertation
develops, validates, and employs measures for both hypothesized dimensiond of mora
conviction.

The measure of the cognitive component of moral conviction will tap the non-
arbitrary nature of moral rules, differentiating them from sociadqeal conventions, as
defined by domain theory’s formal characteristics, which specify thalmegularities
are universal, authority independent, and unalterable. Thus, the measure will tap the
extent to which a political practice is judged to be wrong and impermissilbss
different social contexts (universality), such that the moral rule isanable by
consensus (alterability) or by authority, such as the legal systenoiiaut
independence). People differ in the extent to which they categorize parissuies as
being in the moral domain. At one extreme are people who view a rule dg strict
conventional. These people think that the rule is totally context-dependent, andas right
wrong based on the norms and legalities in a specific environment. At the otkareextr

are those categorizing the rule as strictly belonging to the moral doregarding it as
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totally context-independent, and right or wrong regardless of what the majopiepple

or various laws and norms have to say in the matter. Other people lie in-bdtesen t
extremes, for instance, tending to view a particular sentence as pbtemtiaersal, but
holding dear the norms or rules of an environment such that they are willing to put up
with a transgression if other people or the authorities allow it; or tendwiguothe rule

as conventional, but being willing to go along with other people or with the autHority
they have some strong take on the practice.

The measure of the affective component of moral conviction will tap the unique
emotional nature of moral convictions, as evoking both self-directed and otheedire
moral emotions (Prinz, 2008). Moral emotions, as opposed to conventional emotions, are
defined as “those emotions that are linked to the interests or welfare eitioeiadf as a
whole or at least of persons other than the judge or agent” (Haidt, 2003), with
prototypical moral emotions including disgust, anger, contempt, guilt, and shame
Accordingly, the measure for the emotional dimension will ask participartisatoate
their self-directed feelings of guilt and shame upon transgression of somasrulell as
their feelings of disgust and anger toward other people, both people they personally know
and people in other countries, violating the rule (other-directed and third pafétesi
emotions).

These direct measures assume that the cognitive component of moral convicti
viewed as universal, is a result of ties to the harm schema. Note that tinipass is
unnecessary to the argument, as the generalizability of a sentetsedf iddfines a moral
imperative. The main advantage of measuring generalizability diiedtiat we do not

need to hypothesize about the specific assumptions that cause some semtamces t
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understood as universal, and some practices to be viewed as harmful. Stikfevithee

to philosophical theories on the role of attributions of harm in the formation of universa
sentences (Rawls, 1971; Dworkin, 1978; Gewirth, 1978), it is interesting to test this
connection, and | do so in chapter 2 by measuring the meditational effect of harm, and in
chapter 3 by manipulating the accessibility of harm cues, to establish the nmuspur

and causal nature of this relationship.

In addition, this operationalization allows testing the nature of self-export
measures, especially the extent to which they manifest the affegfpegience of moral
conviction as opposed to the cognitive component (see chapter 4), as well asrthtext
which they are a result of social knowledge regarding what issues seafee: as moral

by elites (see chapter 2).

The effects of moral convictions

This theoretical and methodological framework allows bringing morality back
into empirical political science, as it suggests that some polititiaickes and behaviors
may be guided by moral judgment even without postulating particular citipabittes,
and delineates the psychological and cognitive mechanisms by which dleisosfurs.
Having morality as a psychological constraint on political behavior sugtiedtpublic
opinion may still be coherent and consistent even lacking political information,rguildi
on emotional and intuitive moral judgment, despite the robust evidence that the public is
“innocent of ideology” (Converse, 1964).

However, the availability of alternative cues for people to rely upon in forming

political attitudes, such as ideology, political principles, and personal traiessigates
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exemplifying the reliance on moral judgment above and beyond such other cues.
Consequently, the last empirical essay in this dissertation tesirithee explanatory
power of both dimensions of moral conviction in political behavior.

Various theories suggest that morality underlies the two central risks ehturr
democracies: culture war and political apathy (e.g., Lakoff, 2002; UsROR@2; Frank,
2004, Callahan, 2007; Twenge, 2007). Culture war is a process of political polarization
between traditionalists and progressivists, in which each group believasniaaifiests
the nation’s “real” culture, holds the other group’s values in disdain, seethtrs as
unintelligent or evil bigots, and wishes to save their children from the bad influence o
the other side’s biased and dangerous nonsense. In clear contradiction tootiis act
oriented antagonism, political apathy is the ongoing process of voters’ fatiginégaist
in the public sphere, and constantly decreasing levels of political partcipBftbwever,
individual-level theory of how exactly morality affects these socialipaliphenomena
is currently unresolved. Thus, the fourth chapter embarks upon laying out suchya theor
and empirically testing it.

It starts by clarifying the relationship between moral conviction artoi@ti
strength. While existing research shows that moral conviction and attitadgthtare
related but not the same thing (e.g., Skitka, Bauman, and Sargis, 2005; Mooney and
Schuldt, 2008), little is known about the reasons for and the directionality of this
relationship. | argue that the emotional and generalizing nature of neat@odes leads
to the formation of a univalenced distribution of considerations regarding the political
object, such that the vast majority of information linked to the object willrbiasiin

tone and attitude direction. Recall the moralized node of euthanasia in the mind of our
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college student, which evokes moral emotions upon activation, and is linked to harm. The
harm schema reinforces a certain interpretation of occurrences, wieicts aiot only
retrieval but also the intake of new information, such that information is more kbl
noticed, processed, and given significant weight at retrieval to the exteninttzthes

the current view, while mismatching information is left unnoticed, is discduatdas
counter-argued (Kunda, 1990; Lodge and Taber, 2006). Since euthanasia is @utdrpret
our student as the act of depriving a suffering person of autonomy and nahtsl rig
thereby dooming him or her to intolerable pain, when encountering new infonaati

the matter our student is likely to analyze and process it according tgptineatien to

and pain of the suffering person (rather than relying on, for instance, legabus| or
slippery slope arguments). Given that this process of partisan, or motivasehingas
automatic and happens outside of awareness, our student believes that his judgment of
new information is actually unbiased, correct, and fair (Kunda, 1990, calf¢hthis

illusion of objectivity”).

One of the main reasons moral conviction leads to powerful motivated reasoning
is the link between moralized nodes and one’s self-concept. Since moralskestebli
manner in which one defines oneself (e.g., Rokeach, 1968), moral convictions serve a
value-expressive function (Katz, 1960). Attitudes derived from personal moralsabels
higher personal relevance, and threats to the moral attitude induce threatsity ide
concepts (e.g., Ostrom and Brock, 1968; Johnson and Eagly, 1989; Haugtvedt and
Wegener, 1994), supplying a strong motivation to downplay the threatening infoymati

This process of motivated reasoning creates a one-sided distribution of catrmnde
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(using the terminology of Zaller and Feldman, 1992), which leads to vastly emsist
responses, therefore increasing the experienced attitude certainty.

Another consequence of moral conviction, in addition to experienced certainty, is
attitude importance. The value-expressive nature of moral convictions tiesotloer's
self-concept, making a challenge to the attitude threatening to the sedkdfople,
imagine that the young college student forming his view on euthanasia grew upyin a t
traditional town, was raised by highly devout and strict parents, alwlhysdtehe didn’t
belong there, and had to fight his family to move to a college in a big city. \Wgiahi
TV interview with a terminally ill patient with a death wish, he may cohhetween the
interviewee'’s distress at being imprisoned and dependent on others to endengramad
his own recollection of being restricted and feeling caged growing up,llesswes
current self-view as a free spirit, spontaneous and independent. People’s autonomy
should never be limited like that, our college student thinks, and almost feels
claustrophobic thinking about the poor patient paralyzed in her hospital bed. s wis
he could do something to free such people, give them back control over their awvn live
As the link between euthanasia and personal values and experiences strengtgns, a
euthanasia attitude is viewed by the student as a threat to his own highly-degduss
of self-dependence and autonomy, to his personal justification of the bitteniath his
family and to moving away from his home town. All of a sudden, quite a bit depends on
the pro-euthanasia view, and he is willing to defend it with passion.

In turn, the threat to one’s self-defining constructs exerted by chaltgngi
opinions drives hostility and a motivation to silence the opposition, which manigests it

in the political intolerance that underlies the culture war. Assumingdheatode on
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euthanasia becomes increasingly moralized and tied to our student’s self-concept
viewing violent anti-euthanasia demonstrations where his grandmother is hosgjtal
seeing people wearing “euthanasia is murder, and murderers burn in heli$;t-s
watching fiery television debates on euthanasia in which anti-euthanbsigddook
suffering victims in the eye, trying to convince them that their misehbeil
compensated for in the afterlife, or telling them that only God can detide they will
be released from their earthly pain, all of these evoke strong morabesotiour
student. He interprets these occurrences with his now well-establishedledechema.
Something terribly wrong is going on here, he think to himself; vulnerableisgffe
people are being deprived of their freedom, and are in fact imprisoned and tortared by
bunch of crazy fundamentalists, like my parents and neighbors from back home!
Someone has to stop these fanatics!

As attitude certainty and issue importance increase, given the motivategfor
emotions, one is also expected to be willing to act to defend his view, which may
translate into political participation. Our student can sign a petition ontirveard a
relevant email to his friends, and partake in a pro-euthanasia demonstratbmtath
express his highly regarded value of autonomy. In turn, the stronger atltadrtainty
and vaster importance of this one political issue increases the tenderbydn this
specific issue in relevant electoral choices.

Accordingly, chapter 4 tests the extent to which moral conviction explaingatti
certainty and issue importance, such that as moral conviction increasesreoqeri
certainty and importance increase as well. This strengthens the sgmthgarding the

causal flow between morality and attitude strength. | then go on to show that moral
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conviction is a key explanation of both political intolerance and political involvement,
and that attitude strength at least partly underlies the effect that tyjbesdion both
processes, controlling for key alternative explanations. Additionally, rabderby

political sophistication and by ideology is tested, and the effect of both dimensions of
moral conviction is compared, suggesting that both are influential, and are not aantinge

on political knowledge or ideology.

To sum, moral judgment has always been important in the social sciences, and
political philosophers have considered attitudes guided by moral principles to be
intrinsically good and obligatory (e.g., Kant, 1785/2002). This dissertationtis set
demonstrate that some political attitudes are constrained by moral judegvea without
particular citizen capabilities, and offers a cognitive theory and a setadures for
describing and quantifying the effects of moral convictions that wouldtédeili
integrating morality in subsequent political behavior rese@glapplying theories
from political philosophy, psychology, behavioral econcs, and the life sciences,
this study aims at the unification of scientific endeavors on this topic, amthyher
advances the chief scientific principle by which knowledge from all fields should be

mutually consistent (see Tooby and Cosmides, 1992:22).
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Chapter Il

Essay 1: Moral Issues and Political Ideology

Abstract

What are moral issues? Empirical political science literaturertiynefers to a
political matter as a moral issue based on the subjective perception of either the
researcher or the respondents — without illuminating exactly what is it tia@snsome
issues seem moral to some people — and often suggests that ideology moderates the
moralization of political issues. This chapter develops thandymethods for rigorously
identifying moral issues and tests for moderation by ideology. Two theoeiesrployed
to define moral conviction theoretically and operationally: domain theory and
sentimentalism. The results show that liberals and conservatives mavalizesame
extent, but ideology affects the particular issues moralized, such that timalissues
pertain to harm to people, and conservative moral issues pertain to harm to social orde
and tradition. Thus, while the two issues highest on moral conviction for liberals are
torture and capital punishment, conservatives show the strongest moral conviction on gay
adoption and abortion. As hypothesized, assumptions regarding the harmfulness of

political practices were found to mediate the effect of ideology on moral cimmact
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Introduction

The uncompromising nature of moral convictions is often posed as a key
explanation for the political polarization and culture war in current Amepoditics. At
the same time, morality is thought to be an ideologically asymmetric zatioh force.
For instance, it has been argued tmatservatives more often vote on moral isst@s (
example, this was arguéallowing the 2004 elections), that Republicans put morality to a
better use in political campaigns (g lgakoff, 1995), and that Bush votesgre more likely
than Kerry supporter® moralize politics (e.gLovett and Jordan, 200%)re moral issues
typically conservative in nature, or do liberals hold strong moral convictions on glolitic
issues as well?

While there is empirical evidence to support both arguments, the debate on the
relationship between moral issues and political ideology is currentliefsiitiue to the
lack of clear theoretical definitions of what it means to be “moral” and hewshi
intertwined with ideology. Instead of deriving measures from theoretigaiants about
the nature of moral issues, the existing empirical literature typicfiérs to political
matters as moral or not based on the subjective perception of eithesehecheror the
respondents— without theoretically illuminating exacthyhat it isthat makes some
issues seem moral to some people.

For instance, studies following the 2004 exit polls built on “moral values” as a
mere code name for specific issues, particularly gay rights andab(sée Hillygus and
Shields, 2005; Burden, 2004; Campbell and Quinn, 2005; Fiorina, 2004), and argued that

conservatives are more likely to moralize politics. But it is hard to belfateother
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political issues, such as counter-terrorism practices and the death pepaityictly
“non-moral.”

At the same time, the inductive approach simply asks respondents whether they
perceive some issues to be a matter of morals (Lovett and Jordan, 2005; iBkitka a
Bauman, 2008; Skitka, Bauman and Sargis, 2005; Skitka and Houston, 2001). However,
different descriptive measures yield different results on the relatpbshiveen ideology
and moral issues, with some supporting (e.g. Lovett and Jordan, 2005) and some rejecting
(e.g. Skitka and Bauman, 2008) the claim that conservatives moralize to a gxéaté
than liberals. However, these contrasting results cannot be compared in tdrais of t
validity, as the measures they are based on fail to explaithese issues are viewed
morally by some people and not others.

This essay develops theory-based definitions and measures of moral convicti
and tests the moderation of moral convictions by ideology. Briefly spealsnggest
that amoral issuds a political issue in which moral judgment is applied; i.e., where
one’s opinion on the issue is derived from their morals. In taanal judgmentthe
appraisal of a practice (e.g., gay adoption) as morally right or wrepgnds on whether
the practice obeys or violates some moral rule (Darley and Shultz, 1990).

But what determines the extent to which some rule is viewed as moral (e.g.,
“homicide is wrong”) or merely conventional (e.qg., “littering is wrorglty this chapter,
two research traditions are integrated to suggest a bi-dimensionalidefiatcording to
whicha rule is moralunder at least one of two circumstances. Under the cognitivist
domain theorydimension (e.qg., Turiel, 1998; Helwig and Turiel, 2002), a rule is moral if

its violation is understood tearmothers. The intrinsic “harmfulness” underlying moral
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transgressions, which makes them inherently wrong, yields an importanctiisti
between moral and conventional rules, such that adherence to moral but not conventional
rules is “experienced as obligatory, if it applies to all people regardfaseir attitude
toward it and if its force is impersonal and external” (Darley and Shultz, 1986¢r the
sentimentalistlimension (for the version applied in this project, see Prinz, 2007; 2008), a
rule is moral if it invokes self-blaming emotions and condemning emotions both in close
and third party situations.

Integrating these concepts, | regard moral issues as those pdgioas ithat
generate a sense of harmfulness and moral emotions, which in turn servedss attit
constraints. This theory-based definition allows us to hypothesize about the effect
ideology on moral issues. Ideology causes differences in moral convichgrditical
issues by generating systematic variation in the categorizatiotesfas in the moral or
the conventional domain; i.e., by affecting what is regarded as harmful, andwemtg
evoking moral emotion. Thus, liberals and conservatives are sensitive to difjgesnt t
of harm: while liberals experience emotions and a sense of wrong as aftésuih to
people and their individual rights, conservatives are alerted when currestasoorms
and institutions are at stake, and often prefer to protect the social order éveencet tof
limiting the rights of individuals and minorities (e.g., Lakoff, 1995; Skocpol, 1983;
Dione, 2004). The level of moral conviction on specific issues, however, is contingent on
personal assumptions of the harmfulness of different political practices.

In accordance with these expectations, my results show that while bogisliber
and conservatives moralize political issues, they differ systeatigitic the particular

issues moralized, such that liberal moral issues pertain to substantial haopleo(péth
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the two issues highest on moral conviction being torture and capital punishment),
whereas conservative moral issues pertain to social and religious norm vioaiibns
the two issues highest on moral conviction being gay adoption and abortion).
Furthermore, differential assumptions regarding the harmfulness of thegbgiractice
are shown to mediate the effect of ideology on moral convictions.

In the next section, | build on domain theory and sentimentalism to discuss the bi-
dimensional nature of moral convictions on political issues, and argue that moealgy pl
a key role in the formation of political attitudes since it serves as agsyical
constraint on one’s belief system. | then derive theoretical expectatiahe feffect of
ideology on moral issues, by claiming, as noted, that liberals and conservedives a
sensitive to somewhat differing forms of harm. After describing the yHzased
measures, as well as the methods and data, | analyze the effect of icdeotagyal
convictions, and the mediation effect of harm assumptions. | then consider theandture
limitations of self-reported measures for moral convictions as opposed to Heasmy-
measures in identifying moral issues in politics. Finally, | concluddidggussing the

principal findings and their implications.

What is a moral issue?

A moral issue is one attitudes toward which are based on moral judgment. But
what exactly is moral judgment? Two schools of thought in the vast interdisgyplinar
literature on moral judgment suggest alternative answers to this question ghite/isb
tradition (e.g., Kant, 1785/2002 in philosophy; Piaget, 1932/1965, and Kohlberg, 1969,

1981 in psychology) suggests that moral judgment is guided by reasoning, while the
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sentimentalist tradition (e.g., Hume, 1739/1978 in philosophy; Haidt, 2001 in
psychology) suggests that moral appraisals are directed by emotions. rgltauwient
literature on dual processes in psychology (Chaiken and Trope, 1999), | adopt an
integrative position, defining moral judgment as a controlled and automatic ptiogaess
includes both emotional and cognitive (harm-related) appraisal.

As will be detailed below, the cognitive dimension of moral judgment in my
definition pertains to Turiel’s moral domain perspective, and the emotional donenosi
Prinz’s sentimentalism. Due to the descriptive-inductive nature of this nodahaition,
political issues may vary in morality attribution between times, placesgroups.
However, both theories (in the versions adopted here) propose a non-relativistic view of
moral judgment, and accordingly of moral issues, suggesting that moralassstd

moral in essence even if categorized by some people in the conventional domain.

The moral domain

The social-cognitive domain perspective (hereafter domain theory) follows
contemporary moral philosophies (e.g., Dworkin, 1978; Gewirth, 1978; Rawls, 1971) in
differentiating between moral judgments and other types of social knowlkdgrrding
to this view, social interactions lead children to qualitatively distinguishdeetwthree
types of social knowledge they acquire: morals, social conventions, and personal
preferences (Turiel, 1998; Helwig and Turiel, 2002; Nucci, 2001).

Actions within the moral domain have intrinsic effects on the well-being of
others, making any violations (i.e., harm to others’ welfare) inherently wfolhgwing

Dworkin, 1978; Gewirth, 1978; Rawls, 1971). As such, the moral domain encompasses

37



rules and actions involving harm and rights (e.g., “never engage in unprovoked hitting”),
which remain absolutely right or wrong unconditional upon, and even if in contrast with,
self-interest, political or cultural institutions, or the majority opinion ingheety.

Judgments of acts in the moral domain are “categorical in that what persons ought to do
sets requirements for them that they cannot rightly evade by consultingwmeself-
interested desires or variable opinions, ideals, or institutional practicesir{gel978,

24). Knowledge regarding the harmfulness of certain acts is acquiredltbrdguhe
socialization process, starting at a very young age.

The moral domain of social knowledge coexists with two other domains: the
conventional and the personal. Similar to its moral counterpart, the conventional domain
includes rules regarding right and wrong as well, but unlike rules in the moral domain,
conventional rules are derived from social norms, authority, and traditions (e.g., stopping
at a stop sign), and are thus arbitrary, hold force through the social otgenikhay
define, and can be changed upon decision (Nucci and Turiel, 1978; Turiel, 1983). While
the existence of a social regulation is necessary for an act to be regaaded as
conventional transgression, social regulation is unnecessary for an am@m#iinsic
harm to be regarded as a moral transgression. Finally, the personal donzans pert
private aspects of an individual’'s autonomous life, including matters of personal
preference, and thus lies outside the realm of conventions and morals (Nucci, 2001).

Applying the domain view to politics, the extent to which political issues will be
judged as matters of morality varies with assumptions about the extent to whic
transgression is perceived to entail harm to others’ welfare (e.g., Turleh Erd

Helwig, 1987:185). Political practices often involve overlapping concerngemghoth
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morality and social knowledge from other domains (on “mixed domains,” see Turiel,
1983; Smetana, 2006), and can thus be given varying appraisals of the level of harm they
involve, which suggests variance in the likelihood of classification in the moral domain.

Still, political issues are expected to differ in their likelihood to be ifledsas
matters of morals, with some political issues being more likely on averdge t
categorized in the moral domain. For example, the intentional harm to a person
characterizing capital punishment intrinsically distinguishes it fteenissue of
agricultural funding, making it much more likely to be viewed morally. At the sang t
even the classification of gay marriage as in the moral domain is not stiiataasalso
be viewed as a mere legal practice characteristic of some cualtuntalixt, which suggests
categorization as a convention.

The non-arbitrary nature of moral rules differentiating them from speiaenal
conventions is given by several formal characteristics. Under domain theoay, mor
regularities are universal, authority-independent, and unalterable. Tihatatuf
universalityor generalizabilitysuggests that transgressions in the moral domain are
judged to be wrong and impermissible across different social conted¢gpendence
from rules and authority sanctions means that transgressions would be weang the
absence of rules or when the authority is unaware of the rule violdtafterability
means that moral obligations should not be alterable by consensus or a ma&erity (s
Smetana, 2006). Political attitudes on moral issues such as the death penattyeare m
likely than issues such as agricultural funding to be judged as universal, guthorit

independent, and unalterable.
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Indeed, a vast body of literature confirms that people distinguish moral
obligations from social and personal conventions above and beyond stimuli, settings, and
cultures (for reviews, see Turiel, 1998; Nucci, 2001; Killen, McGlothlin and Leg-Ki
2002; Smetana, 2006). What is more, this robust distinction emerges at a very young age,
with children as young as 3 years old treating moral transgressions shabvery and
hitting as universally wrong and rule-independent relative to conventionajtesssns
such as not sitting in a designated place or not returning toys to their pragger pla
(Smetana, 1981).

This evidence is important in establishing a causal chain between catégoriz
in the moral domain and political attitudes. While moral judgment emergegagyyin
childhood development (Smetana, 1981), studies show that the understanding of abstract
concepts needed to comprehend some core political concepts such as war, state, and
nationality develops in adolescence (Piaget and Weil, 1951). Others indicatestinat i
until the end of puberty that adolescents can refer to abstract conceptstyf socie
institutions, norms, and laws (Torney-Purta, 1990). Hence, it can be assumed that
categorization in the moral domain precedes the formation of any politibadles.

More than harm to people

Critics of domain theory dispute its postulate — derived from the work of such
philosophers as Dworkin, Gewirth, and Rawls — that the moral domain universally
concerns matters of others’ welfare: harm, justice, and rights. Haidt, KanligéDias
(1993) developed stories about taboo violations, which are harmless to people and their
rights upon reflection. If domain theory is right about a single moral domain involving

both harm and rights, than reassurance that an action is clearly harnplespleand not
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related to rights violations or injustice should lead individuals to unambiguousdyfglas
it in the conventional domain.

Following Shweder et al. (1987), Haidt, Koller, and Dias compared American and
Brazilian children and adults on the moral judgment of scenarios such asya famil
cooking their pet dog who died in an accident and serving it for dinner, a womangleanin
her toilet with rags cut out of an old flag, or a person eating a chicken he hazliphgvi
used to masturbate. While high social class (and relatively more libena)idan adults
did not judge the harmless violations as morally wrong in terms of domain theory’s
formal characteristics, the other groups did, even when they were forceahtovéexige
that no one was harmed. Haidt et al. concluded that for some groups — specifically
conservatives (Haidt and Graham, 2007) —the moral domain is broader than claimed by
domain theory, and includes — on top of harm and rights considerations — loyalty to the
in-group, respect for authority, and matters of purity.

Domain theory can be divided into two components, with one of them damaged
by this evidence. The first component of domain theory is the argument that, in all
cultures, people distinguish between moral and conventional rules, which differ by
certain formal properties applied to the former and not the latter. This component
empirically differentiates between the two groups of rules, but it does notrexiat
about moral transgressions necessitates reference to the formataisties. The
explanation is achieved by the second component, which is the argument that the content
of the moral rules is universal as well, involving harm to others and rights, whkich a
wrong regardless of social institutions, and thus should be differentiated fronhany ot

social rule.
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While persuasive and robust evidence supports the universal tendency to
differentiate between morals and conventions by their formal chastictgrHaidt's
results damage the second component of domain theory, suggesting that the content of
the moral domain does not universally pertain to harm to others. People who undergo
different socialization, and particularly liberals vs. conservativegi{ldad Joseph,

2006; Haidt and Bjorklund, 2006; Haidt and Graham, 2007), view at least some
transgressions that are unrelated to harm to people in any straightfovesaas moral
according to the formal characteristics.

If contents involving harm to people do not exclusively govern the moral domain,
then it is difficult to explain the intrinsic motivation distinguishing moral from
conventional knowledge. What is it, then, that makes moral rules universallediffer
from social conventions if they are not content-dependent? What is it, if not ovartchar
others, that allows a toddler as young as 3 years old to distinguish betweern anhara
conventional rule? A good candidate is sentiment.

Indeed, Haidt observed that participants in the harmless taboos study seemed
quick to classify the violations as immoral, and only then to endeavor to justify thei
response, and he therefore suggested that moral judgment is guided by aftdetive
reactions and justified in a post hoc manner (see Haidt and Bjorklund, 2008; Haidt,
2001).” According to this view, what makes an act seem moral is the emergence of
emotions in response to a transgression. But surely, not all emotion-generating

occurrences are regarded as moral. Being sad due to longing for a deceadenf fri

" Haidt's argument, according to which moral emogwokes moral judgment, is unrestrictive. People
can be disgusted by things they do not regard aaln@ne may be very angry at a person speedirijeon
highway, and think it is highly wrong. But uponlesttion, he would not think that speeding is imnho®m
even within the sentimentalist framework, we neextewestrictive criteria to intrinsically differaate
between moral and conventional acts.
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angry when discovering a parking ticket on the front car window do not indicate that
death and the traffic police are regarded as immoral. How, then, can sentipiaint ex

moral conviction, or classification in the moral domain?

Sensibility-Sentimentalism

Following the philosophical tradition of the British moralists, Prinz (2008)
suggests that moral norms are grounded in emotions:

To count as a moral norm, these emotions must behave in particular ways. . . . At
a minimum, moral rules involve both self-directed emotions and other-directed emotions
.. . Second, our emotions must be directed at third parties if they are to ground moral
norms. . . To have a moral attitude towapeag, one must have a moral sentiment that
disposes one to feel a self-directed emotion of blamé-fieg, and an emotion of other-
directed blame when someone ejse

This view of sentimentalism does not reject domain theory’s distinction between
moral and conventional rules, but rather suggests that what differentiategrororal
conventional rules is that the former hold the potential to evoke both self-directed and
other-directed emotions. Both are necessary to ensure the generalipaltiieé norm: if
we are angry at a driver speeding on the highway, but do not feel ashamed when we
ourselves speed, or if we feel guilty when we sleep more than 8 hours, but are not
disgusted (or try not to be) by other people sleeping in, these are not moral nerms (se
Prinz, 2008). Thus, toddlers easily differentiate between moral and conventiosal rule
because moral rules elicit much stronger emotional responses both within dhenchil

among the surrounding socialization agents.
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While domain theorists (as well as stage theorists) traditionally ackdge/lthat
people experience emotions when thinking about morality, and that this factltates
learning process for harm assumptions, they argue that emotions heg nedessary
nor sufficient for the moral/conventional distinction to emerge (see Turiel, 2006;
Smetana, 2006).

But if the formal characteristics are merely a product of emotions, kisasé¢an
that morality is hopelessly relativistic, such that what a seri&rldibes is not wrong if
his deeds evoke no emotions? A partial savior from moral relativism is mosabiigy.
According to this family of theories (see McDowell, 1985; Blackburn 1984, 1993;
Wright, 1992; Prinz, 2007), morality resembles colors and other “secondary guaiitie
that moral judgment depends on our cognition, perception of judgment, but that does not
mean that there is no difference between right and wrong, or green and red. Ansdogous
visual perception, one’s perception of morality corresponds to certain phentiraela
outside the mind. A color-blind person is not as good as a man of healthy vision in
differentiating between red and green.

Following Locke’s definition of secondary qualities, the essence of rad is i
holding the properties that generate experience of red in the normal observer, under
normal conditions. In the same manner, moral values hold the power of invoking moral
sensation (on the application of the Lockean definition for secondary qualities to
morality, see Prinz, 2007). According to the sentimentalist view of mordél#ysensation
that moral rules generate is sentimental. This is the connecting poinebetesmsibility
and sentimentalism: moral emotions are the property that generateigsmoger right

and wrong in the normal observer (Prinz 2007; 2008).

44



The sentimentalist view is nicely supported by empirical evidence, witbveing
body of literature demonstrating that manipulating emotions actuatigtafioral
judgments (e.g., Valdesolo and DeSteno, 2006; Wheatley and Haidt, 2005; Haidt and
Bjorklund, 2008; Rozin et al., 1999). For instance, a study by Schnall, Haidt, and Clore
(2005) asked respondents to give their moral judgments in clean vs. dirty environments.
Subjects who were seated at a filthy desk, with such objects as a usednisaugreasy
pizza box, had harsher moral judgments (contingent on high private body consciousness).

Additionally, studies on patients with brain damage in areas related to emotions
demonstrate the essential role played by emotions in moral judgment (Ketaigs
2007), by showing an abnormally utilitarian pattern of judgments among patiémts wi
focal bilateral damage to a certain brain region known to be necessary for tretigene
of social emotions (the ventromedial prefrontal cortex).

More evidence comes from psychopathic patients, characterized biyaffec
deficit. In a study comparing psychopaths and control (non-psychopath) prisoners, with
both groups serving life sentences for murder or manslaughter, psychopaths eahibited
failure to draw a distinction between moral and conventional rules (Blair, 1985eBl|
al., 1997).

Next, there is evidence that different emotions correspond to different moral
contents. As described above, Shweder and colleagues (1997) suggestediieree (ra
than one) domains of human moral phenomena: the “ethics of autonomy,” which like
Turiel’'s moral domain concerns rights, freedom, and individual welfare; theSathi

community,” which concerns one’s obligations to the larger community, such #g,loya
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respectfulness, modesty, and self-restraint; and the “ethics of diviniychws
concerned with the maintenance of moral périty

Rozin et al. (1999) postulated, and presented supporting empirical evidence for,
what they term “the CAD triad hypothesis.” They show that transgressiornsveidsr’s
three ethics each correspond to a different basic moral emotion: contengnfaunity,
anger for autonomy, and disgust for divinity. It follows that an emotional response to a
transgression informs us about its content and facilitates its catemurized specific
domain. In that sense, emotions are not merely expressive, but are also evaluative and
convey information. When a person feels anger, he knows something is wrong, and it
most likely has occurred in the domain of autonomy.

Still, Prinz’s sentimentalism does not reject domain theory’s distinctioveleeat
moral and conventional rules, but rather suggests that the classification ibynade
emotions in practice: a rule is moral if it is imposed by both self-blaming aed- ot
blaming emotions, and is directed at third parties (i.e., one is concerned whentke
transgression occurring to other people, when they are uninvolved). It is a social
convention otherwise; i.e., ‘ifve express our belief that we would not blame (or at least
we would try not to blame) someone who failed to conform to that rule in another
culture” (Prinz, 2008).

To conclude, both sentimentalism and domain theory agree that rules are divided
into morals and conventions, and that emotions co-occur with morals. Sentimentalists
identify moral rules by the emergence of self-blaming emotions, otherdglaamotions,

and consequences for a third party; any political issue that does not answer to one of

8 Note that it could be argued that these threegoaites are not that separate necessarily. Farinst
an ethics of community may be just as focused @stipns of justice and welfare.
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these three criteria is a convention. Domain theorists identify moralbyliesmal
characteristics: obligation, generalizability, unalterability, and indegece of society
and authority; they emerge where harm or rights violation may occur sl i&f a
transgression.

The sentimentalist and domain theory definitions can be viewed as
complementary dimensions for disentangling moral and conventional politicad,issue
such that moral judgment — the assessment of issues as right or wrong — has both a
controlled-reasoned and an automatic-sentimental component (see Chalikeoze,
1999 on dual process theories). Both dimensions are necessary when defining the
concept, since the criterion of domain attribution may be too restrictive, sudothat
acts that do not pertain to matters of harm to people may still be moraH@d,, Koller
and Dias, 1993), while the criterion of emotion emergence may not be resteictugh,
as some acts may elicit strong emotions and still not pertain to moradityTariel,

2006).

Moral judgment as psychological constraint

Another way of defining attitudes on moral issues is to consider them as those
political attitudes in which one’s moral emotions and reasoning serve as psycilolog
constraints. The Conversian notion of constraint in belief systems refersdegitee to
which a particular belief is predictive of another belief. For instance, sufjopo
women'’s rights should be correlated with support for legalizing abortion, and mizigta
both views should in turn increase the probability of holding other pro-minority rights

attitudes and decrease the probability of holding traditional attitudes. bnggyt
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constraint is not only horizontal — i.e., connecting attitudes on several diffesersi—
but even more importantly is also vertical — i.e., it organizes attitudes os se¢o
their connection to some abstract superordinate belief or ideology (Peffieidurwitz,
1985). For instance, support for women'’s rights and legalizing abortion mayibedi
from a higher guiding principle held by the person.

Converse (1964) postulated that when it exists, attitude constraint on political
attitudes issociological i.e., learned from political and social agents, who regularly
communicate the shared structures of liberal and conservative ideologynguaifdthis
assumption, he finds little evidence for the existence of constraint in orditiaensj as
their attitudes are far from being well-organized by a “proper” idecdbgiew as
communicated by the elites. However, others have advarqEgehologicakconstraint
view, according to which constraint on political attitudes can come from within t
individual's psyche (e.g., core values [Feldman, 2003], or personality flist2003]).
When conceptualized in this idiosyncratic manner, the coherence in a persdicalpoli
attitudes should be measured by how well they follow his or her inner values, dnd not
how well they mirror elite ideology. Thus, Converse’s famous conclusion of the non-
ideologue public may result from a search for the wrong type of constraint.

Morality is a good candidate to serve as a key source of psychological canstra
given that politics often entails questions of right and wrong, and that a sense a@fymoral
is readily available for individuals from a very young age. If people enieoa strong
sense of wrongness and harm or a disgusted, guilty, or angry response \elcéngefn

a specific issue, they are expected to show relative attitude stahilitgyonsistency.
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The reliance on moral convictions as a psychological constraint in deriving
political attitudes can be understood in the framework of dynamic processing models
(e.g. Barsalou, 1987; Zaller, 1992; Zaller and Feldman, 1992). According to these
theories, people hold several associations attached to an issue, and construct their
responses on the spot at the moment of the judgment, as an estimation of the central
tendency measure of the relevant distribution of considerations (Feldman, 1996)aWhe
spontaneous reaction such as a sense of harm of disgust is raised every srgjie tim
issue is discussed, it raises the expected consistency of one’s responses.

The idea of psychological constraint complicates the study of public opinion a
great deal, as many different abstract concepts can potentially gojge pepolitics,
and there is no guarantee that different groups are guided by the same corgepts (e
Conover and Feldman, 1981). Moreover, different people may be guided by different
constructs on the same issue at different times, just as the same person gy empl
different constraints for different issues. Thus, a moral issue for catises/— i.e., a
political issue where conservatives typically infer harm or experidisgeist — can
potentially be governed by other concepts for liberals, just as a comgematy use
moral judgment on some issues, psychological constraint on others, and sociological
constraint for still others.

Thus, there is a substantial theoretical benefit in identifying moralsseaeonly
does doing so point to a potentially meaningful predictor of public opinion on specific
issues; it also at the same time reveals the key source of constrainipotittba belief
system of a particular individual (and group) for a particular issue, and yheeslixens

the Conversian view of the dysfunctional unconstrained public.
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Yet moral judgment has so far been neglected as a source of constraiat, as t
literature in moral psychology was traditionally dominated by the view tbedlm
judgment is governed by reasoning and categorization processes (H@kkrShaver,

1985; Piaget, 1965/1932; Kohlberg, 1969; Turiel, 1983). To argue that moral judgment
underlies political attitude formation demands the assumption that citizens@old t
cognitive abilities and motivation to scrutinize politics. In a world where/diseé

majority of Americans are politically unknowledgeable (Delli Carpini Kedter, 1996),

and ideologically unsophisticated (Campbell et al., 1960; Converse, 1964), it seems
unreasonable to expect people to analyze politics through the abstract and commplex pris
of moral principles.

Happily, according to this project’s new bi-dimensional definition of moral
judgment, building on recent theories and evidence from moral psychology, moral
judgment does not necessarily involve any intricate effortful analysis, bubccay very
quickly, via emotional or unconscious intuitive responses (see Greene et al., 2004,
Greene et al., 2001; Koenigs et al., 2007; Valdesolo and DeSteno, 2006; Cushman et al.,
2006; Haidt, 2001; Pizarro, Uhlmann, and Bloom, 2003), and without necessitating

cognitive capabilities and knowledge, thus readily supplying psychologicalaions

Ideology as a moderator of moral issues
Do liberals and conservatives differ in their tendency to perceive coreglboliti
issues as moral? This question is currently moot, with some studies supporting the

“moralizing conservatives” hypothesis (i.e., the view that conservativesaeeprone to
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moral convictions than liberals), and others supporting the “morality forgtdthesis,
according to which conservatives and liberals moralize to the same extent.

The theory behind the “moralizing conservatives” view argues that America
conservatism from the 1990s on can be strongly associated with support for traditiona
moral and religious values (Miller, 1994). Accordingly, Republicans successfailtyet
moral standing for their issues in the United States, doing a much better job of
communicating their messages in moral terminology (e.g., Lakoff, 2002). Thibenay
taken to imply that conservatives nowadays are more concerned with morglasslies
hold higher moral convictions.

Another reason for this view builds on individual propensities driving the
conservative tendency to moralize and the liberal tendency to ‘conventionalize’.
Conservatism has been found to be related to such psychological tendencies as
dogmatism and intolerance of ambiguity, avoidance of uncertainty, and the need for
cognitive closure (Jost et al., 2003), which all underlie a need for rigid categoriabt
the world, for instance in wrong-right terms. Rigid morality is also asemconservative
response to an uncertain world (Jost et al., 2003:347, citing Wilson, 1973a). Liberals, on
the other hand, are often viewed as more reluctant and less motivated to judge on the
basis of right and wrong.

Indeed, the 2004 exit polls indicated that moral values prevailed as the main
reason for voting among conservatives (80% among Bush voters: see Medis Matt
2004). In accordance with these results, Lovett and Jordan (2005) demonstrated that Bush
voters were higher on moralism — the “tendency to perceive everyday lifebaed

with a moral dimension” (2005, 167) — than Kerry voters.
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On the other hand, Lakoff (2002) suggested that the difference between the
parties does not stem from an actual stronger connection between conmseawatis
morality but rather from more competent use of morality in Republicapaigms, the
Democrats being less successful in offering morality as a sgatal constraint.
Accordingly, Skitka and Bauman (2008) — employing a different inductive measure
from Lovett and Jordan’s — demonstrated that self-reported moral conviction did not
characterize Bush supporters more than it did Kerry and Gore supporters.

Lakoff's view of morality as metaphorical language suits well this @naptiew
of moralization as being a typical cognitive process, as a sense of hassfah
feelings such as disgust, guilt, and anger are shared by all healthy Hufoath® extent
that moral conviction serves as a psychological constraint, with moral ematmas a
sense of potential harm naturally emerging during socialization in resfmosgain
occurrences, no differences should be expected between liberals and consenvtiteses i

mere tendency to hold moral conviction on political issues. Thus, the first hypathesis

Hi: Ideology does not moderate the mere tendency to hold moral convictions.

However, while ideology is not expected to moderate the tendency to moralize, it

may still condition thessueson which moral convictions are held. Thus Haidt and

? Intuitions and moral emotions hold strong advaesagver metaphorical language in explaining
morality in politics. Lakoff suggests that politissmediated by language (specifically metaphavk)jch
implies that politics should not be found whereré¢his no language. This argument generates soegoyir
falsified hypotheses. For instance, women, whavewee verbal and metaphorical, should be more
interested in politics than men; brain damage ¢éopthrt of the brain that controls metaphoricalking
should lead to difficulty in distinguishing betwekeologies; and the formation of political attiesd
should follow the ability to use metaphors on tkealopmental scale. There are also normative
consequences to Lakoff’s theory of metaphor, asnoekaphor can be preferred over another merely on
aesthetic grounds or on account of their presurnederjuences. The current framework avoids moral
relativism by building on the sensibility versiohsentimentalism, as explained above.
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colleagues (Haidt and Bjorklund, 2006; Haidt and Graham, 2007) demonstrated that
liberals hold a narrower basis for morality, reacting mainly to issuesvingdgharm to
others and fairness, while conservatives attribute morality to a widetywaftigsues,
including violations of loyalty to the in-group, respect for authority, and mattgsrity.
These differences can be explained by viewing ideology either asgolitic
philosophy or as personal propensity. Firstly, current Western mandestaf liberal
ideology advance a rights-based socially-tolerant empathetic moraktysiag people’s
right to pursue happiness however they see fit, provided others’ rights are mogeidfri
However, conservatives show more concern for harm inflicted on current saciete
and institutions, and are motivated to protect them even at the cost of limiting tke right
of individuals and minorities (e.g. Lakoff, 1995; Skocpol, 1983; Dione, 2004). Secondly,
current literature establishes a robust link between ideology and two of tineebig f
dimensions of personality — openness to change and conscientiousness (Jost, 2006;
Caprara et al., 2006). According to this view, conservatism is a personal tendency of
resistance to change, risk aversion, and justification of existing ingegstali
Both views lead to the hypothesis that liberals and conservatives differ irpthe ty
of harm they are sensitive to: again, while liberals experience emotionssandeaof
wrongness as a result of harm to people (such as capital punishment and tort@re, wher
people’s physical well-being is intentionally compromised), conservaiiges
experience these reactions when viewing harm to the current societabytter
violation of current norms, traditions, and institutions (such as gay adoption and abortion,
where core family and religious values are at stake). After albastal institutions

manifest the accumulation of choices made throughout generations, hurting them
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represents de facto harm to our ancestors. As concisely put by G.K. Chesterton,
“Tradition may be defined as an extension of the franchise. Tradition means giving votes
to the most obscure of all classes, our ancestors. It is the democracy of the dead
(1908/2002, 78).

Thus, ideology can be expected to play a role in determining which issues are
viewed with moral conviction, due to differential harm sensitivities acquired vi

temperament and socialization, as formulated in the next two hypotheses:

H,: Ideology moderates moral issues: while liberals respond with the utmost
moral conviction to matters of harm to individuals, conservatives also respond to matters

of harm to societal norms and institutions.

Hs: Assumptions regarding the harmfulness of a practice mediate the effect of

ideology on moral convictions.

The need for theory-based measures

Unfortunately, the inductive-descriptive measures of moral conviction currently
employed in the literature, based on a self-reported sense of morality iorrédatiertain
political issues, cannot be employed to test moral conviction as a psychologis@hmnt
and its relationship with ideology. First, self-reported measures confoural act
differences in the level of moral conviction with differences in one’s viewhait vs
moral. Different people may mean different things when saying they pesmivething
as related to their moral views, and these differences in language mgstématically

related to ideology (e.g., Haidt and Graham, 2007; Lakoff, 1995).
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For instance, some people are inclined when they regard something as moral to
say that they do, and others disinclined to do so. These proclivities may beasigstiéyn
related to ideological ones, which may affect the conclusions. Conseryéives
instance, may view morality as a more legitimate political cotenvhile liberals may
tend toward relativism and feel uncomfortable about being judgmental, als mora
arguments force an acknowledgment that some things are better, morerrigbte
correct, than others.

Moreover, an important assumption of the self-reported measure is that people
have access to their own cognition, and are able to extract and report irdormat
concerning whether or not they employ morality when thinking of a particuldicpbli
issue. However, there is currently a lot of evidence that people are often iecafpabl
reporting their attitudes and experiences in a representative mannem(\afils
Schooler, 1991; Wilson, Hodges, and LaFleur, 1995). Thus, merely asking people if they
view a specific issue as moral may not be a good way of knowing whether oryndbthe
in fact view this issue as moral.

Alternatively, the common self-reported measures for moral convictiomtyrre
employed in the literature (i.e., capturing the notion that some political isselated to
morals) might simply measure tkerowledgehat a certain political issue is related to
morals in the general political discussion, whether or not one has actually ethfilege
concepts in his or her own belief system. In other words, the self-reportedrenses/
tap some sociological constraint (Converse, 1964). Thus, increased political knowledge,
which indicates one’s awareness of elite moral discussion on political issghsbm

expected to increase the self-reporting of moral conviction on politicaélssbuthe same
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manner, self-reported moral convictions might be derived not from inner assumptions
about harm, but from elite talk on the issue. This leads to the following hypotheses on the

functioning of inductive measures of moral conviction:

H4: One will be more likely to report moral conviction on moral issues as

political knowledge increases.

Hs: Assumptions regarding the harmfulness of a practice do not mediate the effect

of ideology on self-reported measures of moral convictions.

This study employs a bi-dimensional moral conviction measure that has the
advantage of building on theories that free the measure from subjective tatevpse
and personal reflections, and is superior to the self-reported measure sinudicaisve
of psychological constraint, as it assesses the extent to which a personzzgegor
issue as in the moral domain and feels moral emotions as a response to it; i.e., holds the
appropriate mental structure to respond to the issue with moral conviction.

Both convergent and construct validation (Adcock and Collier, 2001) are
employed to empirically validate the bi-dimensional moral conviction measur
Convergent validity is assessed against Skitka’s moral conviction'8daleassess
construct validity, attitude strength (Lavine et al., 1998) and relation to dessathers
(Skitka, Bauman, and Sargis, 2005) are measured. Previous studies report that &igh mor

conviction on an issue is related to more extreme attitudes, higher certalrdaititude

10 Although the two measures are not expected ty éahverge. Turiel, Hildebrandt, and Wainryb
(1991) showed that some people declare viewinggrassions of some non-prototypical issues as tyoral
wrong, but still judged them inconsistently in ternf domain theory’s formal characteristics.
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importance, smaller attitudinal ambivalence, and stronger preferencesialr distance
from persons with differing views both on the personal level (e.g., a coworker, a potentia
date) and in the larger society (e.g., the owner of a restaurant one wesgsyernor of

one’s state).

Hg: Stronger cognitive and emotional moral conviction will be associated with
stronger self-reported moral conviction; stronger, more certain, more important, and less

ambivalent attitudes; and a more universal rejection of dissimilar others.

The theory-based moral conviction measures are presented in the methods
section. The results sections tests the hypotheses regarding deditierebfiadeology,
mediation by harm assumptions, and the nature of the self-reported moral conviction

measure, and then discusses the empirical constructs and convergent validation.

Method

Participants

Following a pretest taken by 51 Stony Brook undergraduates, a convenience
sample of New York area resident adults (N=273) was collected by fiveaiesea
assistants who referred potential participants to a link to the web-baseg sur
(programmed in SNAP 9). The sample’s descriptive statistics are guitargo the
characteristics of the New York population, according to the 2000 census summary.
Thus, the sample holds 49.8% males compared to 48.2% in the population; the mean age
is 33.9 with a median of 25, compared to a median of 35.9 in the population; 74.7% of

the participants are reported to be Whites (67.9% in the population), 1% African-
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Americans (15.9%), 7% Hispanics (not specified in the 2000 census), 10.6% Asians
(5.5%), and 6.6% identified as none of the above (10.2%).

Procedure

The cognitive and emotional dimensions of moral conviction (counterbalanced),
attitude strength, and self-reported moral conviction, were measurex ffferent
issues: abortion for non-minors, gay adoption, capital punishment, medical usage of
marijuana, deportation of illegal immigrants, and “harsh” interrogaéonrtiques when
interviewing detainees during wartime — with the order of issues randomizeedne
two possible orders: as listed here, and the reverse of this order. Parti¢cipants t
encountered a battery of measures of independent variables. To facitégtectation,
measures were coded to vary 0-1, with the exception of age (in years) aneéctierdif
version of cognitive moral conviction (-1 to 1). Téyependixpresents descriptive
statistics, correlations, and a per item analysis of the moral convicties.sca

Measures

Moral Conviction (MC): Cognitive Dimension

1. Act evaluation®ls [the practice] all right or not all right?”

2. Contingency on common practice in the United Sta8sppose that it

[were/were not] common practice for people to [engage in this act] in thedlBidees.
In that case, do you think it would be all right or not all right to [engage in thé act]?

3. Legal status in the United Statéi3o you think that there should be a law that

[prohibits/allows this act] in this country?”

4. Legal contingency'Suppose that the majority of people in the United States

decided that there should be a law that [prohibits/allows this act] and the law was i
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effect. Do you think it would be all right or not all right to [engage in the adipiietwas
a law [prohibiting/allowing] it?”

5. Contingency on common practice in another couf\Byppose there were

another country where it [was/was not] common for people to [engage in the actjuDo y
think that in that country it would be all right or not all right to [engage in th@"act]

6. Legal status in another countffpo you think that there should be a law that

[prohibits/allows the act] in all countries?”

7. Other country legal contingenc\suppose that the majority of people in

another country decided that there should be a law that [prohibits/allows thedttiga
law was in effect. Do you think that in that country it would be all right or noiggit to
[engage in the act] if there were a law [prohibiting/allowing] it?”

These items were adjusted from Turiel et al. (1991). The measure was compose
of answers to questions 2-7, which were branched by question 1. In these questions,
participants answering that a certain practice is “all right” vasteed about their
response to a situation where it is generally not accepted or legally prohtiitereas
participants viewing the practice as “not all right” were asked abatuatisn where it is
commonly accepted or legally allowed. Participants got a O for each tisnstified
their answer from their original attitude, and a 1 or -1 otherwise.

The measure was coded twice. In directionalversion of the measure, subjects
received a -1 when opposed to the practice and a 1 when supporting it. This yielded a 13
point scale (-6 to 6), which was then recoded to vary between -1 and 1, with -1 indicating
high moral conviction against the practice (i.e., thinking that the political peastitot

alright regardless of societal norms and laws), and 1 indicating high moraltcamunc
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favor of the practice (i.e., thinking that the political practice is alrigianaiess of
societal norms and laws). In tfeddedversion of the measure, subjects who did not shift
their attitude were coded as 1 — i.e., high on cognitive moral conviction, holding
constant the attitude’s direction. This yielded a 7-point scale (0-6), whilhea
recoded to vary between 0 and 1.
Means and standard deviations by issues are presented in Table 1, and descriptive
statistics are presented in #ygpendix Alpha for the cognitive MC measures varied
between 0.69 to 0.82.

Moral Conviction (MC): Emotional Dimension

1. Self-directed negative emotiohsimagine you are in a relevant situation, and
have to [perform act]. Different people may hold different feelings whetuéirg [act].
To what extent would you have felt each of these emotions when [executi?ig act
“How ashamed would [executing act] make you feel? Embarrassed? Guilty?”

2. Other-directed negative emotigris“Imagine a situation where you discover

that an acquaintance of yours has recently [performed act]. Differepliepmay feel
differently when hearing this about an acquaintance. To what extent wouldhyedelt
each of these emotions toward the person [performing act]? Feel contempt; angry;

disgusted.”

" preceded by the following paragraph: “Now we aring to ask you a set of questions about your
feelings in hypothetical situations. In the first sf situations, we will be asking you to imaghmv you
would have felt after executing some hypothetictioms. When answering each of the following
guestions, please think about yourself in the stnaand how you would have felt in it. Think cardy
about the specific emotion asked about in the guedt is important that you answer the questiasdd
on how much of the emotion you feel, and not just/tmuch you support or oppose the action.”

12 preceded by the following paragraph: “Now we W#l asking you to imagine how you would have
felt about other people you know who have execatede hypothetical actions. When answering each of
the following questions, please think about yoitiahemotional reactions. Think carefully aboueth
specific emotion asked about in the question. itnigortant that you answer the question based @an ho
much of the emotion you feel, and not just how myoh support or oppose the action.”
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3. Third-party-directed negative emotigii$imagine hearing that people in a

different country [performed act] very often. To what extent do you feel the fatjow
emotions when hearing that people in a different country [perform act] all te@ Eeel
contempt; angry; disgusted.”

A Likert scale was composed of the nine hot MC questions, and was then recoded
to vary between 0 and 1. Means and standard deviations by issues are presaiited in T
1, and descriptive statistics are presented imppendix Alpha for hot MC exceeded
0.75 for all issues.

Self-reported moral convictio’n index composed of two questions: “How

much are your feelings about [issue] connected to your core moral loeliefs
convictions?” — 1 (not at all) to 5 (extremely); “My attitude about [issuelosaty
related to my core moral values and convictions” — 1 (strongly disagree) to 7 (gtrongl
agree). Answers to the two questions were averaged using their 0-1 f@mtemt
correlations for the six issues varied from .77 to .84.

Ideology.“We hear a lot of talk these days about liberals and conservatives.
Which of the following best describes your own political views?” (7 point scale)

Social Conservatisnkive agree/disagree items were adopted from Kerlinger’s

(1984) SA-II scale and Eysenck’s Public Opinion Inventory scale (e.qg. Vflizetion is

to survive, there must be a turning back to religion”); Alpha=.727.

Harm assumption€On each of the six political issues, subjects were asked: “To

what extent do you agree or disagree with the following statement: ‘[Bbptiactice]

13 Preceded by the following paragraph: “Now we W#l asking you to imagine how you would have
felt about other people you don’t know, residerita different country, who have executed some
hypothetical actions. Once again, please think tpouwr initial emotional reactions. Think carefuliout
the specific emotion asked about in the questios.important that you answer the question basekoav
much of the emotion you feel, and not just how myoh support or oppose the action.”
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inflicts serious harm’.” (7-point scale varying from very much agoeeery much
disagree).

Attitude strength (extremityAn index composed of the following 4 questions:

(1) “please indicate the extent to which you favor or oppose [issue],” varying from 1
(strongly oppose) to 7 (strongly favor); (2) “Please use the following scdkestribe

your feelings about [issue],” varying from 1 (bad) to 7 (good); (3) “Plaaséhis second
scale to describe your feelings about [issue],” varying from 1 (foolish) to &)(wis

(4) “Please use this third scale to describe your feelings about [issue]iigvaom 1
(harmful) to 7 (beneficial). All questions were collapsed such that exeens
constituted the higher end of the measure, and the neutral point the lower end. Alpha
exceeded .9 in all six issues.

Certainty. “Some people are vegertain of their views on [issue]. Others are not
at all certain about their views on this issue. How certain are you of yous aisyut
[issue]?”, varying from 1 (not at all certain) to 5 (extremely certain)

Importance “How importantis the issue of [issue] to you personally?”, varying
from 1 (not at all important) to 5 (extremely important).

Subjective attitudinal ambivalencél) “To what extent do you feel “torn”

between the two sides of [issue]?”, varying from 1 (not at all torn) to 5 (eatyyearn);
(2) “To what extent do you haweixedthoughts about [issue]?”, varying from 1 (not at
all mixed) to 5 (extremely mixed).

Social distanceFollowing Skitka, Bauman and Sargis (2005), the measure was

divided into two dimensions: social distance in prospectivgignateand in

prospectivelydistantrelationships“l would be happy to have someone who did not share
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my views on (issue)’Intimate:“come and work at the same place | do,” “marry into my
family,” “as someone | would personally date,” “as the teacher of my ehildDistant:

“as President of the U.S.,” “as Governor of my state,” “as the owner of aostore
restaurant | frequent,” “as my personal physician” (7 point scale,¥esgpnmuch agree

to very much disagrgeLikert scales were composed for each dimension, and then
recoded 0-1. Alpha exceeded .76 in all social distance measures for all issues.

Religious observancél ots of things come up that keep people from attending

religious services even if they want to. Thinking about your life these days, reswdof
you attend religious services, apart from occasional weddings, baptisms atd2hs
point scale for single question on services attendance, 1=never, 6=over once a week).

Political knowledgeA scale of correct answers on 6 political knowledge

guestions (e.g., “What job or political office does Harry Reid now hold?”). The gassti
varied in difficulty, and alpha was .30.

DemographicsAge (years); gender (male=0); education (a 7-point scale single

guestion orthe highest level of education received, 1=less than high school, 7=graduate
degree, e.g. M.A., J.D., M.D., PhD); income (a 5-point scale single question on total

family income in 2007 before taxes, 1=under $24,999, 5=$100,000 or more).

Results

Moral conviction, ideology, and harm assumptions

What political issues are held with moral conviction? Overall, both cognitive and
emotional moral convictions produce some variance on these issues. The differlsnt pane

of table 1 present means and standard deviations on moral conviction for the six issue
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investigated, also broken down by ideology. The cognitive moral conviction meagsire t
the extent to which one categorizes the political issue as in the moral domairews., vi

it as universal, authority-independent, and unalterable, independently of their support or
opposition for the political practice, such that 1 means full categorization in tiaé mor
domain regardless of the attitude’s direction, and 0 means no categorizatenmaral
domain. The emotions moral conviction measure tap the extent to which one feels
negative moral emotions upon the execution of the political practice, with 1 being the

strongest possible negative moral emotions, and 0 being no emotions at all.

Table 2.1: Moral conviction on different issues and by ideology

Abortion Gay Capital Medical Deportation Torture Mean
adoption punishment  usage of of illegal
marijuana  immigrants

All sample (n=273)
Mean MC 582 (.182)  .501(.196) 567 (.223)  .474(.156) 8.4903)  .614(.245)  .539

Hot MC 332(289)  .178(287)  .403(:305)  .110(.216) 0.8290)  .479 (.320)  .302
Cog MC .831(.238)  .824(234)  .731(292)  .838(241) 7.6879)  .749(301)  .777
Reported 639 (295)  .638(.333)  .625(292)  .511(333) 5.6307)  .605(.304)  .592

Liberalst (n=146)
Mean MC 556 (.138)13  .458 ((120)18 621 ((241)r  .457 ()88 527 (.222)*  .690 (.250)t  .552

Hot MC 256 (234)  .068 (.161)  .493 (.309)!  .066 (.144).384 (.286)  .586 (.310)t  .309
Cog MC 856 (216)12 847 (.206)2 .749 (.30)12*  .848)B2 .671(282)1 .795(.299)2 .794
Reported 646 (291)2 652 (.314)22 674 (.289)2 .539)¥ 552 (.299)2 .670 (.670)  .622

Independents? (n=71)
Mean MC 536 (.181)138 482 (.190)2 514 (.167)3 .488%)13 .465 (.182)= .536 (.223)22 .500

Hot MC 323(.266)  .183(.248)  .323(.247)% .131(.234) .256 (271)2 .401(281)*  .269
Cog MC 749 (279)F  .782(.258)2 704 (28)2  .800 (29) .674 (30) 671 (316)2 .730
Reported 550 (290) 551 (.342)°  .542 (279)%  .455(.385) .471(.306)  .500 (.295)% 515

Conservatives? (n=56)
Mean MC 707 (.228)2  .638(.284)2  .493(.201)2 530 (.289) .466 (.165)2 512 (.189)8 557

Hot MC 544 (343)2 457 (.388)2  .268(.288)%  .199 (.305) .184 (.272)2 .296 (.280)2  .325
Cog MC 860 (217)2 818 (272 717 (29)2 86022 .747 (242)2 729 (26)12 790
Reported 721(291)2 713 (.349)22 603 (.29)122  .508)437 .571(323)12 557 (.312)2 .612

Table entries are means and std. errors for theaggeamong emotional and cognitive MC (folded),
cognitive MC (folded), emotional MC, and self -refgal MC; all measures were coded to vary between 0
and 1.

T -tests compared mean MC, cognitive MC, emotidw@l and self -reported MC for each issue among
conservatives and liberals, conservatives and mggnts, and liberals and independents; any twapgro
that do not share a superscript are significariffgrnt in the one-tail 95% confidence level.
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As hypothesized, there were clear differences between liberals and ctussrva
in terms of what issues were viewed as relatively moral. T-teditsaited that the
differences between liberals and conservatives in mean moral convictionavetiage
of hot moral conviction and folded cognitive moral conviction — were significantlifor al
issues. For conservatives, the two strongest moral issues as indicated bartheared
conviction were abortion (.707) and gay adoption (.638), while immigrant deportation
(.466) and capital punishment (.493) were the weakest. In contrast, torture (.690) and
capital punishment (.621) were the highest in terms of moral conviction for libertis
gay adoption (.438) and marijuana medical usage (.457) being the lowest.

As expected, the ordering of moral issues among liberals can be accounted for by
the level of harm to people inflicted. Thus, torture and capital punishment were the only
issues in which considerable physical pain is intentionally inflicted on a pessordeng
to liberal assumptions, which makes these issues the most prototypically ncordirag
to domain theory. Next, deportation of illegal immigrants inflicts psychologicdl
material harm to immigrants, and abortion inflicts physical harm to a fetisstnot a
person yet, according to liberals. And finally, marijuana usage and gay adopstg m
harm current norms, and not people. Marijuana usage is clearly classified in #he mor
domain, since for the liberal person there is no real dilemma: sick persons are obviously
suffering, and there is no harm in allowing them to use whatever attetheitgsain.

But level of harm to people is not the only ordering criteria for conservatives, who
respond to the violation of social and religious norms in addition to their response to
harm to people. The issue highest on moral conviction for conservatives was abortion,

which jeopardizes not only traditional family values and religious rules saitraflicts
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physical harm to an unborn baby, according to conservative assumptions. Next in moral
conviction was gay adoption, which offers a strong threat to traditional agwusli
values. On the other hand, torture and capital punishment were low in terms of moral
conviction, as if they were just means to an end: practices for protecting onetg soc
(from terror in the one case and crime in the other), or a legitimate pumishme

Similar patterns emerged from a direct measure of associated harmwaiich
recorded at the very end of the questionnaire; participants were simply asitatetthe
extent to which they agree that a certain practice inflicts serious haepractices
regarded as most harmful by liberals, using this direct measure, were {org4),
capital punishment (.656), and to a lesser extent deportation of immigrants (.548); and the
ones thought to inflict the least harm were gay adoption (.136) and the medical use of
marijuana (.182), with abortion regarded as mostly not harmful (.292).

In contrast, conservatives viewed abortion (.613) and gay adoption (.601) as most
harmful. Importantly, the rest of the issues were viewed as inflicting aumddvel of
harm (torture: .408; medical marijuana: .369; capital punishment: .363; deportation of
immigrants: .348). This supports the argument that conservatives hold a wider basis for
morality compared to liberals (e.g., Haidt and Graham, 2007), viewing both prdlttes
threaten traditional values (e.g., the medical usage of marijuana) andgs fitacinflict
suffering on people (e.g., torture) as harmful.

Note, however, that the differences between liberals and conservativesin mea
moral conviction came directly from the significant ordering in hot moral ctomidn
terms of classifying the issues in the moral domain, holding constant the astitude’

direction — for or against the practice — liberals and conservatives shawiéat si
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levels of moral conviction. Similarly, the degree of self-reported moralicioon did not
vary by ideology.

Interestingly, independents were less likely to view political isssi@saaal.
Independents hold significantly lower mean cognitive and emotional moral gonsict
compared to both liberals and conservatives. In moral conviction on specific issues,
independents regularly significantly differ from the political group mudined to
regard the issue morally. Thus, independents significantly differ from cotigesydut
not from liberals, on gay adoption and abortion, and significantly differ from lg)dmat
not conservatives, on torture and capital punishment. In addition, independents show
lower hot moral conviction on all issues compared to both liberals and conservatives
(except for deportation of illegal immigrants, where independents significhfier
from liberals but not from conservatives).

Although the t-tests indicate that ideology moderated moral conviction, there are
three caveats. First, the 7-point scale employed in these comparisonsds aingle-
item measure of ideology. My theory regarding the relationship between igewsidg
moral conviction suggests that the level of conservatism in the psychological-sasse
a general worldview to which one is socialized and as a personal trait, rather tha
political self-identification — affects the type of occurrences gleaierate feelings of
harm and moral emotions. Thus, a more fine-grained measure for conservatidm, whic
focuses on traditionalism vs. openness to experience, should be employed whkre socia
conservatives are expected to view political issues violating the status quaral

transgressions.
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Secondly, the hot moral conviction measure, unlike the folded cognitive moral
conviction measure, is directional: since it only encompasses negative motainsmit
could be the case that it is support or opposition to a specific issue, rather tharnyjdeolog
that governs the emergence of moral emotions. Thus, position on the issue must be
controlled for when the effect of political ideology on moral conviction is asseNste
that stances on issues and ideology are certainly not perfectly calréhatestrongest
correlations between issues opinion and ideology were on abortion and gay adoption, and
even then 12% and 10%, respectively, of the liberals viewed abortion and gay adoption as
not alright, while 46% and 41% of the conservatives viewed them as alright.

Thirdly, there may be alternative explanations for the effect of ideologyooal
conviction. Most notably, religiosity, education, and gender may affect one’s
socialization and harm assumptions instead of ideology, creating a spuriadossblpt
Thus, key alternative explanations need be statistically controlled for.

Consequently, emotional and cognitive moral convictibwere each submitted
to regressions for each issue, in which the effects of social conservasnestimated,
controlling for the specific position on the issue as well as key alternativenaxioins:
political knowledge, age, gender, income, education, and religiosity. Next tioedia
analyses were conducted to test the hypothesis that the effect of socialatigreeon
moral conviction is mediated by harm assumptions, i.e., by the extent to whichaapoliti
practice is regarded as harmful.

The results for hot moral conviction are presented in table 2. First, social

conservatism had a significant effect in the expected direction, holding coststace on

4 To resemble the hot dimension, the directionahferas used for cognitive moral conviction, such
that -1 indicates opposition and 1 indicates suppor
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the issue, on all issues with the exception of the medical usage of marijhasaas
social conservatism increased, hot moral conviction increased on the consesgsatge
of abortion and gay adoption, and decreased on the liberal issues of capital punishment,

torture, and the deportation of immigrants.

Table 2.2: Emotional moral conviction regressed on

social conservatism, issue attitude, and controls

Abortion Gay Capital Medical Deportation Torture
adoption punishment usage of of illegal
marijuana  immigrants
Social .249 (.082)* 289 (.067)**  -.468 (.097)** .031 (.056) -.224 (.091)** -.493 (.105)**
conservatism
Supports -.386 (.033)** -.479 (.026)** -.321 (.031)* -.478027)** -.350 (.030)** -.309 (.033)**
practice
Political .026 (.049) -.019 (.039) -.025 (.055) .005 (.033) 035.(.054) .082 (.059)
knowledge
Income -.013 (.040) -.028 (.032) .044 (.046) -.038 (.028) -.090 (.045)* .020 (.049)
Religiosity .164 (.048)**  .035 (.037) .156 (.051)** .097 (.031) -.035(.051) .072 (.055)
Gender -.022 (.025) .025 (.020) -.064 (.028)** .001 (.017) -.018 (.028) -.090 (.030)**
Age -.002 (.001)* -.000 (.001) .000 (.001) -.000 (.001 -.000 (.001) .001 (.001)
Education -.023 (.059) -.014 (.047) .020 (.067) -.057 (.040) .027 (.066) -.008 (.071)
Mediation by assumptions of harm of the effecbofad conservatism:
| 33.1%** 37.1%** 17.9%** N/A 49.5%** 31.9%**

**: p<.05 (two tail); *: p<.05 (one tail). Std. ers in brackets. Mediation of ideology by harm
assumptions: Sobel estimate and significance.

Next, and as hypothesized, an average of one-third of the effect of social
conservatism was significantly mediated by harm assumptions on all isscest (er
the medical usage of marijuana, in which a mediation analysis was inapptsaueial
conservatism had no significant effect on hot moral conviction), according to both the
Sobel and to the Goodman-2 mediation tests. Note that these results were deplicate

where the 7-point scale for ideology was specified instead of social comsarvat
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Table 3 presents regressions for directional cognitive moral convictionitihs w
hot moral conviction, social conservatism significantly affected cogmtioel
conviction in the expected direction, holding constant stance on the issue, for all issues
with the exception of the medical usage of marijuana (the effect faadggytion was
marginally significant, p=.082). Thus, as social conservatism increasedjwegmoral
conviction increased in opposition to abortion and gay adoption (negative relationships),
as well as in agreement with capital punishment, deportation of immigrants, tamel tor

(positive relationships).

Table 2.3: Cognitive moral conviction regressed on
social conservatism, issue attitude, and controls

Abortion Gay Capital Medical Deportation Torture
adoption punishment usage of of illegal
marijuana immigrants
Social -.255 (.090)*  -.165 (.095)*  .478 (120)*  .089 @6)  .605 (.108)* 513 (.117)*
conservatism
Supports 1.52 (.036)**  1.61 (.037)**  1.38 (.038)** 1.58 (.6%* 1.34 (.035)*  1.38 (.037)**
practice
Political -.018 (.054) .002 (.055) -.081 (.069) -.022 (.057) -.098 (.064) -.102 (.065)
knowledge
Income -.042 (.044) -.077 (.046)* -.036 (.057) -.052 (.p47 .037 (.053) .026 (.054)
Religiosity -.268 (.053)** -.108 (.053) -.033 (.064) -.162 5 .020 (.060) .002 (.061)
Gender .000 (.027) .018 (.029) .048 (.035) .024 (.029) 04.0.033) .042 (.033)
Age .000 (.001)  -.002 (.001)* -.002 (.001)*  -.001(.001 -.003 (.001)* -.002 (.001)*
Education -.022 (.065) .054 (.067) -.072 (.083) -.039 (.069) .003 (.078) -.029 (.079)

Mediation by assumptions of harm of the effecbofad conservatism:

| 29.4%** 82.9%** 24 .6%** N/A 15.1%** 29.9%**

**: p<.05 (two tail); *: p<.05 (one tail). Std. ers in brackets. Mediation of ideology by harm
assumptions: Sobel estimate and significance.

Again, and as hypothesized, an average of over a third of the effect of social
conservatism was significantly mediated by harm assumptions for all (exeept for

the medical usage of marijuana, for which a mediation analysis is againcaajg)|
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according to both the Sobel and the Goodman-2 mediation tests. These results were

replicated with the 7-point scale for ideology instead of social conservatism

Self-reported moral conviction

| have suggested that self-reported moral conviction may not be the appropriate
measure to test the role of morality as a psychological constraint andtitsnship with
ideology, as it confounds actual differences in the level of moral conviction with
differences in one’s view of what is moral, or what should be regarded as mocdl, whi
are strongly affected by information on political elite talk. Thus, sgbrted moral
conviction may stem from the knowledge that a certain political issue ied@tamorals

in the general political discussion, and not from harm assumptions coming from ideology.

Table 2.4: Self-reported moral conviction regressed on
conservatism, issue attitude, and controls

Abortion Gay Capital Medical Deportation Torture
adoption  punishment  usage of of illegal
marijuana  immigrants
Social -.155 (.116) -.216 (.135) -.031 (.118) -.0187L 253 (.123)*  -.142(.118)
Conservatism
Supports -.204 (.046)**  -.238 (.053)** -.161(.038)*  -.084065) -.198 (.040)**  -.200 (.037)*
practice
Political 161 (.069)** 171 (.078)*  .163 (.068)*  .077 (.Q% .080 (.073) .282 (.066)**
knowledge
Income -.002 (.057) -.038 (.065) .009 (.056) .006 (.068) 053.(.061) .106 (.055)*
Religiosity .017 (.068) .041 (.075) .038 (.063) -.128 (.076%) .109 (.068) .058 (.062)
Gender .019 (.035) -.008 (.041) -.034 (.034) .064 (.041) 045.(.037) -.023 (.034)
Age .001 (.001) .001 (.001) .002 (.001)* .002 (.001)* 000 (.001) .002 (.001)**
Education .081 (.083) .102 (.095) .073 (.082) -.034 (.099) 005.(.088) .031 (.080)

**: p<.05 (two tail); *; p<.05 (one tail). Std. ers in brackets.
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To compare the relationship of self-reported moral conviction to the emotional
and cognitive measures, self-reported moral conviction was regressedadndemlogy,
along with political knowledge and other control variables. The results presenaédein t
4 suggest that, as hypothesized, political knowledge plays an important role in self
reported moral conviction, which significantly increased with increasedgablit
knowledge on all typical moral issues (abortion, gay adoption, capital punishment, and
torture). Note that political knowledge shows no significant effect on hot moral
conviction or on harm appraisal cognitive moral conviction (compare to tables 2 and 3).

Another main difference between the theory-based (emotional and cognitive
dimensions) and the inductive (self-reported) measures is that social idedloglyaitid
not significantly affect self-reported moral conviction (with the exceptiohef t
deportation of immigrants). The null effect of social conservatism wasagadievith the
7-point scale of ideology (with the exception of the deportation of immigrants and gay
adoption; note that the significant effect of political knowledge is robust focllaisge
in specification). While harm mediation tests are inapplicable due to the rmall eff
ideology, supplementary analyses added harm assumptions for the regressions as a
independent variable, and yielded null results for the effect of harm assumptitmnthéw

exception of the issue of torture).

Validation of the MC measure

An important goal of this chapter is to validate the theory-based measures for

Moral Conviction (MC). Table 5 presents the pair-wise correlations of the tw
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dimensions of moral conviction with social distance, various charactendtattitude

strength, self-reported moral conviction, and each other.

Table 2.5: Convergent and construct validity for moral conviction, by politisaéss

-

(2] —

s & § =T g £ £ 3

= S 2 ) o) 8 g 5

7 0 w £ © E < Q

z a < x @)
Abortion
Cognitive MC A48*  172%  275%  -299*  280*  215*  193** -
Emotional MC 318* 227 .017 .070 -.016 A51* 316**  -.054
Gay adoption
Cognitive MC .285*  359**  462** -307** .402** 358** 335** -
Emotional MC 266* 218  101* .011 .050 A52* 117 285*
Capital punishment
Cognitive MC 163*  254%  356**  -268*  .284*  254** 275 -
Emotional MC A20**  169**  .195**  -.035 A37+ 302 .292%*  115*
Medical usage of marijuana
Cognitive MC .047 A35%  345% - 267* 385 28 146 -
Emotional MC A449*  259** .021 .091 -.015 .086 @9 -.077
Deportation of illegal immigrants
Cognitive MC .284*  265**  316* -213** 301* 256**  .108* -
Emotional MC .067 .088 .073 -.027 A13* 147 296 .017
Harsh interrogation of detainees during wartime
Cognitive MC .233* . 281*  338* -223%  311* 221*  284** -
Emotional MC 249*  251*  281**  -105* .256**  .33* 519**  251**

Table entries are pair-wise correlations of cogaitlC (folded) and emotional MC, with social distan
attitude strength attributes, and self-reported BICmeasures were recoded to vary between 0-17Bi=2
**: p<.05 (two tail); *: p<.05 (one tail).

Overall, construct validation of the measure of moral conviction will be

demonstrated by significant relationships in the expected direction with ibabret

concepts to which it was expected to be correlated. Previous literature andéhgory

Skitka, Bauman, and Sargis, 2005) suggest that high moral conviction on an issue is

related to more extreme attitudes, higher certainty and attitude impsrtanaller

attitudinal ambivalence, and stronger preferences for social distancedrsamg with
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differing views both on the personal level (e.g., a co-worker, a potentialastaté) the
larger society (e.g., the owner of a restaurant one visits, the governoro$tate).
Convergent validation of the measure will be demonstrated by significant positive
relationships with alternative moral conviction measures, i.e., between the two
dimensions and with the self-reported moral conviction measure.

Indeed, the folded classification as in the moral domain (cognitive MC) is
systematically related to social distance preferences, incredisedeatxtremity,
certainty, and attitude importance; and to decreased attitudinal ambivalenoss, all
political issues examined. To the extent that a person is more likely to tehiaeaa
political issue as in the moral domain (holding constant the valence of thacgbolit
preferences on this issue), they are also more likely to prefer keepistgracdi from
people in the closer and the further-away social circles who disagree on théstue
specification to the moral domain increases, one’s political attitude on the issue
expected to be more extreme, certain, and important, and less ambivalent.

In the same manner, emotional moral conviction is positively correlated & soci
distance preferences, such that as negative moral emotions on the politicalassase]
one is more likely to prefer keeping a distance from people in the closer dndhiee
away social circles who disagree on this issue. However, while hot moratoomvs
positively correlated to social distance preferences, attitude importatieeonly
attitude attribute to which moral emotions are systematically re{atetl6 issues).

Prima facie, it seems that categorization as in the moral domain is noueh m
consistently correlated with different attitude attributes than to the mmaiions

dimension. Nevertheless, it is important to note that unlike the folded form of the
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cognitive dimension, the emotional moral conviction measutgestional as it consists

of negative moral emotions solely. It may be the case, then, that the emergence of
negative emotions toward a political practice which one is overall expected to support
due to his political ideology will actuallyeakerhis political attitudes, as it creates an
emotional-cognitive dissonance. This is a state of incongruence among one posi
thoughts and negative feelings; for instance, when a person supports gay adoption, even
though they personally are disgusted by it. Thus, the next step was to examine emotional

moral conviction by support for, or opposition to, the political practice, as presented in

table 6.
Table 2.6: Correlations between hot moral conviction
and attitude attributes, by issues and support
o
s & sz £ ¢ 3
5 & 3§ £ 8§ 8
- [0 d
Legalizing abortion — Support [203; .215 (.188)] | -.417* .347* -385* -047 .017 -.229**
Legalizing abortion — Opposition [70; .672 (.261)] .516** -362* .537*  .363* .502*  .518*
Gay adoption — Support [205; .044 (.097)] -.289* 317+ -310"™* -049 -.107 -.116*
Gay adoption — Opposition [68; .582 (.292)] 519*  -384*  659**  501** .510**  .428*
Capital punishment — Support [139; .211 (.205)] -.300*  .293** -302* -016 -.119 -.275%
Capital punishment — Opposition [134; .602 (.26R)]360**  -.161*  .367*  .403** .347**  215*
Medical marijuana — Support [238; .048 (.098)] | -.288*  .313** -295%* -120* -.077 -.224%*
Medical marijuana — Opposition [35; .535 (.306)] .573** -.346* .629** 546 .350**  .571*
Deporting immigrants — Support [164; .158 (.18¢)}.359**  .239** -262** -120 .001 -.323*
Deporting immigrants Opposition [109 .538 A67+  -313*  523*  355%  403*  .313*
(-269)]
Stress interrogation- — Support [117; .251 (.208)] -.278*  .321*  -229** .034 .064 -.420%
Stress interrogation — Opposition [156; .649 (.280).396**  -301**  .411* 379" 610  .342*

Table entries are pair-wise correlations by supfworthe practice (is practice alright or not alfrig);
sample size, mean and (std. errors) of Hot MC @hemndition are in brackets; **: p<.05 (two taft);
p<.05 (one tail).
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Indeed, moderation by ideology reveals the underlying directional relationship
between moral emotions and attitude attributes. When one opposes a political practice, be
it conservative like capital punishment or liberal like gay adoption, increasedveegati
emotions toward the practice are associated with increased attituglaigxtcertainty,
issue importance, and decreased ambivalence.

It seems then that moral emotions are associated with increased sttiéundgth
only when a moral issue is congruent with one’s expected position on the matter.
However, experiencing negative moral emotions that are not congruent with onelk overa
supportive position on the matter typically has the effect of weakening one’sagoliti
attitudes. Thus, as a person feels negative moral emotions on a practice they sigpport (e
capital punishment for conservatives, legality of abortion for liberals), Heraattitude
on the issue tends to be less extreme, less certain, and more ambivalent. In addition t
validating the measures, this set of results underscores the importance obmégiat
ideology in understanding the effect of moral convictions.

A similar effect occurs with regards to convergent validation betweectiaée
and cognitive moral conviction. For example, when congruent with their attitude on the
matter, i.e. when opposed to a political practice, increased negative moral enrations a
associated with an increased tendency to categorize the political pradticda@ moral
domain. However, negative relationships between hot and cold moral emotions emerge
when incongruence occurs, such that as a person feels more negative moral emotions
toward a political issue he or she tends to categorize it as in the moral domagsdera |
extent. Again, this is explained by the emotional-cognitive dissonance yielding

weakening attitudes. Thus, when a person feels negative emotions toward & peaotic
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she supports, such as abortion, the result is to downgrade the importance of this attitude
for them, and accordingly—its generalizability in the face of contrastingmon norms
or laws, which are the characteristics of the moral domain.

Next, table 5 shows some evidence for convergent validation by the positive
significant correlations between cognitive (all issues) andtafée(s of 6 issues) moral
conviction and self-reported moral convicttdrHowever, table 6 demonstrates that the
correlation among the directional hot and self- reported moral conviction measlye
emerges when one opposes the political practice. Thus, while strong negatioagmot
on an issue one opposes are associated with a higher tendency to report moral conviction
on the issue, experiencing negative moral emotions has no effect on reporting moral
conviction when one supports the issue (e.g., for a liberal reporting moral conviction on
abortion, or a conservative reporting moral conviction on torture). This conditioeel eff
can be regarded as further evidence of self-reported moral conviction being thforme
from elite talk on the issues, rather than from inner psychological cons&rgietson
supporting an issue ignores his moral emotions or lack thereof, and reports the &éssue as
moral issue based on his political knowledge.

Overall, these results provide evidence for construct and convergentywvafidit
the new moral conviction measures. In addition, the two dimensions of moral conviction
are at least somewhat orthogonal, and ideology emerges as a key moderater, as wa

previously discussed.

15 The validation hypotheses are fully directionald, a one-tailed significance test is in fact the
appropriate test in these cases.
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Directional emotional moral conviction

Some of the results were an artifact of the directionality of the emotiaral m
conviction scale; i.e., the fact that this dimension currently taps the stadrigth
negative moral emotions toward the practice. Later in the project, | developed a
directional measure for emotional moral conviction. Similar to cognitive moral
conviction, this measure was branched by the preexisting political attituahetheat
participants answering that a certain political practice is alrightroes/hat alright were
asked about their response to a situation where it is not allowed or they are foragd to de
it, while participants viewing the practice as not alright or somewhat ngitalvere
asked about a situation where it is allowed or they are engaged in it (e.ginéntizat
you work in [relevant job], and as part of your job [have to engage in act/ have to deny
act]. How ashamed would this make you feel? How guilty?”). In this version of the
measure, the aversive emotions were averaged for all relevant questioms; Hidgeion
emotional moral conviction, holding constant the attitude’s direction. The data comes
from a representative survey carried by phone among 788 NY state resgeh8&a
older, who were randomly assigned to respond on one of three political issues: gay
adoption (N=274), abortion (N=235), and capital punishment (N=298; see chapter 4).

In its non-directional version, emotional moral conviction is expected to increase
attitude certainty regardless of the attitude’s direction. Indeed, non-diralcéffective
moral conviction was usually associated with stronger attitudes both for thoséengppos
and for those supporting the political practice, although the correlationsyperally
stronger among opponents (opposition to: capital punishment — certainty r=.47 p=.00,

importance r=.42 p=.00, extremity r=.50 p=.00; gay adoption — certainty r=.30 p=.03,
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importance r=.29 p=.04, extremity r=.50 p=.00; abortion — certainty r=.51 p=.00,
importance r=.53 p=.00, extremity r=.44 p=.00; support: capital punishment — certainty
r=.24 p=.00, importance r=.29 p=.00, extremity r=.24 p=.00; gay adoption — certainty
r=.28 p=.00, importance r=.30 p=.00, extremity r=.39 p=.00; abortion — certainty r=.03
p=ns, importance r=.14 p=.11, extremity r=.06 p=ns).

It is also interesting to build on the directional version of the measure, as
constructed in chapter 4, to validate the results on the relationships betweemamot
moral conviction and ideology, as well as its correlations with cognitive ancepelfted
moral conviction. The directional version of hot moral conviction used in chapter 4
replicates the finding that liberals tend to hold stronger moral conviction on capital
punishment, where serious harm to people is inflicted, while conservatives are more
prone to moral conviction on gay adoption. Thus, the average of emotional moral
conviction (0-1 scale) on abortion significantly differed between the suppontirs a
opponents, with .695 for those opposing abortion (who answered based on their emotions
in the case of performing abortion) compared to .427 for its supporters (who answered
based on their emotions in the case of denying abortion). Similarly, those opposing
capital punishment held an emotional moral conviction of .539 on average, significantly
higher than the average emotional moral conviction of supporters of capital punishment
(.392). An exception was the issue of gay adoption, where supporters actually held
stronger emotional moral conviction than opponents (.634 vs. .477).

Next, the non-directional version of emotional moral conviction is convergently
validated both against the non-directional measure of cognitive moral convantialh f

three issues (abortion: r=.319, p=.000; gay adoption: r=.384, p=.000; capital punishment:
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r=.367, p=.000) and against the self-reported measure of moral conviction (abortion:
r=.390, p=.000; gay adoption: r=.376, p=.000; capital punishment: r=.463, p=.000). Note
that self-reported moral conviction shows vaster correlations with emoti@mal m
conviction compared to cognitive moral conviction, strengthening the view that the sel
reported moral conviction strongly relates to one’s indication of their feelingseon t
political issues (correlations between self-reported and cognitive maeratton were
r=.198, p=.004 for abortion; r=.178, p=.009 for gay adoption; r=.282, p=.000 for capital
punishment). Results from this chapter are thus nicely validated when using a non-

directional measure for emotional moral conviction.

Conclusions

The identification of moral issues in politics is not merely a theoreticatiqones
Since rules in the moral domain are, by definition, to be applied to all, at all tvees, e
in the face of contradictory norms or laws, moral rules leave no room for riego&ad
compromise. A dispute between two opponents holding strong moral convictions can
thus only be resolved with some form of enforcement, as both ideological sides see
severe means as legitimate when fighting immorality, including coerciorear e
violence. As Martin Luther King put it in an address in 1963, “Morality cannot be
legislated but behavior can be regulated; judicial decrees may not chahgartise but
they can restrain the heartless.”

Furthermore, there is a substantial theoretical benefit in identifyorglnssues:
not only does this point to a potentially meaningful predictor of public opinion on

specific issues; at the same time it also reveals the key source loblogycal constraint
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on the political belief system of a particular individual for a particular jssue thereby
weakens the classical Conversian view of the dysfunctional, unconstrained publi
To identify what political issues are moral and to whom, a clear theory is needed
of what constitutes moral convictions, as well as how and why ideology affeicts the
emergence. However, moral judgment has so far been neglected as a scomsgang,
as the literature in moral psychology has traditionally been dordihgtéhe view that
moral judgment is governed by a cognitive reasoning process (Heider, 1958; Piag
1965/1932; Kohlberg, 1969; Turiel, 1983). To argue that moral judgment underlies
political attitude formation entailed making the assumption that citizelasthe
cognitive abilities and motivation to scrutinize politics. In a world where/disé
majority of Americans are politically unknowledgeable (Delli Carpini aedtkr, 1996),
and ideologically unsophisticated (Converse, 1964), it seems unreasonable to expect
people to analyze politics through the abstract and complex prism of moraplasnci
Happily, according to this chapter’'s new two-dimensional definition of moral
judgment, building on recent theories and evidence from moral psychology, moral
judgment does not necessarily involve any intricate effortful analysis, hyutatieer
occur very quickly, via emotional or unconscious intuitive responses (see Greene et al
2004; Greene et al., 2001; Koenigs et al., 2007; Valdesolo and DeSteno, 2006; Cushman
et al., 2006; Haidt, 2001; Pizarro, Uhlmann, and Bloom, 2003), and without necessitating
cognitive capabilities and knowledge, thus readily supplying psychologicalaions
Accordingly, this chapter embarks on developing and testing a theory of moral
conviction in politics. Building on sentimentalism and domain theory, | suggest that

moral convictions are those transgressions that during socialization t@atysally
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colored with moral emotions and a sense of harmfulness. The associated rules the
encompass the moral domain and hold the characteristics of generalizability,
unalterability, and independence of society and authority. The moderatingoéffec
ideology on the moral domain thus stems from the differences between what
conservatives and liberals are prone to feel moral emotions toward and temcgeas
harmful.

| developed a new set of moral conviction measures to test this theory. Moral
conviction was conceptualized as two-dimensional, with both a cognitive harm apprais
and an emotional dimension. The cognitive dimension derives from domain theory, and it
identifies a moral issue by seeing it as generalizable, unalterabled@pendent of
society and authority. The emotional dimension is due to sentimentalist taedny,
identifies a moral issue by the emergence of self-blaming emotidres;ldaming
emotions, and consequences for a third party.

This new bi-dimensional theory-based measure of moral conviction produces
some interpretable variance across a range of political issues angl diftarentiating
gradations of moral issues, and was nicely validated against the curfeapeetied
moral mandate measure as well as against some related theoreticptohtwes, moral
conviction is associated with more extreme attitudes, higher certaithigtétude
importance, smaller attitudinal ambivalence, and stronger preferenceiardistance
from persons with differing views. In addition, experiencing negative moral emations
issues where moral conviction is overall low often has the effect of weakami's

political attitudes, presumably as a result of a cognitive-emotional disnanc
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The second goal of this essay was to test the role of ideology in moral issues. The
results strengthened the “morality for all” hypothesis, as liberals@mkcovatives do not
generally differ in the mere tendency to moralize political issues. Bighals and
conservatives readily feel moral emotions on some issues, and are far ingrmbeally
insensitive. Furthermore, the average difference between cognitivenatidral moral
convictions on the various issues is practically identical for liberals arsgc@tives,
suggesting that liberals certainly do not inhibit their moral emotionsve i
conservatives.

Next, the hypothesis on the moderating effect of ideology was empirically
confirmed as well. Thus, liberals showed a higher moral conviction on issues whe
people are intentionally and severely physically harmed, i.e., torture anal capit
punishment. Conservatives, in contrast, respond to violations of social order and religious
norms, and showed the highest moral conviction on abortion and gay adoption. It is clear,
then, why studies defining moral issues as limited to such matters #israbod gay
rights yield a very biased view of the differences in attending to molslitgleology,
with results erroneously confirming the “moralizing conservatives” hygaheowever,
it is important to note that this hypothesis was not directly tested. Furtiestigation of
these results is needed, for instance by experimentally studyingtém &xwhich
different types of harm interact with ideology to affect moral conviction.

In general, ideology is a key moderating variable, essential to compiiege
what issues are viewed as moral. As hypothesized, assumptions of the hasdtithe
practice mediated the effect of ideology on moral conviction, thus strengttbaing

theory regarding the specific mechanism by which ideology affects nwraictions.
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In addition to providing theoretical formulations and empirical results on the
nature of moral convictions and their moderation by ideology, this essay putsdf@wa
framework for future studies on morality in politics. Most of all, the hypshidat
moral convictions are a psychological constraint needs to be empirestiégdt by
investigating the effects of moral conviction as an explanatory variablald¢ stnd
consistent political attitudes.

Validating intuitive and sentimental moral conviction as a possible source of
psychological constraint holds normative implications for the functioning obdexuies.
To the extent that moral judgment is quick and emaotional, it can be regarded as readily
able to inform political attitudes even without postulating particular citizpalzhbties,
and thereby explains the evidence of a rational public (e.g., Page and Shapiyoin1992
spite of low levels of sociological constraint (Converse, 1964) and political knowledge
(Delli Carpini and Keeter, 1996).

Most exciting of all in this research program is the applicatioseafinal
theories from political philosophy and psychologyestablishing theoretical and
methodological foundations upon which morality could be reintegrated in subsequent
political behavior research, after decades of neglect. While poptidaksophers have
always regarded attitudes guided by moral princigfaatrinsically good and obligatory
(e.g. Kant, 1785/2002), scholars of empirical political science typicallywshy aom
studying the extent to which morals inform political attitudes, due to lac&roprehensible
moral principles and contrasting complex theories of ethilois research programevelops
the theoretical and methodological framework for empiricatlgressinghe question of the

role of morality in the formation of political attitudes.
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Chapter Il

Essay 2: Disgust, Harm, and Moral Judgment

Abstract

This essay experimentally tests a theoretical framework foalmuagment in
politics, which integrates two research traditions, Domain-Theory and Siynsibi
Sentimentalism, to suggest that moral judgment is bi-dimensional with one dimensi
pertaining to harm others and the other to moral emotions. Two experiments dataonstr
that priming incidental harm associations and the moral emotion of disgust prior to a
political issue facilitates moral conviction on the issue as well as a hansia!
judgment compared to no-prime and to non-moral cognitive and emotional negative
primes (sadness and damage). In addition, incidental harm and incidental disgust, but not
sadness and damage, interact with the preexisting attitude toward the pestieahn

affecting moral conviction.
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Introduction

Countless scholars and pundits regularly point at values and morals to explain the

political polarization, culture war, and alienation in current American psjliéimong
them are Thomas Frank What's the Matter with Kansa&eorge Lakoff ifMoral
Politics, David Myers inAmerican ParadoxJean Twenge iGeneration MgDavid
Callahan inThe Moral CenterEric Uslaner inThe Moral Foundations of Trusand
many others. The problem with America, they all agree, is morality.

But what exactly is this elusive moral state of mind, moral conviction or moral
mandate? Where does it come from, and how is it created? Although mordlitiyes a
very crux of politics, scholars of empirical political science typically alvay from
defining moral judgment, and instead refer to political matters as moral i#thaoratical
way, based on the subjective perception of either the researcher or the respendent
without illuminating exactlyvhat it isthat makes some issues seem moral to some

people.

For instance, studies conducted following the 2004 exit polls used the concept of

“moral values” as mere codename for specific issues, particularly gayage and

abortion (see Hillygus anshields, 2005; Burden, 2004; Campbell and Quinn, 2005;
Fiorina, 2004), although it is hard to believe that other political issues such as counter-
terrorism practices, the Iraq war, or the death penalty are stmattyrhoral” issues.
Another descriptive approach simply asks the respondents whether they perceive som
issues to be a matter of morals (Lovett and Jordan, 2005; Skitka and Bauman, 2008;
Skitka, Bauman and Sargis, 2005; Skitka and Houston, 2001) yet fails to expiain

these issues are viewed morally.
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However, determining the extent to which the public is guided by moral judgment
in political attitude formation is contingent on theoretically strong expentaregarding
what is moral and on valid measures of moral judgment. This essay builds on the theory
of bi-dimensional moral domain presented in the previous chapter to defioeabissue
as an issue in which moral judgment is applied. In turn, moral judgment, the appraisal of
a practice (e.g., gay adoption) as morally wrong or right, depends on whetheadtiee
obeys or violates some moral rule (Darley and Shultz, 1990). Two researdbrisafthie
Social-Cognitive Domain Perspective, e.g., Turiel, 1998; Helwig and Turiel, 2002, and
Sensibility-Sentimentalism, e.g., Prinz, 2007; 2008) are integrated to suggestuleat
is moralunder at least one of two circumstances. Under the ratiodaiisin-theory
dimension, a rule is moral if its violatidrarmsothers, and in that case, it is inherently
wrong. The intrinsic ‘harmfulness’ underlying moral transgressions yaidsportant
distinction between moral and conventional rules such that adherence to moral but not
conventional rules is “experienced as obligatory, if it applies to all people regmuafl
their attitude toward it and if its force is impersonal and external” (Parte Shultz,

1990). Under theentimentalisthot” dimension, a rule is moral if it invokes self-
blaming emotions and other-blaming emotions both in close and third-party situations.

In accordance with this theory, the previous chapter demonstrates thaapoliti
issues can be meaningfully classified as belonging to the moral or the ¢conaknt
domain based on emotions and formal domain characteristics, and that they vary
systematically in pertaining to moral rules, depending on assumptions regasling t
harmfulness of the political practice. However, it remains to be dema@usthatt moral

emotions and associatioafect—rather than merely co-occur with—the moral judgment
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of political issuesConsequently, the goal of this study is to show thatainconvictions
and moral judgments in politics arausallyaffected by harm associations (as domain
theory would argue) and moral emotions (as would sentimentalism theory), irk, to |
the domain classification to moral judgment in politics.

The experimental method is specifically useful in establishing such dgusali
Thus, this study involved two experiments to establish that priming the chastacstent
moral rules identification, specifically harm associations and the motdla@nof
disgust, underlie moral judgment of political issues.

Four main hypotheses on the twofold nature of moral conviction were tested and
confirmed: that priming incidental harm and disgust gives rise to harsherjodgalent;
that both moral emotions and harm considerations increase moral conviction—seeing t
political issue as a moral one; that the effect of incidental harm and disgustan mor
judgment is not uniquely due to increased accessibility of negative contepitisniag
non-moral negative associations and emotions does not yield similar effectbaa
manipulated incidental disgust and manipulated incidental harm associatevastimtith
one’s preexisting attitude on the issue, such that disgust and associations oicheasei
moral conviction when one has a negative view of the practice, but decrease moral

conviction when one has a positive view.

The twofold nature of moral conviction
There is an ongoing debate on the nature of moral judgment, i.e., the evaluation of
an act as morally wrong or right. The vast interdisciplinary literagarmoral judgment

throughout the years can be overall divided to two schools of thought regarding the
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definition of moral judgment: the rationalist, which focuses on the role of cognition in
moral judgment (e.g., Kant, 1785/2002; Piaget, 1932/1965; Kohlberg, 1969; 1981; Turiel,
1983; 2006), and the sentimental, which emphasizes the role of emotions (e.g., Hume,
1739/1978; Haidt, 2001).

As will be detailed below, | developed an integrative position, defining moral
judgment as the controlled and automatic process of moral assessment of whges
an object will be appraised morally to the extent that one categorizes it iothke m
domain, i.e., holds some moral conviction on the issue. Moral conviction, in turn,
includes both emotional and cognitive dimensions, where the former pertains to the
theory of sensibility- sentimentalism and the latter pertains to the ridiomaral

domain perspective.

The cognitive dimension of moral conviction: domain theory and harm

Domain theory postulates a distinction between moral and conventional rules. The
moral domain pertains to the welfare of others including matters of harmejastic
rights, whereas the conventional domain pertains to arbitrary social rules,(T983;
Nucci and Turiel, 2000). Moral transgressions, i.e., harm to others’ welfare, are
inherently wrong since they have an intrinsic effect on the well-beindheftin
contrast, rules in the conventional domain are derived from social norms, authority and
tradition (e.g., stopping at a stop sign) and thus hold force through the social drganiza
they define and can be changed upon decision. Children acquire the distinction between
moral and other rules by experiencing the consequences and responses to harms and

welfare matters in their early years; such learning occurs wheahillkdgs a victim of
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injustice or other matter of harm, or an observer of its consequences and theagegpons
it (Turiel, 1983).

What is special about matters of harm is that they can be directly derivethiom
features of the situation rather than from social organizations and norms. This non-
arbitrary nature of moral rules that differentiates them from socralentions is defined
by several formal characteristics. Under domain theory, moral régdaare universal,
authority independent, and unalterable. The attributenviersalityor generalizability
suggests that transgressions in the moral domain are judged to be wrong and
impermissible across different social contekidependenc&om rules and authority
sanctions suggests that transgressions would be wrong even in the absence of rules or
when the authority is unaware of the rule violatidnalterability suggests that moral
obligations should not be alterable by consensus or majority. Consequently, studies
robustly verify that rules classified in the moral domain are judged moreebeaad
considered more punishable compared to conventions and personal choices (e.g.,
Smetana, 2006). Political attitudes on moral issues such as gay adoption are thus more
likely than issues such as agricultural funding to be judged as universal, authority
independent, and unalterable, and accordingly, transgressions in the former aexlexpec
to be perceived as more morally impermissible.

Still, harmfulness can be mediated by the social context, by varyingnational
assumptions regarding potential, unseen harm (e.g., Turiel, Hildebrandt and Wainryb,
1991). Accordingly, harmful features in a situation can be affected by informauch
that holding all else constant, an act can be classified in the moral domain when

information on harm exists and in the conventional domain without such information.
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The moral domain perspective’s research tradition focuses on interviews in which
respondents evaluate rules on the various formal characteristics. Indeed, datedesf
using this perspective convincingly demonstrate that scenarios presentailg soc
interactions that do and do not entail intrinsic harm, such as causing injury or @justic
are judged differently on the formal characteristics, and that rules indted domain are
judged moreseverelyand considered mopunishablecompared to conventions (for
reviews, see: Turiel, 1998; Nucci, 2001; Killen, McGlothlin and Lee Kim, 2002;
Smetana, 2006). In fact, children as young as three years old are ablentudistmoral
obligations from social conventions above and beyond stimuli, settings, and cultures
(Smetana, 1981).

Similar to Kant, Piaget and Kohlberg, domain theorists acknowledge that
emotions are inseparable from reasoning in generating moral judgmenawgrah pl
important motivational role in moral actions and moral development (Turiel, 1998;
Nucci, 2001). Whereas conventional transgressions are mostly affectivaigineut
aversive emotions typically co-occur with moral transgressions (Arsedi&@rd, 1985).
However, emotions are viewed as merely a vehicle to cognitive-in-natue¢ m
judgment; emotions are “the energy that drives and organizes judgments... reyhat t
influence children’s understanding, encoding, and memory of moral transgressions...
moral knowledge, not emotional response, changes qualitatively with age” (@meta

2006:131).
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The emotional dimension of moral conviction: sentimentalism and moral
emotions

Sentimentalist approaches to moral judgment typically question both the contents
of the moral domain and the direct effect of controlled “cold” processes on moral
decisions, at least for the vast majority of judgments. These approadreargfie that
some matters considered by domain theorists as harmless and thus conventions are
perceived as moral as well. Prominent evidence to this argument is the camseaif “
dumbfounding"—one’s tendency to judge an event as morally wrong while being unable
to come up with reasons to justify it (Haidt, 2001; Cushman, Young and Hauser, 2006). It
was found that people are often quick to appraise violations of harmless taboos—such as
masturbating with a dead chicken before cooking it, or serving the familgtb i for
dinner—as morally wrong and then seek post factum justification for their judgment
(Haidt, Koller and Dias, 1993). They go on to suggest that moral judgment is frgquentl
based on moral emotions and is rationalized after the fact.

What makes an emotion moral? Haidt (2003) defines moral emotions as “those
emotions that are linked to the interests or welfare either of societylas@ oy at least
of persons other than the judge or agent” (2003: 853) and describes four main families of
moral emotions: the other-condemning emotions (contempt, anger, and disgustj; the sel
conscious emotions (shame, embarrassment, and guilt), the other-suffering emotions
(compassion), and the other-praising emotions (gratitude, awe, and elevation).

Cutting-edge interdisciplinary literature confirms that moral eomsti
specifically the emotion of disgust, play a causal role in moral judgmenudisga

basic emotion associated with the physiological state of nausea, a digfigct fa
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expression, and the behavior of distancing from an object and has both physical objects
and a wide variety of social violations as its elicitors. It had presumabblaped as a
mechanism of rejection response to bad tastes in order for humans to avoid bodily harm,
but had later evolved into “a much more abstract and ideational emotion... a mechanism
for avoiding harm to the soul. The elicitors of disgust may have expanded to the point
that they have in common only the fact that decent people want nothing to do with them.
At this level, disgust becomes a moral emotion and a powerful form of negative
socialization” (Rozin, Haidt and McCauley, 2000:650, also see Miller, 1997).

A growing body of literature shows that moral judgment and responses to moral
violations can be altered by manipulating one’s level of repulsion (e.g. Kasgtrajs
2007; Valdesolo and DeSteno, 2006). For instance, Schnall, Haidt and Clore (2005)
placed respondents in a clean vs. dirty environment and measured their moral judgments
Indeed, participants seated at a filthy desk with such objects as a usednisaug@asy
pizza box expressed harsher moral judgment (contingent on high private body
consciousness). Haidt and Bjorklund (2008) report varying the vividness of disgust-
eliciting features of scenarios. While incidental to the task, the vivid disgudstails
yielded stronger moral judgments.

This evidence suggests that negative moral emotions—particularly disgugt—ma
increase the negativity of moral appraisals. A possible alternative explansdy posit
that the effect of negative emotions is by means of drawing attention to ndgatives
of the moral situation (Prinz, 2006). Interestingly, Wheatley and Haidt (2008)aléz
to demonstrate a more negative moral appraisal when negative emotion iied elen

for a neutral event, where no negative features could be made accessible, big&lijypnot
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conditioning certain neutral words (‘often’ and ‘take’) with disgust. As hypatbdsi
scenarios including the conditioned word yielded more severe moral judgment.

Following these studies and the primacy of the affect research traditi@m¢Zaj
1980; Murphy and Zajonc, 1983), some sentimentalists suggest that more often than not,
an automatic reaction emerges in response to moral transgressions, and afiedive
response that shapes our moral judgment; when occurs at all, cognitiveeasoaing is
a post-hoc process destined to justify preceding intuition (Haidt, 2001).

But this argument does not explain why moral emotions sometimes do not
generate a sense of morality at all--for instance, one may be angrgraba ppeeding
on the highway, but not consider speeding immoral (Turiel, 2006)--and why our views on
morality are responsive to informational assumptions on harm. It also does not account
for the vastly consistent evidence that children as young as three or fouofyages
overwhelmingly differentiate between moral and conventional transgressianset of
theoretical formal characteristics, such that the former are judged asenionss,
generalizably wrong, and rule independent (e.g., Smetana, 1981; Turiel, 1998); it is
highly difficult to believe that these responses are made up by toddlersras ohpast-
hoc justification for their moral intuitions.

Prinz’s (2006; 2007; 2008) version of sentimentalism supplies a more restrictive
definition to moral rules, which admits to the evidence on moral domain recognition. In
this version of sentimentalism, a distinction between moral and conventional rules occ
as moral transgressions generate negative emotions in the child, regafrdlgb®rities.

This is achieved by emotional conditioning, which is more likely to occur when teaching

94



moral, rather than conventional, rules. Still, emotional conditioning can occur with
conventions, and in that case we tend to moralize them.

Following the philosophical tradition of the British moralists, Prinz (2008)
suggests that moral norms are grounded in the moral emotions: “To count as a moral
norm, these emotions must behave in particular ways... At a minimum, moral rules
involve both self-directed emotions and other-directed emotions... Second, our emotions
must be directed at third parties if they are to ground moral norms... To have a moral
attitude toward#-ing, one must have a moral sentiment that disposes one to feel a self-

directed emotion of blame f@ring, and an emotion of other-directed blame when

someone elsés.”

This view of sentimentalism does not reject domain theory’s distinction between
moral and conventional rules but rather suggests that what differentiatesbenharal
and conventional rules is that the former holds the potential to evoke both self-directed
emotions and other-directed emotions. Both are necessary to ensure the géildyaliz
of the norm: if we are angry at a driver speeding on the highway but do not feeleash
when we ourselves speed, or if we feel guilty when we sleep more than eight hours but

are not disgusted by other people sleeping in, these are not moral norms (Prinz, 2008).

Present research

The current literature on dual processes in psychology (Chaiken and Trope, 1999)
and the empirical evidence confirming the importance of both emotional and cognitive
components (e.g., both emerge in the brain when solving different moral dilemmas and

engaging in moral judgment, e.g., Greene et al, 2001; Sanfey et al, 2003; Greene and
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Haidt, 2002; Greene, 2008) support an integrative position, defining moral judgment as
the controlled and automatic process of moral assessment of objects, which inclades bot
emotional and cognitive appraisals.

Unfortunately, generalizing from the above descried lines of research tauthed c
effect of harm associations and disgust on moral judgment of politics is highly
inappropriate as the moral dilemmas in the few studies establishing céaisahsaips
lack political context and are often vulnerable to strong alternative explasati

First, unlike the new, simple and prototypical practices morally judged in most of
these studies, political issues are seldom completely new and are oftenxcantple
involve both moral and conventional considerations (i.e., are mixed-domain events). The
real-world political context may alter the level of motivation and alftityapplying
moral principles and emotions as well as change the strength of preeaistundes. For
instance, the political context may facilitate reasoning due to highesstallace
feelings of risk and threat, or allow relying on ideological cues. Althougk trer
currently some studies establishing a correlational relationship betvaggrsidand
political attitudes (e.g., my previous chapter, and also Smith et al, 2009; Inbam Piza
and Bloom, 2009), a causal effect of disgust on moral judgment in politics is still to be
demonstrated.

There are at least three more caveats to the current empiricblliee First,
moral emotions often emerge in response to harm, making it difficult to disenthagl
two effects where only one of the components is manipulated. Second, induction of moral
emotions and harm associations typically alter the specific situatioa whrkeasing the

perceived seriousness of the original violation, which in turn, serves as a strong
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alternative explanation to the harsher moral judgment. Finally, an alterexijanation
to the effect of disgust and harm on moral appraisal may argue that it is theenegat
valence of harm and disgust rather than their moral nature that increasé¢iv&ogni
attention to the negativity of the stimuli and, by that, yields harsher appraisal

The present research is designed to test the effect of harm and disgyrgton li
these criticisms. First, priming withcidentalmoral emotions and harm associations
(i.e., without altering the nature of the appraised situation, enable the canparis
moral judgment with and without disgust and harm) while holding constant the
information about the political act appraised. The effect of priming consulesain
attitude formation is explained in the associative network framework or any othe
accessibility model for memory in which attitudes are constructed ondharsgp are
thus influenced by the presentation of environmental cues (Bargh and Chartrand, 2000;
Zaller and Feldman, 1992; Barsalou, 1987). In accord with this view, priming increases
the accessibility of specific objects in one’s memory, with or without th@psrs
awareness (Krosnick and Kinder, 1990; Krosnick and Brannon, 1993). When harm
associations or the emotions of disgust which pertain to the moral domain arebéecessi
upon appraisal of a political issue, the constructed judgment is expected twbe wie
moral terms.

Consequently, this chapter employs priming of incidental cues to study thie effec
of disgust and harm associations on moral judgment of political issues with four mai
hypotheses. First, as the moral domain is viewed here as bi-dimensionahjpgtiath
to matters of harm and to the emergence of moral emotions, priming both harm

associations and disgust is expected to increase the probability of viewinticalpmdt
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as a moral issue when compared to a no-prime condition. In turn, moral conviction, i.e.,
viewing a practice in moral terms, holds two components as well. Under the cognitive
dimension, a rule is categorized in the moral domain to the extent that it ivpdrasi
universal, rule-independent, and unalterable, whereas under the hot dimension, a rule is
viewed as moral to the extent that it evokes self-blaming emotions, other-blaming
emotions, and holds consequences to a third party. Thus, it is first hypothesized that
manipulated disgust and manipulated harm associations will increase the tetedency
perceive a political issue as a moral one, i.e., increase the extent to wkidoa

categorizes the political practice to the moral domain, and experieficasdsether-

blaming emotions upon transgression.

H,: Manipulated incidental disgust and manipulated incidental harm associations
will increase moral conviction, i.e., viewing the political issue as a moral one, compared

to the no-prime condition.

Second, both moral emotions and harm considerations will increase negative
moral judgment, i.e., viewing transgressions as more wrong and severe, reldteve to t
non-priming condition. Both the domain theory and the sentimentalist frameworks
present evidence that violation of moral rules leads to harsher judgment edrtgpar
violation of conventions. Thus, increasing one’s moral conviction, i.e., the extent to
which one views a political issue as pertaining to the moral domain, by inducing

incidental harm and incidental disgust is expected to increase negativguugnaent,
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such that moral transgression will be viewed as more wrong and severe telative

transgressions in the neutral prime condition.

H,: Manipulated incidental disgust and manipulated incidental harm associations
will give rise to harsher moral judgment of the political issue, compared to the no-prime

condition.

The next hypothesis is set to refute the alternative explanation accorevhgo
the effect of incidental harm and disgust on moral conviction and moral judgment is due
to the increased accessibility of negative contents. For this matteffettteoé disgust
and harm will be compared to the effect of sadness, a negative non-moral emotion (as it
is low both in disinterestedness of elicitors and in pro-sociality of actnoletey,
whereas moral emotions are high on both, see Haidt, 2003), and to the effect of non-
moral negative associations (damage to home appliances). The genectdtexpes that
induced disgust and harm will increase negative moral judgment and moral conwaction t
a greater extent than the non-moral negative manipulations, confirming thiseit is

moral nature and not entirely their negative valence that generates the effect

Hs: Manipulated incidental disgust and manipulated incidental harm associations

will have a bigger effect on moral judgment and moral conviction compared to both the

cognitive and the emotional non-moral negative primes.

99



The first three hypotheses can be summarized thus: priming harm associations
and disgust prior to a political issue is expected to facilitate categonizatthe moral
domain and, accordingly, a harsher moral judgment, compared to no-prime and to other
non-moral cognitive and emotional negative primes. However, the primes may hold
different effects among supporters and opponents of a political practice. Téilslggs
is supported by my previous chapter, designed to validate the measures ofeoaguit
emotional moral conviction employed here. In this study, the emergence otvaegati
moral emotions toward a political practice was associatedsivithgerpolitical attitude
on the issue when one opposed the practice (i.e., with higher certainty andtgxdremi
lower attitudinal ambivalence), but witteakerpolitical attitudes when one supported
the practice (lower certainty and extremity, higher attitudinal amdaneal). It was
suggested that this effect was due to an emotional-cognitive dissonance o stat
incongruence between one’s positive thoughts and negative feelings, for instanca wh
person supports gay marriage, even though they are personally disgusted by it.

In view of these findings, an interaction between the disgust and harm
manipulations and preexisting view on the political practice is hypothesizedchstich t
disgust and harm increase moral conviction and lead to a harsher moral judgment among
the opponents of a political practice but lead to the opposite effect among the supporters.
First, drawing attention to the disgusting and harmful characteristacpm@ictice should
foster cognitive and emotional moral conviction among the opponents of the practice.
Thus, priming harm and disgust should facilitate categorizing the rule to the mora
domain as serious harm inflicted by the practice suggests that the rule should be

universal, unalterable, and independent of authority. Similarly, primed harm andtdisg
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lead to an increased experience of negative moral emotions upon appraisingitta pol
practice and thus to stronger hot moral conviction. In addition, primed disgust and harm
are expected to present a practice as even more morally imperenssdn one is

against it at the outset, thus causing a harsher moral judgment.

However, when one holds a positive view on a practice, drawing attention to its
harmful and disgusting components may have the effect of decreasing st abtea
affecting preexisting moral conviction to maintain the consistency in attisde
structure (see Heider’s balance theory, 1946 and Festinger’s cogrsseaance, 1956).

In this case, the primes create an emotional-cognitive dissonance, i.te,d sta
incongruency among one’s positive thoughts (supportive view) and negativedeeling
(harmfulness, disgust) toward the act, motivating one to downplay any preeristiag
conviction in favor of the act to be consistent with the current experienced $eatidg
associations, thus resulting in a weakened moral conviction.

For instance, when one holds some moral conviction in favor of gay adoption, yet
feels disgust and encounters harm associations upon appraisal (due to the primes), one
may downplay one’s moral conviction in favor of gay adoption as well as percgive ga
adoption as less morally permissible to alleviate the dissonance betwéen one
preexisting positive attitude and current negative feelings. However, when onesoppose
gay adoption at the outset, then experiencing increased disgust and harmiassagiat
expected to strengthen one’s negative view and lead to a stronger moral coranctito

even harsher moral judgment. It is thus hypothesized that:
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H4: Manipulated incidental disgust and manipulated incidental harm associations
will interact with one’s preexisting attitude on the issue such that disgust and harm will
increase moral conviction when one holds a negative position on the practice but

decrease moral conviction when one holds a positive position.

Pretest of experimental manipulations

Overall, the present study employed four different prirmesdental disgustvas
manipulated by an essay on disgusting food delicacies, accompanied by vivid and
colorful pictures of each dish (such as Vietnamese raw blood soup, fertilized duck egg
and snake wine)ncidental harmwas manipulated by an essay on first aid treatment,
detailing the basic principles of limited care for an injury, aimed at pmiegdife in case
of serious harm, and presenting pictures of dummies receiving treatments sif.as C
Incidental sadneswas manipulated by an essay on autumn blues in poetry, including
citations from famous poems and gloomy pictures of landscapes in autumn, detaghing t
induced sadness from actual harm to people. Finatligental damagé¢conventional
negative associations) was manipulated by a “first aid for out-of-order apgdia
manual, discussing repair and troubleshooting and integrating pictures of broken
appliances. This manual resembled the harm manipulation of first aid but with no real
harm to people. All stimuli were comparable in length and in the number of pictures
presented. All materials are available from the author.

The priming manipulations were pretested for their effect on various assogia
and discrete emotions. Participants included 52 Stony Brook undergraduates who

answered a computerized questionnaire for course credit and reported on their thoughts
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and feelings following the exposure to each of the four primes (order ofgowase

randomized)’. Table 1 presents the means from this task.

Table 3.1: Reported thoughts and feelings upon encountering each prime

| Harm Disgust Damage Sadness
This essay made me think about...
Injuries 5.7¢ 2.98 3.10 2.27
Harm to a person 417 3.55" 3.09 2.48
Convenience 2.64" 2.35 3.22 1.96
Cultural differences 2.10 6.39 1.6F 2.3%
Art 1.45 1.7F 1.37 4.7%
Justice 1.94 1.59 2.04 1.88
Fairness 2.04 1.67 2.39 1.9G
This essay made me feel...
Sad 3.45 2.39 2.60" 4.18
Disgusted 1.96 5.8¢8 1.56 1.43
Anxious 2.49 2.35 2.20 2.80
Angry 1.78 2.25 2.2F 1.98
Ashamed 1.6Z 1.78 1.60 1.47
In general...
How negative? | 360" 4.16 3.07 3.37

Table entries are means on scales varying fromt1ests compared the 4 primes for each question; a
two primes that do not share a superscript ardfgigntly different in the two-tail 95% confidendevel.

The pretest results confirmed that the manipulations are effective. Thus, t-tes
indicate that the harm prime generated significantly more injury and haouiasons
compared to the other primes, that the damage prime generated associations with
convenience, and the disgust and sadness primes each generated the relevant emotion
significantly more than the other three primes.

As expected, the four primes did not significantly differ in reported asswosat
of fairness and justice and in the reported emotions of anxiety, anger, and stigme. S

there were some idiosyncratic effects emerging due to the speaifidigmployed.

18 Note that prior to the pretest reported abovettaiqretest (N=21) took place leading to slight
alteration of the harm and sadness primes.
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Thus, the disgusting delicacies essay raised significantly more tuliftesences

associations as it presented foods from around the world, and the sadness primealgenerate

art associations as it cited sad autumn poems.

In addition, to get at the extremity of the manipulations, participants wkeel a
how negative they found the essay to be in general. The only two essays thatsiiyif
differed on at test were disgust and damage. All other pairs of primesangparable

in level of negativity, ranking slightly above the middle point of the 7-points scale.

Experiment 1
Method

Participants

A total of 127 Stony Brook undergraduates participated in the study in return for

course credit: 65 were females and 78 identified themselves as liberals.

Procedure

The computerized experiment included 10 conditions in a mixed design [5 primes

(incidental emotions: moral/non-moral; incidental associations: moral/moakm
control), between-Ss, X 2 political issues (gay adoption; torture), withinFBs study
included four sections: the first measured determinants of moral judgment (@@pgyile
political knowledge), the second included the experimental treatment of primeng, t
third measured moral judgment and moral conviction on both issues, and the fourth
measured socio-demographics. Participants were informed that the purposduafithe s
“to look at how different contents, both political and non-political in nature, affect

people’s political opinions”.
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In the manipulation phase, participants were presented an essay about either
disgusting delicacies (disgust), first aid (harm), the autumn blues in fsathyess),
damage to appliances (negative conventional consideration), or no essay)(eonitr
were asked to carefully read and recall a situation in which they encountelexbatre
experience (e.g., a person in need of first aid). Immediately afterithegr
manipulation, moral judgment, cognitive moral conviction, and emotional moral
conviction (order randomized within-Ss) were measured for two political isgags
adoption and torture (blocks’ order randomized within-Ss) such that for each issue
participants were asked to indicate the extent to which it is morally pértaeiaad the
extent to which the issue is a moral one by indicating whether it holds domainsheory
formal characteristics (cold dimension) and generates self- and othendplanoral
emotions (hot dimension).

Measures

All measures (except for age) were coded to vary 0-1.

Moral conviction

For the full version of the cognitive and emotional moral conviction measures, as
well as empirical construct and convergent validation, see previous chapter.

Coagnitive dimension of moral conviction

1. Act evaluationls [practice] all right or not all right?

2. Contingency on common practice in the United St&appose that it
[was/was not] common practice for people to [engage in act] in the United. $tatest

case, do you think it would be all right or not all right to [engage in act]?

105



3. Legal status in the United Stat&o you think that there should be a law that

[prohibits issue/ allows issue] in this country?

4. Legal contingencySuppose that the majority of people in the United States

decided that there should be a law that [prohibits issue/ allows issue] and theslaw wa
effect. Do you think it would be all right or not all right to [engage in act] if tha® av
law [prohibiting/allowing] it?

5. Contingency on common practice in another cour@uppose there was

another country where it [is/is not] common practice for people to [engage in act]. D
you think that in that country it would be all right or not all right to [engage in act]?

6. Legal status in another countfyo you think that there should be a law that

[prohibits issue/ allows issue] in all countries?

7. Other country legal contingenc3uppose that the majority of people in

another country decided that there should be a law that [prohibits issue/ allosysaisd
the law was in effect. Do you think that in that country it would be all right or not all
right to [engage in act] if there was a law [prohibiting/allowing] it?

Measures were adapted from Turiel et al., 1991. The measure was composed of
answers to questions 2-7, which were branched by the responses to question 1. In these
guestions, participants answering that a certain political practic# rggtd” were asked
about their response to a situation where it is generally unaccepted or feghibited,
whereas patrticipants viewing the practice as “not all right” were agkawk a situation
where it is commonly accepted or legally allowed. Participants got agadbrtime they
shifted their answer from their original attitude—i.e., low on cognitive maaliction,

holding constant the attitude’s direction—or 1 in absolute value otherwise. Tidisdyse
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7 point scale (0-6), which was then coded to vary 0-1, with a mean of 0.714 for gay
adoption and 0.635 for torture.

Hot dimension of moral conviction

1. Self-directed negative emotidhs

Imagine a time when you are in a relevant situation, and had to [execute issue]
Different people may hold different feelings when executing [issue]. To exteint
would you have felt each of these emotions when [executing issue]?

How ashamed would [executing issue] make you feel? Embarrassed? Guilty?

2. Other-directed negative emotiens

Imagine a situation where you discover that an acquaintance of yours hadyrecentl
[executed issue]. Different people may feel differently when hearinglibist gheir
acquaintance. To what extent would you have felt each of these emotions toward the
person [executing issue]? Feel contempt; angry; disgusted.

3. Third parties directed negative emotions

Imagine hearing that people in a different country [executed issue] very ofb
what extent do you feel the following emotions when hearing that people in ardiffere
country [executing issue] all the time? Feel contempt; angry; disgusted.

A Likert scale was composed of the nine hot moral conviction questions and was
then coded to vary between 0-1, with a mean of 0.188 for gay adoption and 0.508 for

torture.

" Each set of questions was preceded by a clarifyarggraph, for instance: “now we are going to ask
you a set of questions about your feelings in hiyptital situations. In the first set of situatioms will be
asking you to imagine how you would have felt aéieecuting some hypothetical actions. When answerin
each of the following questions, please think alyouwirself in the situation and how you would hagt ih
it. Think carefully about the specific emotion agdlaout in the question. It is important that yoswer
the question based on how much of the emotion gelj &nd not just how much you support or oppose th
action.”
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Moral judgmentThree 7-point scale items: Is [political practice] a moral or an

immoral act? Extremely wrong, perfectly OK, or somewhere in betwesse two? How
morally permissible or morally impermissible do you, personally, find [peldiicbe?

Ideology“We hear a lot of talk these days about liberals and conservatives. Which
of the following best describes your own political views?” (7-point scale)

Religious observanc#.ots of things come up that keep people from attending

religious services even if they want to. Thinking about your life these daysyftenwdo
you attend religious services, apart from occasional weddings, baptisms atdohés-
point scale single question on services attendance, 1=never, 6=over once a week).

Political knowledgea scale of correct answers on six political knowledge

guestions (e.g., What job or political office does Harry Reid now hold?).
Demographic#ge (years); Gender (male=0); Income (5-point scale question on

total family income in 2007 before taxes, 1=under 24,999, 5=100,000 or more).

Results

Experimental manipulations’ effects

Cognitive moral conviction, hot moral conviction, and moral judgment were each
submitted to a linear regression analysis with the four experimental netropsl
(control being the baselin&) Table 2 presents the regression coefficients for the six

models.

'8 Note that although significance levels are regbfte the two-tail significance tests, one-tail
significance tests would be more appropriate alyglbtheses were directional. To arrive at the taile-
critical values, reported p-values are to be diditg 2.
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Table 3.2: The effect of priming on moral conviction and moral judgment

Gay Adoption Harsh Interrogation techniques

Hot MC Cold MC MJ Hot MC Cold MC MJ

Harm 193 (.081)** .118 (.070)* -.258 (.104)** -.042 (.079)  -.035 (.061) .033 (.072)
Disgust | .153 (.074)* -.012 (.075) -.222 (.078)** -.085(.070)  -.008 (.054) .001 (.064)
Damage| .013(.076)  .120(.077) -.157 (.082)* .043(.075)  .052(.058)  -.063 (.068)
Sadness| .043(.074)  .098 (.085) -.099 (.091) .008 (.072) 026.(.055) .020 (.065)

Table entries are unstandardized OLS coefficiamts, standard errors in brackets: one-tail 95%
confidence level* =two-tail 95% confidence level.

Overall, results confirmed the hypotheses for the issue of gay adoption, but not
for the issue of torture. First, manipulated incidental harm increased oneismahanhd
cognitive moral conviction on gay adoption (b=.19, p=.02; b=.12, p=.09, respectively),
such that one was more likely to categorize gay adoption to the moral domain and to hold
negative moral emotions on it compared to the control condition (i.e., when all
experimental manipulations were set at zero). Further, manipulated harradaweral
judgment by ¥ of its range such that participants were much more likely tasapgpast
adoption as morally wrong after exposure to the incidental harm prime cahpdhe
control condition (b=-.26 , p=.02). However, manipulated harm showed null results in the
issue of torture.

Next, manipulated incidental disgust increased hot moral conviction on gay
adoption (b=.15, p=.04) and promoted a much harsher moral appraisal of gay adoption,
compared to moral judgment in the control condition, by over a fifth of its range (b=-.22,
p=.01). Yet, disgust had no main effect on categorization of gay adoption to the moral
domain (b=-.01, p=.87). Like manipulated harm, disgust yielded null results for moral
conviction and moral judgment in the issue of torture.

Finally, as expected, manipulated sadness had no significant effect on eimotiona

and cognitive moral conviction and on moral judgment in both issues, and manipulated
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damage had no effect in all three models of torture and on emotional and cognitive moral
conviction in the issue of gay adoption. However, manipulated damage significantly
promoted harsher moral jJudgment on gay adoption compared to the control condition
(b=-.16, p=.06), although its effect was somewhat smaller compared to maddudain

and disgust.

Interactive effects of the experimental manipulations and attitude

To test the fourth hypothesis, cognitive moral conviction, emotional moral
conviction, and moral judgment were each submitted to a linear regression wahrthe
experimental manipulations (control being the baseline), support for gay
adoption/tortur®, their interactions, and several control variables. Table 3 presents the

regression coefficients for the six models.

Table 3.3: The interactive effect of priming

Gay Adoption Harsh Interrogation technigues
Hot MC Cold MC MJ Hot MC Cold MC MJ
Harm 336 (.097)** 278 ((113)*  -.302 (.136)** .073 (.086) -.092 (.062) -.017 (.073)
Disgust 311 (.095)** 220 ((110)* -.231(.137)*  -.010 (.084) .015 (.059) -.028 (.066)
Damage .146 (.105) 121 (.129) -.121 (.132) .084 (.079)  16.0.057) -.072 (.064)
Sadness .077 (.098) .032 (.113) -.180 (.138) -.066 (.084) .061 (.056) .030 (.063)

Supports GA/T | -.217 (086)*  .190 (097)** .226 (.121)*  -.157 (.124) -.298 (.068)**  .237 (.079)*
Harm*Support | -.341 (118)* -.298 (.141)* .262 (168)  -.292 (173)* .227 (.109)*  .115 (.125)

Disgust*Support | -.283 ((111)* -.390 (.131)**  .061 (.156) -.039 (.150) .040 (.095) -.026 (.109)
Damage*Support -.091 (.120) -.022 (.150) .050 (.169) -.160 (.159) .060 (.105) 176 (.119)
Sadness*Supporf -.059 (.118) .013 (.136) .139 (.167) .081 (.165) 29.L102) -.076 (.115)

Table entries are unstandardized OLS coefficiamts, standard errors in brackets. Coefficientsestmated
holding ideology, religiosity, income, age, poléiknowledge and gender constant.one-tail 95%
confidence level* =two-tail 95% confidence level.

19 Measured by the dummy question, “Is [practicelgalror not alright?”.
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Starting with the interactive effect of manipulated incidental harm and support
gay adoption, a similar two-way interaction emerged for emotional amitisegmoral
conviction. As presented in Table 3 and in Figure 1, compared to the control condition,
manipulated harm associations increased emotional and cognitive moral conwicén
a person was against gay adoption and did not affect moral conviction when a person
supported gay adoption (b=-.34, p=.00; b=-.30, p=.04).

The coefficients on harm in the interactive models indicated a main effect when
support for gay adoption was set to zero, i.e., for opposition to gay adoption. Indeed,
among those opposed to gay adoption, both emotional and cognitive moral conviction
were stronger under the harm manipulation compared to the control condition (b=.34,

p=.00; b=.28, p=.02).

Figure 3.1: The effect of harm, disgust and control on emotional and cognitive moral
conviction, by support for gay adoption

Hot Moral Conviction: Gay adoption Cold Moral Conviction: Gay adoption

Harm Disgust
Control

Harm Disgust
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T T T T
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Control variables are held constant in their meglnes.
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To test the effect of manipulated harm among the supporters of gay adoption, the

same variables were submitted to additional regression analyses, with $appgayt

adoption coded as zero, and its interactions with the experimental manipulationsl recode

accordingly. Among this group, harm did not significantly differ from the obntr

condition in either emotional or cognitive moral conviction (b=-.01, p=.94; b=-.02,

p=.81).

No interactive effect emerged for moral judgment of gay adoption between

manipulated harm and support for gay adoption, yet harm retained its negative and

significant main effect such that manipulated harm led to a harsher appfaag

adoption, holding all else constant (b=-.30, p=.03).

Figure 3.2: The effect of harm, disgust and control on emotional and cognitive moral

conviction, by support for harsh interrogation techniques
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Control variables are held constant in their meslnes.

Moving to the issue of torture, the interactive effect of incidental harm and

support replicated for hot moral conviction such that harm increased hot moral iconvict
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on torture compared to the control condition when a person was opposed to torture, and
decreases it compared to the control when a person supported torture (b=-.29, p=.09).
This is a pure interaction, as the effect of harm is insignificant both amoreggadppesed

to (b=.07, p=.40) and those supporting (b=-.22, p=.14) torture.

The opposite interactive pattern emerged for cognitive moral conviction, with
harm decreasing categorization to the moral domain among those opposed to torture,
compared to the control condition, and increasing cognitive moral conviction among
supporters of torture (b=.23, p=.04). Once more, this is a pure interaction, with
insignificant effect of harm among those opposed to torture (b=-.92, p=.14) as well as
among those supporting it (b=.14, p=.13). No interactive or main effect emerged for
incidental harm on moral judgment of torture.

Next, the interactive effect emerging for harm associations als@echtar
incidental disgust in both emotional and cognitive moral conviction in the issue of gay
adoption. Thus, incidental disgust increased emotional and cognitive moral conviction
compared to the control condition when a person was against gay adoption, and did not
affect or decrease moral conviction when a person supported this practice (b=-.28, p=.01,
b=-.39, p=.00).

Manipulated disgust significantly increased both types of moral convictiongm
those opposed to gay adoption (b=.31, p=.00; b=.22, p=.05). Among those supporting gay
adoption, the effect of disgust significantly decreased cognitive moral tionvic
compared to the control condition (b=-.17, p=.02) but did not significantly differ from

control in hot moral conviction (b=.03, p=.64).
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Similar to the effects reported for manipulated harm associations, no iveerac
effect emerged for moral judgment between manipulated disgust and support for gay
adoption; however, disgust retained its negative and significant main é&fgetihg to a
more morally impermissible judgment of gay adoption, holding all else constar23p=
p=.09). Unlike manipulated harm associations, disgust had no interactive or main effects
on moral conviction or moral judgment in the issue of torture.

Finally, as expected, incidental sadness and incidental damage showed no
significant interactive or main effects on moral conviction and on moral judgmée i

six models tested.

Discussion

Results overall confirmed all four hypotheses on the effects of disgust and harm
on moral conviction and moral judgment on the issue of gay adoption. Thus, incidental
disgust and harm, but not damage and sadness, showed a main effect of increasing moral
conviction and decreasing moral judgment toward a harsher appraisal. In addition, a
interaction emerged among primes and preexisting attitude such that botmbdarm a
disgust increased cognitive moral conviction (i.e., viewing the issue as acomatling
to domain theory characteristics) and hot moral conviction (i.e., the emergenceabf m
emotions in response to gay adoption) among people opposed to gay adoption, but did
not change moral conviction regarding gay adoption among its supporters (or even
decreased it, in the case of disgust and cognitive moral conviction). Imghgstnere
was no interactive effect on moral judgment of the practice, although the fiegis e

were retained.
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However, the disgust and harm manipulations had no main effects on the issue of
torture. In the interactive models as well, disgust showed no effect on emotidnal a
cognitive moral conviction of torture, and although harm significantly—and
inconsistently—interacted with support, it had no main effect and did not differ from the
control condition for either supporters or opponents.

Upon reflection, there seems to be a critical difference between the twogbolit
issues, which may account for the null results for torture. Thus, the issue of gagradopt
positions the rights of same-sex couples to adopt against the potential negatigeoéffe
gay adoption on society and the adopted child. In turn, disgust and harm are mostly
associated with one of these two sides, specifically with the consequencgs of ga
adoption, which are often presented as disgusting (same-sex relationshigsdied)f
and potentially harmful for the adopted child as well as for American values aatysoc
as a whole. Accordingly, primed incidental harm and disgust draw attention to the
disgusting and harmful characteristics of gay relationships and to thejaenses of
gay adoption, and by that, foster categorization to the moral domain (cognitive moral
conviction), increase negative moral emotions (emotional moral conviction) and yield a
harsher moral appraisal (moral judgment).

Nevertheless, this is not the case for the issue of torture, which positions the
practice of harsh interrogation techniques when interviewing detaineestsdsplec
terrorist activities against the potential consequences of not using such methedsa®Vv
some may view the use of torture as disgusting and harmful, others maytadsacia
and disgust with the crime of terror and the potential victims who will be hurtuf¢o

not applied. These two viewpoints lead to converse predictions. When focusing on the
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tortured detainees, manipulated disgust and harm are expected to draw attehgon t
disgusting and harmful character of the practice of torture, making tegamn more
morally impermissible. But when the focus is on terror and the victims, attention is
expected to be drawn to the disgusting and harmful nature of the alleged prisoeds’s de
thus justifying the practice of torture as more morally permissible.hypsthesis could
be directly examined given a measure tapping whether attention was tdrtve
tortured or to the victims of terror, but unfortunately, there is no such direct measur

An alternative explanation to these results may be that harm and disgust hold an
ideologically asymmetric effect, mostly affecting conservativesibtitiberals (for the
“moralizing conservative” argument see, elgyett and Jordan, 200fbar, Pizarro and
Bloom, 2009). Thus, harm and disgust show significant effects in the conservative issue
of gay adoption but null results for the liberal issue of torture. In addition, the
manipulations show effects among those opposed to gay adoption compared to the
typically null effect for the supporters.

However, in the previous chapter | argued and empirically demonstratdmbthat
conservatives and liberals moralize political issues, even though they miitfer i
particular issues moralized, as ideology affects what is regardesgasting and
harmful and by that leads to systematic differences in moral convictions.diuglgr
both conservatives and liberals are expected to respond to harm and disgust cues.

To put this alternative explanation to the test, another experiment was designed
with two new issues: internet porn regulation and military intervention in D&éveral

important considerations governed the choice of these issues. First, one afd¢hesiss
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conservative in nature and the other is liberal, to test the argument thatrtee aifect
the conservative issue alone.

Interestingly, many liberal issues are inherently pro-interventioor®an
existing wrong (e.g., stop poverty, introduce affirmative action, interwelit@rily),
whereas conservative issues are often anti potentially harmful changestafuba&go
(e.g., no gay marriage, no welfare, no immigration). This typical asymineids
important consequences for moral judgment, as the current literature supports the so
calledaction principle (i.e., omission principle), which differentiates harm chlogection
from comparable harm caused by omission, such that the latter is perceive@ as mor
permissible morally (see Cushman, Young and Hauser, 2006; Baron and Ritov, 2004,
Spranca, Minsk, and Baron, 1991). Thus, it was important to choose issues in which the harm
is attributed to an existing disgusting status diecordingly, the chosen issues position a
potentially disgusting and harmful event (internet porn, the genocide in Dagainsa
an omission (refraining from regulation, refraining from intervention) and thud #vei

confound that arguably led to the null results for the issue of torture.

Experiment 2

Method

Participants

A convenience sample of New York area resident adults (N=396; 202 females and
184 self-described liberals) was collected by 8 research assistantsfevhedrpotential

participants to a link to the web-based experiment (programmed in SNAP 9).
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Procedure

The procedure and materials remained the same as in Experiment 1, with three
exceptions. First, the measures were adapted for two different issuesringffrom
regulation of internet porn and refraining from intervention in Darfur. Second, the hot
moral conviction and the support for the political practice measures werdyséitjbited.
Finally, additional control variables were added. The subsection below de¢ails t
changes and additions.

Measures

All measures were coded to vary 0-1. 3@pendixfor descriptive statistics of the
moral conviction measures.

Hot dimension of moral conviction

The hot moral conviction measure applied in the first experiment was directional
as the negative moral emotions only represented opposition to the practice. Shist wa
the case for the cognitive measure, which tapped categorization to the moris doma
regardless of one’s attitude. Thus, the hot moral conviction measure was altered to
potentially represent both sides. In that vein, participants were asked fiothejoo
hypothetical moral emotions both when the practice and when the omission occur.

For instance, participants were asked: “To what extent you would havadklt e
of these emotions when hosting a thriving pornographic website, while refraiomg f
any regulation or monitoring... Ashamed? Guilty?”, but also: “To what extantwpuld
have felt each of these emotions when censoring and monitoring a pornographic website

hosted in your portal... Ashamed? Guilty?”.
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The measure included 12 questions: 4 for self-directed negative emotions (shame
and guilt, for both sides of the issue); 4 for other-directed negative emotions dadge
disgust for both sides); 4 for third parties directed negative emotions (angergumnst dis
for both sides). Embarrassment and contempt, which were included in the former version,
were omitted to shorten the measure, following a psychometric analysis.

A Likert scale was composed of the 12 items—uwith higher scores indicating
stronger moral emotions to either side—and was then coded to vary between 0-1, with a
mean of .394 for Darfur and .337 for porn.

Preexisting support for political practicplease indicate the extent to which you

favor or oppose [practice]”, 7 point scale.

AuthoritarianismFour Item F scale (Lane, 1955, see Christie, 198153.

Openness to experienddtems adopted from Buchanan et al (2005), e.g. “l enjoy

hearing new ideas'aE.61).
Empathy4 items adopted from Caruso and Mayer (1998), e.g. “too much is made
of the suffering of pets or animals” (reversed;59).

Social Conservatisra items adopted from Kerlinger's (1984) SA-1l scale and

Eysenck’s Public Opinion Inventory scale, e.g. “Society should be quicker to throw out
old ideas and traditions and to adopt new thinking and customs”, Revers48) (

Fiscal Conservatisr2 items adopted from Kerlinger's (1984) SA-Il scale, e.g.

“Government laws and regulations should be such as first to ensure the prosperity of
business since the prosperity of all depends on the prosperity of busiredsd) (
Libertarianism?2 items from Mehrabian (1996), e.g. “my ideal government would

be very small and would only perform a very few essential functiors28).
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Militarianism GSS question: “Do you think it will be best for the future of this
country if we take an active part in world affairs, or if we stay out of wdfdrs?”
(1=Active participation, 0=Stay out).

Feminism3 items adopted from Morgan (1996), e.g. “men have too much
influence in American politics compared to womew=.61).

Disqust sensitivity items adopted from the DS-R (Disgust Scale-Revised, see

Haidt, McCauley, and Rozin, 1994; Olatuniji et al., 200%)382.

Results

Experimental manipulations’ effects

Cognitive moral conviction, hot moral conviction, and moral judgment were each
submitted to a linear regression with the four experimental manipulatiomsdicbeing
the baselinéf. Table 4 presents the coefficients for the six models. Overall, the results

replicated for the issues of Darfur and internet porn and will thus be reported togethe

Table 3.4: The effect of priming on moral conviction and moral judgment

Intervention in Darfur Internet porn regulation
Hot MC Cold MC MJ Hot MC Cold MC MJ
Harm .019 (.030) .049 (.030)* -.058 (.034)* .013(.035) .094 (.044)** -.080 (.040)**
Disgust .049 (.030)* .062 (.030)** -.067 (.034)** .050 (.035) .096 (.043)** -.081 (.040)**
Damage .007 (.030) .039 (.032) -.018 (.034) -.0023%) .084 (.042)** -.073(.039)*
Sadness .044 (.033) .000 (.032) .012 (.043) .(E3Bj. .048 (.046) -.070 (.043)

Table entries are unstandardized OLS coefficiamith, standard errors in brackets: one-tail 95%
confidence level* =two-tail 95% confidence level.

First, manipulated incidental disgust yielded the expected effect on emotional

moral conviction, cognitive moral conviction, and moral judgment. Thus, the disgust

20 Again, note that two-tail significance tests aparted, although one-tail significance tests wdigd
more appropriate as all hypotheses were directional
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manipulation increased one’s cognitive and emotional moral conviction on interventi

in Darfur (b=.06, p=.04; b=.05, p=.09, respectively) such that participants were more
likely to categorize the issue to the moral domain and to hold negative moral emotions
about it compared to the control condition. In the same manner, manipulated disgust
boosted cognitive moral conviction on internet porn regulation by one tenth of its range
(b=.10, p=.03), and its effect on hot moral conviction, although insignificant, was in the
expected direction (b=.05, p=.15). Further, disgust decreased moral judgment in both
issues. Thus, participants were more likely to appraise both refraining frenveintion

in Darfur and refraining from internet porn regulation as morally wrong efj@osure to
the incidental disgust prime, compared to the control condition (b=-.07 , p=.05; b=-.08,
p=.04, respectively).

Next, manipulated incidental harm had the expected effect on cognitive moral
conviction and on moral judgment in both issues, but had no significant influence on
emotional moral conviction. Thus, the harm manipulation increased cognitive moral
conviction on intervention in Darfur and internet porn regulation such that participants
were more likely to categorize this issue to the moral domain following time pri
compared to the control condition, regardless of their attitude on the topic (b=.05, p=.09;
b=.09, p=.03, respectively). Although the harm manipulation increased hot moral
conviction in the NYS sample, this effect cannot be generalized to the overall population
at any accepted significance level. Still, harm had the hypothesizedaeffde moral
judgment of both tested issues, advancing a harsher moral appraisal of batingefrai
from intervention in Darfur and refraining from internet porn regulation (b=-.06, p=.09;

b=-.08, p=.05, respectively).
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Finally, sadness and damage were hypothesized to hold a smaller or no effect on
moral conviction and moral judgment. Indeed, manipulated sadness had no significant
effect on cognitive and emotional moral conviction and on moral judgment in both issues,
and manipulated damage had no effect on moral conviction and judgment in the issue of
intervention in Darfur and on hot moral conviction on porn regulation. However,
manipulated damage significantly increased cognitive moral conviction gmélcsintly
decreased moral judgment on porn regulation compared to the control condition (b=.08,
p=.05; b=-.07, p=.06, respectively); in both cases its effect was in the expectadrdirect

and somewhat smaller compared to manipulated incidental harm and disgust.

Interactive effects of the experimental manipulations and attitude

Cognitive moral conviction, hot moral conviction, and moral judgment were each
submitted to a linear regression with the four experimental manipulatioriso{doging
the baseline), support for refraining from intervention in Darfur/regulation efnet
porn, their interactions, and several control variables. Table 5 presents thaaegress
coefficients for the six models.

First, the expected two-way interactions among manipulated incidentaltdisgus
and political attitudes emerged in five out of the six models. Starting withsthe af
intervention in Darfur, presented in Table 5 and Figure 3, disgust increased emotional
and cognitive moral conviction compared to the control condition when a person was
pro-intervention and decreased emotional and cognitive moral conviction compared to
the control condition when a person supported refraining from intervention in Darfur (b=-

19, p=.04; p=-.17, p=.09).
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Table 3.5: The interactive effect of priming

Intervention in Darfur Internet porn regulation
Hot MC Cold MC MJ Hot MC Cold MC MJ
Harm .007 (.043) .065 (.048) .047 (.047) .055 (.058) 20.0.061)  -.005 (.064)
Disgust .071 (.042)*  .094 (.050)* .064 (.046) .084 (.057)  -.054 (.059) .091 (.062)
Damage -.001 (.049) .058 (.051) 046 (.049)  -.013(.057) .061 (.063)  -.050 (.070)
Sadness .049 (.043) 067 (054)  -.002 (.049)  -.046 (.061) .085 (.069)  -.021 (.071)
Supports . o -.345 -
refraining D/P -.001 (.072) -.131 (.070)* .526 (.082) .045 (.064) (.068)** 417 (.081)
Harm*Support 032 (.113) -.176 (.104)* -.193 (.114)* -.085 (.089) 028 (.092)  -.068(.108)
-.188 . -.250 . 231

Disgust*Support (.089)** ~172(.103) (.104)** -151 (.086) 141 (.087) (.107)**
Damage*Support -.030 (.101)  -.090 (.105)  -.142 ((109)  -.043 (.087) .144 (.098) .039 (.130)
Sadness*Support -.126 (.090)  -.169 (.111) .055 (.113) 140 (.093) 163.(.112)  -.025(.120)

Table entries are unstandardized OLS coefficienith, standard errors in brackets. Models marketl aare
nested in models “2”, which add support for refragnfrom intervention/regulation and its interactsowith
all experimental manipulations, and hold ideolagyigiosity, income, age, political knowledge, gend
authoritarianism, openness to experience, empatityal and fiscal conservatism, libertarianism,
militarianism, feminism, and disgust sensitivitynstant* = one-tail 95% confidence levét =two-tail 95%

confidence level.

Figure 3.3: The effect of harm, disqust and control on moral conviction and moral

judgment, by support for refraining from intervention in Darfur
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The coefficient of disgust in the interactive models showed a main effect, with

support for refraining from intervention in Darfur set to zero, i.e., for a provaréon
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attitude. Indeed, among participants opposed to refraining from interventiomfur,Da
both emotional and cognitive moral conviction were stronger under the disgust
manipulation compared to the control condition (b=.07, p=.09; b=.09, p=.06).

To test the effect of disgust for those who supported refraining from intervention,
the same variables were submitted to additional regression analysesewithximum
attitude score regarding Darfur—i.e., extreme support for refrainamg iintervention—
coded as zero, and its interactions with the experimental manipulations were coded
accordingly. Results showed that among the supporters of refraining frowentten,
both emotional and cognitive moral conviction were lower in the disgust condition
compared to control, but this difference was only significant for hot moral conviction
(b=-.12, p=.07; b=-.08, p=.27).

A similar significant interactive pattern emerged for moral judgmentZbs=-
p=.02). The disgust prime caused a view of refraining from intervention as mordégmora
impermissible among anti-intervention supporters (b=-.19, p=.01), but did not
significantly differ from the control condition among those who were piermRntion
(b=.06, p=.16).

Moving to the issue of internet porn regulation, the effect of disgust replicated for
hot moral conviction and for moral judgment but not for cognitive moral conviction.
First, compared to the control condition, disgust increased hot moral conviction for pro-
regulation participants and decreased it for participants in support ohnedy&iom
regulation of internet porn (b=-.15, p=.08). Although in the expected direction, hot moral

conviction did not significantly differ from control for the pro-regulation adké (b=.08,
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p=.14) and for the supporters of refraining from regulation (b=-.07, p=.21), indicating

that this effect was a pure interaction.

Figure 3.4: The effect of harm, disgust and control on moral conviction and moral
judgment, by support for refraining from regulation of internet porn

Cold Moral Conviction: Porn Hot Moral Conviction: Porn
El El
Harm Disgust Harm Disgust
c

é @ - Control ,% @ Control
2 ;
g g
8“1 5@
g < g <
g~ BN
8 I

o o

(0] o2 4 .6 .8 1 2 4 .6 .8
Supports refraining from internet porn regulation Supports refraining from internet porn regulation
Moral Judgment: Porn
- 4
Harm Disgust

= o Control
Bo
o /
3 -
g ¥
§ 4

o4

(0] o2 4 .6 .8 1
Supports refraining from internet porn regulation

Control variables are held constant in their meslnes.

The same pattern reemerged in moral judgment (b=-.23, p=.03): compared to the
control condition, disgust leads to a harsher moral judgment of refraining from porn
regulation for supporters of refraining from porn regulation (b=-.14, p=.03) and to an
insignificantly more morally permissible appraisal for those holding aggolation
attitude (b=.09, p=.14). However, no significant interaction emerged for cognitia mor
conviction (b=.14, p=.11).

Next, manipulated harm associations had the expected effect on cognitive moral
conviction and on moral judgment in the issue of Darfur but no significant effect on the

issue of porn regulation. Thus, compared to the control condition, incidental harm
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increased cognitive moral conviction on refraining from intervention in Darfur &r pr
intervention participants and decreased cognitive moral conviction for those intsafppor
refraining from intervention (b=-.18, p=.09). This was a pure interaction, with
insignificant effects for the pro-intervention attitude (b=.07, p=.18) as wéik dise
supporters of refraining from intervention (b=-.11, p=.14).

This pattern of pure interaction reemerged in moral judgment (b=-.19, p=.09),
where harm associations lead to a view of refraining from intervention inr2arfuore
morally wrong, compared to the control condition, among its supporters (b=-.10, p=.18)
and as more morally permissible, compared to control, among the supporters of
intervention (b=.05, p=.31). However, primed harm associations had no significant
interactive effect on hot moral conviction and in the issue of internet porn regulation.

Finally, as expected, incidental sadness and damage showed no significant

interactive effect on moral conviction and on moral judgment in the six models tested.

Discussion

The null can be rejected for the first three hypotheses. Thus, both disgust and
harm increased moral conviction and decreased moral judgment in both the liberal and
the conservative issues. In turn, sadness had no effect, and although damage affected
cognitive moral conviction and moral judgment of porn regulation, its coefficients were
smaller compared to those of disgust and harm. The fact that the manipulatioris overal
showed the expected effects in both the liberal issue of intervention in Darfur and the
conservative issue of internet porn regulation suggests that the effect of debhata

is not ideologically asymmetric.
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The fourth hypothesis, regarding the interactive effect of the primes andetti
on the issue, was supported in both political issues for disgust such that disgustdcreas
moral conviction for supporters of military intervention in Darfur and of porn
regulation—arguably because it draws attention to the disgusting compon#rés of
genocide in Darfur and of internet porn—but decreased moral conviction when one
supported refraining from intervention or regulation—arguably because theéoattent
drawn to the immoral characteristics of porn and the genocide is inconsistent isth one
support for inaction. In the same manner, supporters of inaction perceived refraomng f
regulation and intervention as more morally impermissible under the disgust pri
compared to controls, as the prime draws their attention to the immorality of dgiooci
porn. Although the harm associations prime had a similar interactive effihet issue of
Darfur, it did not significantly differ from the no-priming condition in the issuparh

regulation.

Conclusions

Moralization of political issues vastly influences the political discoursenwhe
categorized in the moral domain, a rule is perceived as universal and norblegoth
accordingly, leads to a general rejection of dissimilar others and to lovets td
cooperativeness in heterogeneous group discussions (Skitka, 2005). Indeedatiooraliz
of politics is often viewed as the root of the American culture war. But what wexdiré
moralization of politics? This chapter establishes the view that a ruleraired to the

extent that its violation is understood as harming others—in accordancéevBloctial-
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Cognitive Domain Perspective—or invokes self-blaming and other-blaming moral
emotions, such as disgust—as suggested by the theory of Sensibility-Sentsmentali
The causal effect of disgust and associations of harm in increasing moral
conviction and facilitating a harsher moral judgment was replicated in twoireepds.
The robustness of the effect is especially convincing as the two experimésresddih
several ways. First, whereas gay adoption, examined in Experiment 1, is prominent
debated by political elites and the mass media, the issues in Experiment|2tarely
new, with much less guiding elite talk. Second, the samples greatly differ, wittieants
sample in Experiment 1 and an adult sample in Experiment 2. Finally, the models were
slightly altered in specification; for instance, additional controls weegiated in
Experiment 2 and a different measure of support for the issue was employed.
Furthermore, the current research was designed to weaken someiadternat
explanations to the effect of disgust and associations of harm on moral conviction and
judgment. First, the robust null results for the damage and sadness primes cbiifaine
it is not the negativity of disgust and harm that underlies their effect on moralssbpr
Second, introducing disgust and harm cues in a situation increases its severitynwhich i
turn may explain the increased moral conviction and the harsher judgment. However, the
disgust and harm primes in the current design were completely incidental to tivalpoli
situation appraised and did not change the elements of the situation in any way. Even
vaster effects could be expected with less subtle cues. A simple exarhgl@iadtice of
smoking. Once framed as harmful to others and as disgusting, it is no longer merely a

nuisance, but almost a sin that necessitates a holy war.
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Third, although harm and disgust often go hand in hand in real life, as in the
cigarettes example, the primes in this framework are carefully cotedrto differentiate
between the two, with the pretest results indeed confirming that the forses rai
significantly more harm associations, but not feelings of disgust, and vieefoethe
latter. Accordingly, the results support the view that morality pertaingad@dmponents,
each capable of affecting moral judgment and moral conviction in politics.

Although moral judgment has always been important in the social sciences in
general and political science in particular, empirical political sisisnhad shied away
from studying the extent to which people apply moral judgment to decide on political
issues. The literature in moral psychology was traditionally dominated wetehat
moral judgment is governed by a cognitive reasoning process (Heider, 1958; Shaver
1985; Piaget, 1965/1932; Kohlberg, 1969; Turiel, 1983). To argue that moral judgment
underlies political attitudes formation demanded the assumption that citizenkéold t
cognitive abilities and motivation to scrutinize politics. In a world where/disé
majority of Americans are politically unknowledgeable (Delli Carpini aedtkr, 1996),
and ideologically unsophisticated (Converse, 1964), it seemed unreasonable to expect
people to analyze politics through the abstract and complex prism of moral gsncipl

Yet this chapter indicates that moral judgment does not necessarily involve any
intricate effortful analysis and occurs very quickly via emotions and assosiathis bi-
dimensional moral judgment can guide politically unknowledgeable and ideologically
unsophisticated citizens in forming comprehensible political attitudes, whichccaunt
for the stability of public opinion in the face of the non-ideologue public (e.g., Pdge a

Shapiro, 1992). Indeed, this study strengthens the thesis of the moral public, according t
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which the American public can be “innocent of ideology” and rational at the same time

simply by counting on quick and accessible morality.

130



Chapter IV

Essay 3: Moral Conviction and Political Determinaton

Abstract

This chapter suggests that morality drives two seemingly inversespescin the
political discourse: intolerance and polarization on the one hand, and political
involvement on the other, and that this effect is at least partly mediated by issue
importance and attitude certainty. | utilize an NSF funded representath@esto study
the effect of emotional and cognitive moral judgment in forming attitudes on gay
adoption, capital punishment, and abortion, holding constant alternative explanations
such as religiosity, ideology, authoritarianism, openness to experiencehgnapet
political sophistication. | argue and show that morality robustly incsestsitude
strength—certainty and importance—which in turn, affect both involvement and
attitudinal extremity. | show that moral conviction is a strong politica| evailable to

both ideological sides, and independent of political sophistication.
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Introduction

The two main risks in current democracies are culture war and politicalapath
The former is the metaphor used to describe the clash between progresdivist a
traditionalist perspectives, which results in increasing political potaszadeological
extremity, acute intolerance, and prejudice. The latter is an ongoing pobcedsr
fatigue, disenchantment with the public sphere, political and social atiepatid
constantly decreasing levels of political participation. Although essgntiakrse in
nature, both risks have morality as a common denominator, with moral conviction and
strong moral emotions such as anger, disgust, and contempt underlying both intolerance
and involvement.

Indeed, pundits and scholars regularly point at values and morals as explaining
both the culture war and political aloofness (e.g. Lakoff, 2002; Uslaner, 2002; Frank,
2004; Callahan, 2007; Twenge, 200vlass media views morality as a vast mobilization
force as well. In the lead-up to the 2004 and 2008 presidential elections in the US, the
press was crammed with news stories and editorials advising candidates étidiod;r
discussing the moral values and religious affiliations of candidatesc(party Kerry
and Bush in 2004, and Romney, Huckabee, and Obama in 2008); and attributing victory
to the candidate’s values, especially in the 2004 elections where the modalty name
“most important issue” in the exit poll results was “moral values.” A cupepular
slogan even ties involvement and aversive moral emotions in politics, sugdkatiriif
you’re not outraged, you're not paying attention.”

While there are some indications in the literature of statisticallabo®s

between moral convictions and such social and political processes, empirically
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determining the extent to which morality underlies them necessitatea batbry of
moral conviction, and a theory of how and why these effects occur. This esdapis se
fill the gap.

The earlier chapters presented and empirically tested a theory of bi-dinans
morality, integrating two research traditions: domain theory, which follGavs in
stressing reasoned considerations as the key component of moral judgment, and
sentimentalism, which follows Hume in stressing emotions. Specifichlipter 2
defined moral conviction both conceptually and operatively, tested its relationship wi
ideology, and identified moral issues, while chapter 3 showed that moral jodigme
both emotional and cognitive, clearing the way for this chapter to study the role of
morality in political behavior.

| thus start this essay by clarifying the relationship between moral tiomvand
attitude strength. While current literature show that moral conviction anadatstrength
are related but not the same thing (e.g. Skitka, Bauman and Sargis, 2005; Mooney and
Schuldt, 2008), little is known of the type and direction of this relationship, or thenseas
for it. In a nutshell, | argue that the emotional and generalizing nature of coakaction
leads to the formation of a univalenced distribution of considerations regarding the
political object. In other words, the vast majority of information related tesssue will
be similar in tone and content. Drawing from such a one sided distribution leads to vastly
consistent responses, therefore increasing experienced attitudetgehiaaddition, the
value expressive nature of moral convictions ties them to one’s self-conceptgraaki
challenge to the attitude threatening to the self. Attitude certainty gradtence are thus

symptoms of the moral conviction, following it in the causal chain, as does any apprais
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of the relationship between one’s attitude and morals, indicated in self-repoeedrase
of morality.

In turn, the higher attitudinal certainty and the stronger importance of some
political issue increase the tendency to rely on this issue in electoralshdsceertainty
and importance increase, and given the motivating force of emotions, one is also
expected to be willing to act to defend one’s view, which may translate inteaglolit
participation. At the same time, the threat to one’s self-defining cetstlue to
challenging stances drives a hostility towards, and a motivation to sitbeagpposition,
which manifests as political intolerance.

Still, the political world suggests alternative cues for people to rely upon in
forming political attitudes and in reacting to the political world, such agpaliy traits,
partisanship, political principles and demographics. The availabilityaigtlternative
explanations necessitates evidence of the reliance on moral judgment abovgoand be
other cues.

Accordingly, this essay will empirically demonstrate that moral cion
explains the extent to which political attitudes are held with ceytamd conceived as
important, such that as moral conviction increases, experienced certaintypanthnce
increase as well. | also empirically strengthen the hypotheseasliregthe causation
flow with respect to both attitude strength and self-reported measures oftyndtaken
go on to show that moral conviction is a key explanation of both of these inverse
phenomena, and that attitude strength at least partly underlies the etfebthiy has
on both political involvement and political intolerance, controlling for key altemnat

explanations. Additionally, moderation by political sophistication and by ideasogy
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tested, and the effects of both dimensions of moral conviction are compared, sgggestin

that both are influential, and neither is contingent on political knowledge oo@leol

Moral Conviction and Attitude Strength

Attitudes are not fixed constructs, but are composed on-the-spot from
probabilistic memory searches in people’s considerations on some subjectoiBarsal
1987; Zaller and Feldman, 1992). However, attitudes vary in persistence and resistanc
such that an attitude is considered stronger as it increases in impore&taaty; and
centrality (Petty and Krosnick, 1995). There are currently several emsituchés
associating morality with attitude strength. For instance, Mooney and S¢200d)
show that people tend to hold stronger attitudes on morality policies, and Skitka,
Bauman, and Sargis (2005) show that while conceptually and empirically asdpciat
moral conviction and attitude strength are not the same. To support this claim, they
control for attitude strength and show that self-reported moral convictionscsill
explanatory power even with the effect of attitude strength partialled ouever, the
two concepts are clearly tightly related, and currently little is kndwheoreasons for
and the type of this relationship, and especially on its direction.

To answer these questions, we should start by understanding how moral
perception is stored in our minds. According to the associative network modeéée.g. s
Wilson and Hodges, 1992; Bower and Forgas, 2001), objects are stored in nodes and
linked in memory in a network such that related associations are connected!, nefat
just in content but also in valence and discrete emotions. Note that according to dual

processes models, information is regularly affective and cognitive ahkleabsorbed in
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the memory via both automatic and deliberative processes (e.g. Bargh, 1999nChaike
and Trope, 1999; Fazio and Olson, 2003). New information on some existing node may
be cognitive or affective, conscious or unaware, and will be aggregated in titegexis

net. As information is gathered, it may slowly push an attitude in new directions,
although people often influence the information they are willing to absorb, pngferr
occurrences that are consistent with their current belief, and added fazts hav
diminishing effect.

Building on these theories of the mind, | suggest that moral conviction is created
when some node is both emotionally laden with moral emotions, and is connected to the
association of harm. The association of discrete emotions like anger and dftsgust
leads to a quick gut level response which may or may not be accompanied by conscious
justification (Haidt, 2001), and to the affective coloring of new information.

Imagine, for instance, a node for the memory object “abortion.” A young person
developing this node can aggregate information, say, statistics on pregnancyhairing
school, and additionally have some personal feelings on the topic, like missing a nice
classmate who got pregnant and being saddened that she dropped out of school. But for
abortion to be moralized in this adolescent’s mind, two tightly connected routes can be
taken.

First, according to Prinz’s criteria (2008), the node will be colored by satiidbl
and other-blame moral emotions, which are also raised when one is uninvolved. In that
case, if one is filled with anger at the system through talking to a neighbor wiheios
ability to give birth as a result of an illegal abortion, or watches an intewitgwa

struggling young mother who wanted to get an abortion but was unable to beszase it
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prohibited, and perhaps this information raises the memory of this pregnant friend who
was forced by her religious parents to give birth during high school and you never
returned her calls when she was seeking your company and support, all of a sudden this
new connection raises some guilt, and the process of affective moralizatibortbn

has started. As more experiences of moral emotions accrue, whether or roethey
attached to some conscious thought or memory, this node will be affectivelyzedrali

more strongly.

In addition to the affective coloring occurring during the collection of new
information and the new links established between abortion and certain existing
experiences, the added information may also affect the net by its acttealtcoot just
its affective valence. Thus, if the neighbor and the struggling high school mom are
viewed as victims of a system that did not allow them to get the abortion tHegdvits,
as individuals who were harmed by a traditional and cruel establishment whicredepri
them of their natural right to their bodies, then a directional pro-abortion irtegrpreis
connected to the existing notfeVlore importantly, abortion is now connected to this
person’s harm schema, a collection of rules, emotions and beliefs about things that
endanger people and are thus inherently wrong and absolutely forbidden. Think of the
harm schema as one of those red flashing stop signs, or a black and yellomgblinki
crossed-bones-and-a-scalp poison mark: everything connected to it fdiiswatag,
under all circumstances. With the establishment of this link, new relevant atfonrm
will now activate not only the node of abortion, but also a sense of harm and wrongness,

by spreading activation (see Barsalou, 1992, for the activation mechanism).

L Note how this step is contingent on one’s inteiien of the facts, and assumptions about who is t
blame. This is where socialization, partisanshig parsonality may affect the moralization process|,
show in chapter 2 with conservatism.
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This tie to the harm schema magnifies the tendency to generalize a praexist
stance towards new information (as ‘causing harm’ means that sometimtrqscally
wrong under all circumstances), and consequently further reinforces consdmiween
the appraised object and its evaluation, as new information is affectivelyccblpre
moral emotions and tied to harm. A person also becomes more likely to notice, search,
and process information that suits their current view on the issue, or in other words—they
become predictably biased, or motivated reasoners (Kunda, 1990; Lodge and Taber,
2000), guided by their current beliefs.

In turn, stronger, more extreme, and faster responses are expected asi@ssoci
to one valence node over the other predominates. Using Zaller and Feldman’s (1992)
terminology, there is an increasing probability of drawing a valence temsissponse
from the distribution of considerations on the issue, which leads to actual and perceived
attitude consistency. Upon moral appraisal, the emotional reaction colspedtaof
the situation (Mullen and Skitka, 2006), making people relatively insensitive to the
situation’s particulars (Bartels and Medin, 2007; Slovik, 2007), which further augments
the personal sense of certainty as the experience is revisited.

While this process explains why attitudes held with moral conviction will be
experienced as higher in certainty, why are moral issues also viewedesnportant?

The functional perspective on attitudes (e.g. Katz, 1960) focuses on psychological
benefits of holding attitudes, proposing that any given attitude serves at lea$taure
distinct personality functions: an instrumental (social-adjustivetartdin) function,

based on the associative learning principle that people are motivated tongaaisrand

avoid punishments; a knowledge function, based on the Gestalt principles that people are
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motivated to attain information in order to give meaning to the world; an egosilefe
function, based on the psychodynamic principles that attitudes enable people to protect
their self image from internal and external threats; and a value exprismtien,
addressing the need to express one’s values and self-concept.

Morals establish one’s self-concept and identity (e.g. Rokeach, 1968), thus
serving a value expressive function. Other literature refers to thisocpifgattitudes as
ego involving attitudes, which are related to the manner in which one self-¢sficls
that “the closer the relation between his attitude and these values and themale c
these related values are, the higher the degree of attitudinal involvemenph{@si
Brock, 1968:375). Deriving an attitude from one’s morals thus exerts an involvement of
the self that is less likely to arise in other conventional attitudes. Fondestaerhaps
our teenager is highly feminist, admires strong women and wishes to become one. Her
pro-choice opinion on abortion can express her strong view on a woman'’s rights
concerning her life and body, and as her view on abortion becomes more militant and
overtly uttered, it also strengthens her identity as a strong young woman.

Defining moral attitudes as serving a value expressive function and as ego
involving both suggest that threat to a moral attitude induces threat to self anty identi
concepts, and that attitudes derived from personal morals will have higher persona
relevance (e.g. Ostrom and Brock, 1968; Johnson and Eagly, 1989; Haugtvedt and
Wegener, 1994). Accordingly, moral attitudes are hypothesized to be more mporta
than non-moral attitudes, which are less related to one’s personal sati.estee

Moral convictions are also related to one’s social identity. Viewing a peaa$

universally wrong is similar to viewing it as a sin. According to Mé&99), the politics
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of sin are characterized by a complete delegitimization of any p@sgpbsition, allow

no compromise in the struggle for total abolition, and will not be satisfied byea mer
decline in the sinful behavior (Meier, 1999; Mooney and Lee, 2000). The presentation of
a set of values or behaviors as perverse and sinful threatens some groupstagasia

while boosting the standing of other groups (Meier, 1999). Therefore, the polsgigal is
viewed as sinful is intimately related to group identities. In our runningnebea

presenting abortion as evil, and women who choose to undergo it as sinners reduces the
legitimacy and social status of the group of independent woman with which our teenager
identifies, and thus threatens an important facet of her social identity.

As people are motivated by self-esteem enhancement, striving to achieve a
positive in-group relative status (Tajfel and Turner, 1979), any attempt teroakhn
opinion will be experienced as threatening to one’s social identity, activating” vs.

“them” state of mind. Indeed, Ben Nun Bloom and Levitan (n.d.) experimentally
demonstrate that a moral cue in a political persuasion setting increasssqregroup
closeness and decreases the effects of group heterogeneity. Beigd)ticeone’s social
identity is a complementary explanation of the effect of moral convictions wa iss
importance.

It is also interesting to note that since moralization is simply a pratedsich a
particular node is linked to the harm schema and/or is colored by moral emotions,
demoralization is expected to be much more difficult to achieve than moralization, a
disengaging a memory object from its emotional valence or breakingsitwith other

nodes is very difficult to do.
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The causal chain in this story should now be clear: certainty and importance are
symptoms of the moral emotions and universal attributes of the schema. Thisdramew
also allows a derivative hypothesis regarding the flow of causality betvesl
conviction and self-reports of conviction and moral judgment. The self-report moral
judgment measures in the literature bluntly ask participants to appraisaghete
which some situation is moral or immoral, while self-reported assessofantsal
conviction ask the respondents to estimate the extent that their attitude on s iss
related to their morals and values (e.g. Bauman and Skitka, 2009). To construct each of
these two estimations, one needs to review a relevant existing memory ofujdmijle
on whatever information accessible to them about its related emotions, conntections
harm and other relevant associations. That means that emotional and cognitive mora
convictions precede self-reported measures in time. We can thus hypothesize that:

H1: Holding all else constant, both dimensions of moral conviction should
increase attitude strength, i.e. certainty and importance.

H1la: Moral conviction should lead to attitude strength, and not the other way
around.

H1b: Moral conviction should lead to self-reported measures of conviction and

moral judgment, and not the other way around.

Moral Conviction and Political Involvement
The legitimacy of any given democratic polity depends on the citizenry’s
participation, so much so that political participation is often studied in order to

understand the nature of democracy itself. The most prominent theories of dgmecrac
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such as Modernization theories (Inglehart, 1997; Dalton, 1998) and Social Capital
theories (Putnam, 1995)—explicitly build on comparisons of political participation
between countries, while political participation measures are also uasset® levels of
democratization in emerging and non democracies (Inglehart, 2003; Jennings, 1997).

The current participation literature takes an explicitly normative torstuaying
a possible global decrease in participation (Lijphart, 1997; Gray and Caul, 2000%, mea
of increasing voter turnout (Green and Gerber, 2004), and the possible explanations for
such decrease (Putnam, 1995; Norris, 2002), and thus it comes as no surprise that values
are often viewed as underlying political involvement (e.g. Inglehart, 1%t®p@c and
McLeod, 2001).

Indeed, morals are often viewed as intrinsically action guiding, and even as
motivations in and of themselves (see Wren, 1991, for the division of morality thaerie
externalist and internalist, depending on whether moral motives are viewsakarg for
action). There are several cognitive explanations for the action-orieéeaf morality.

First, there is evidence gathered in the psychology literature indi¢chémyimacy of

affect in motivating behavior, and of the key role played by emotions in incgeihs
probability of one’s choosing to act (e.g. Zajonc, 1984; Frijda, 1986). For iestanc
Damasio and Van Hoesen (1983) describe the state of akinetic mutism, in which patients
tend to neither speak nor move. After recuperating, the patients describe having be
conscious but not feeling emotions. Arguably, damage to emotional brain areas keads t
state of affective indifference, which in turn plays a role in attenuatingnat@ns to act.

In fact, some classify emotions as moral by definition, based, among othe; thring

their motivation induction and action tendencies (Haidt, 2003). Even when disputing the
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sentimental basis of morality, philosophers and psychologists alike agremtiamns
often co-occur with moral reasoning, but Kantian and other absolutist ressasdher
often add that moral imperatives hold intrinsic motivational force.

If indeed an individual holds an emotionally laden moral conviction on some
issue, they are expected to be more motivated to take action in order to promote the
view of the issue, and thus engage in political life. The motivational force ofity@ah
also be attributed to the value expressive function of moral convictions, and the
overwhelming drive to protect one’s ego in the face of challenge, manifestgisea hi
probability of political interest and participation.

Similarly, the vast importance attributed to moral issues may loom large in
electoral choices. Specifically, an issue viewed with moral convictionomayeighted
more heavily when appraising the attractiveness of some candidate, and mag éve
only dimension evaluated in forming an opinion. The literature coined the phrade “sing
issue voting” to describe this, i.e. making voting decisions based on a party or tgadida
stance on a single issue (e.g. Congleton, 1991), and it too can be explained by strong
moral emotions about a certain issue.

Another reason for increased participation and single issue voting in the presence
of moral conviction may relate to the ease with which morals can be apppetitics,

i.e. to morality’s effectiveness as a psychological constraint (Converse, 286#pral
convictions produce a consistent valence for the memory object, and this valence i
cognitively effortless of access, people may choose to derive theidagtion political

issues from their moral stances when availdble.turn, because such people derive

2 Oftentimes, the presentation of issues may bereto take advantage of such reliable,
predictable, long-term associations as moralityfexmn
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their attitudes from their easy to use morals, they are expected toeexceenigher

certainty, and thus to base their vote on these issues that they both care abospand gra
Indeed, studies on morality policies suggest that little information is nesdedral

issues, and since moral issues are also typically highly saliengltbeyfor greater

citizen mobilization and draw more individual level participation (e.g. Hahkrkel and
Meier, 2003).

As a result of these findings, the third and fourth hypotheses will test the
association among moral conviction and two action intentions: issue-based political
participation and single issue voting. In addition, it could be the case that theoéffec
moral conviction on the probability of participation is mediated by increaséautatti
strength, such that moral emotions and categorization increase attitizaetgend
importance, which in turn lead to a tendency to act. This hypothesis
concerningmechanisms will be examined as well.

H2: holding all else constant, both dimensions of moral conviction should
increase issue-based political participation and single issue voting.

H2a: these relationships are mediated by attitude strength, i.e. certainty and

importance.

Moral Conviction and the Culture War

Pundits often point to a “values divide” in the United States between
traditionalists and progressivists. This “culture war” is characterigeadoeasing
polarization, the emergence of an impassioned debate over social and sv@staher

than the distribution of resources, and the return of religion to the public spigere (e.
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Hunter, 1991; White, 2002). In the spirit of post-materialism theories, it could be argued
that material needs are now being met in industrial democracies, makirig aagbate
over socially based issues.

While political scientists differ in the extent to which they agree thdt auc
polarization process indeed occurs in the US and what may be its determirgaiNge(e.
Verba and Petrocik, 1979; Bartels, 2000), many agree that the past two devads=echa
a change in the political atmosphere, accompanied by increasingly heatess @aloat
ideological extremity. Morality policies are not amenable to comprorvseriey and
Schuldt, 2008), transgressions may be viewed as sins (Meier, 1999), and debating them
induces resentment and aggression within political discourse. In fact, the&tultur
conflict” is often defined by its portrayal of emotional environments, g®ktital and
social hostility rooted in different systems of moral understanding” (Hunter, 4891

Whereas such antagonistic atmosphere is surely accompanied by intolerance, i

not necessarily directed toward the usual suspects, such as different religion
denominations or extreme social groups—communists, Jews, feminist otgensizatc.
In fact, in fostering the advance of shared moral viewpoints, this valubseriesurages
the formation of pragmatic alliances across religious denominations and othrensehe
odd bedfellows (Hunter, 1991). Intolerance is thus directed instead toward those
representing the contrasting viewpoint on some moral issue, like abortion andngsy rig
even if such opponents are of the same race, class, gender, or even polijics e
self.

There is empirical evidence that self-reported moral conviction is retatstial

distance, such that some individuals are decreasingly willing to masdeiiz, private,
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and economic relationships, or even sit next to people who do not share a stance they
report as a moral conviction (Skitka, Bauman and Sargis, 2005). While sociatdista
clearly an indication of intolerance, political scientists are often stean tolerance

with respect to the political and civil rights of those holding contrasting veves, as
freedom of organization and speech because such acceptance constitutes a basi
expectation of citizens in democracies. The degree of intolerance evakedisin a

sense an extreme case, as one may privately loath some attitude and chogssdoi&iee
distance from people holding it, but still support the permission to express thideaiit

the name of democracy (as per Voltaire’s apocryphal statement, | digamdrwhat you
say, but | will defend to the death your right to say it).

Intolerance can be explained by the nature of issues viewed with moral
conviction. | suggested earlier that it is the linkage of morally based attitudes’s
self-concept, which contributes importance to an attitude. Due to the cerdfdhty self,
people feel threatened and have a strong motivation to defend self-definitrgatsns
when these are brought into question. In turn, this threat to one’s self-estgdeadtp
political intolerance (Sullivan et al, 1981). It is also possible to think about inokeees
a consequence of the “we” vs. “them” mindset activated upon threat to one’s social
identity. Theories on the effects of groups in politics are divided on the extentdio whi
hostility toward out-groups is inevitable when this mindset is triggered, buatreg
that such hostility certainly strengthens self-esteem and a e€bglonging (e.g.

Allport, 1954; Sherif, 1966; Tajfel and Turner 1979).
Note that this logic is similar to the pivotal role of threat in activating

authoritarianism and thus causing intolerance and prejudice (e.g. Duckitt, 198%aifeldm
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2003; Lavine, Lodge and Freitas, 2005). However, while authoritarianismis ofte
measured and defined with respect to conservative values, moral conviction is
ideologically symmetric, capturing threat from an attack to anydedifing political
belief, and as a result predicts intolerance among conservatives anid kthikea

The emotional nature of moral convictions may explain intolerance and eytremi
as well. First, | suggest above that moral convictions affectively color amerject,
such that more extreme responses are expected as associationamreuneatence
node over others. Additionally, there is gathering experimental evidencensgjitat
people become more intolerant of moral transgressions and tend to express rapre ext
and severe moral judgments when emotion is induced (e.g. Schnall, Haidt, and Clore,
2006; Trafimow, Bromgard, Finlay, and Ketelaar, 2005). This suggests that, holding
constant the level of threat to the self due to a moral violation, the mere experience of
emotion increases extremity and intolerance.

The hypotheses following suggest that moral conviction leads to increased i
importance and certainty, which in turn increase attitudinal extremity &oldrance.

H3: holding all else constant, both dimensions of moral conviction should
increase attitudinal extremity and intolerance.

H3a: these relationships are mediated by attitude strength, i.e. certainty and

importance.

Morality for all: individual differences by ideology and knowledge
It is important to distinguish and separately investigate two diffesgrecas of

the tendency to apply moral judgment to political issues. First, since one offdhe qfi
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the bi dimensional moral conviction defined in this project is that it is veryezitieind

easy to use, no differences are expected to appear in the respective effectd o

conviction on attitude strength, participation, and tolerance. Still, it is worthwahtest
whether political knowledge increases or does not affect the effects ofcooradtion.

In addition, the emotional and cognitive dimensions may potentially differ ol

the interactive effect of political knowledge. Some may argue that cagmbral

conviction may increase with ability to scrutinize the issue, while oftmerghat political
sophisticates are affected by emotions to a greater extent irtitregian of affectively

charged political concepts (Lodge and Taber, 2005). Thus, the two dimensions should be
tested separately.

Another important characteristic of the current definition of moral conviction is
that it is ideologically symmetrical in the sense that it should affettide strength,
participation, and tolerance regardless of the direction of one’s attitude — apposit
support for some political practice. Still, some issues may call for mor@ panviction
of a certain ideological slant, as essay 1 demonstrates. Thus, three pséitiealwere
chosen for this study, of them one was found in the first essay to be higher in moral
conviction among liberals (capital punishment) and two tended to evoke more
conservative moral sentiments on average (gay adoption and abortion). In addition, both
dimensions of moral conviction will be cross-referenced with the direction attihede
to test for ideologically asymmetrical effects.

H4: Both dimensions of moral conviction are not expected to interact with

ideology in explaining involvement and intolerance.
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H5: Both dimensions of moral conviction are not expected to interact with

political knowledge in explaining involvement and intolerance.

Alternative explanations to moral conviction’s role as a political cue

Although seminal works in political science demonstrated that the vast tyajori
of Americans are politically unknowledgeable (Delli Carpini and Keet&6)l%nd
ideologically unsophisticated (Campbell et al., 1960; Converse, 1964), individual-level
political attitudes seem to be reasonably predictable, and public opinion is owdiall st
and intelligible (e.g. Page and Shapiro, 1992). A common answer to the dysfunctional
public paradox is that the public relies on a variety of cues in forming polititabat.
There is some evidence that American political attitudes are drivenlddg ptditical
principles and key ideas (A. de Tocqueville, 1848/2000), such as individualism, equality,
and limited government (e.g. McClosky and Zaller, 1984; Feldman, 1988; Pole, 1993;
Kinder and Mendelberg, 2008¢ldman and Steenbergen, 2001), or by general motivation-
based values, such as openness to change and the concern for the self versu®iconcern
the other (Schwartz, 1992). Still others view personality predispositions asngjrect
political behavior, specifically social conservatism and authoritariaesgn Jost et al,
2003).

Political principles, goal-driven values and personal inclinations are alt@bl
capture greater complexity relative to one-dimensional ideology, whilaimerg few in
number—especially compared to the large number of political attitudesemnaitia

democracy is expected to hold (Feldman, 2003). Nevertheless, | suggest &lat mor
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judgment—i.e. the controlled and automatic process of moral assessment of objects—
holds some advantage over values, political principles and traits.

In contrast with specific political principles (such as individualism, etyali
feminism, support for diplomatic measures in foreign relations and so on), which are
grounded in a specific era and polity, motivation-based values, personalgyarait
moral judgment have the merit of being relatively context-free andyngaixlersal
(Schwartz, 1992). Specifically, some moral principles, like the tasteifoe$s, justice,
and care, prevail throughout mankind'’s history, across times, geographical besindari
and sometimes even species (e.g. Haidt and Graham,Z2®@0h generally applicable
principles would be more efficient for a society to socialize for.

But while values are near-general too (Schwartz, 1992), moral judgment has
additional advantages over values in directing attitudes, as unlike psychbiogicaes
and moral emotions, values refer to consciously desired end- states, while mora
judgment emerges at a much earlier phase on the developmental scan&SaEal),
and does not necessitate the assumption of awareness (e.g. Cushman, Young and Hauser,
2006). On the other hand, personal predispositions such as authoritarianism, tendency to
empathy, and openness do not straightforwardly translate into political behavoassuc
participation or attitudinal extremity. Unlike traits, morality is inhelgeattion inducing,
and being emotional in nature, it willingly translates into both political behavior and
cognition.

Thus, | argue that moral judgment is a particularly good cue to rely onsas it i

universal and generalizable beyond time and place (i.e. is still useful witheshaf

% Although this claim is by no means widely acceptss Isaiah Berlin and to debates about what is
meant by equal opportunity.
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issues, countries and polities), intuitive and easy to communicate (both with other people
and with elites), has a strong motivational force and readily generatas &fust as

useful for non-political issues (so developing a singular schema for pdtitinalples is
unnecessary), yet is still able to comprise the complexity of polititsjust a few

guidelines (especially as compared to the large number of politicatlattj see

Feldman, 2003). Thus, there is reason to believe that moral judgment guides political
attitudes above and beyond political principles, core values, partisanship and ggrsonal
and controlling for these factors in the statistical models should not cancel the

explanatory power of moral conviction.

Method

Data

The data comes from a representative survey carried out by phone among NY
state residents of 18 years or older. The survey was executed by the Cenitrevégr
Research and Stony Brook University, funded by a dissertation improvemeinfrgna
the National Science Foundation, and included 788 completions, which were randomly
assigned to answer questions regarding one of three political issuestogipn
(N=274), abortion (N=235), or capital punishment (N=298). Of the sample, 39% self
identified as liberals and 37% as conservatives (the rest as independeragg vagied
from 18-92 with a mean of 54, and 41% were males.

Procedure

Overall, respondents answered questions pertaining to the dependent variables

before either dimension of moral conviction was measured; these weredsalegaieding
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to the issue to which the participant was randomly assigned. Then, controls were
measured. The procedure for the cognitive moral conviction scales rertteenggine as

in study 2 (see measures below), with slight alteration of question wordirgjusb a

them to a phone rather than a web-based survey. The encoding of the emotional
dimensionhowever, was altered to be more similar in nature to the cognitive dimension.
All measures were coded 0-1, such that 1 indicates higher on the trait, eyeépivan

in years).

Dependent Variables

Certainty. How certain are you of your views on [issue], 5 point scale, from not at
all certain to extremely certain: mean abortion: .75; mean gay adoption: .69; apédah c
punishment: .68.

Importance:How important is [issue] to you compared to the way you feel about
other social and political issues, 5-point-scale, from not at all importartresrely
important, mean abortion: .58; mean gay adoption: .35; mean capital punishment: .47.

Attitudinal extremityTo what extent do you favor or oppose [issue], originally
varying from 1 (strongly oppose) to 7 (strongly favor), and folded such that 1 sslicat
high extremity (originally 1 or 7), mean abortion: .76, mean gay adoption: .65; mea
capital punishment: .63.

Political participation: A series of 3 4-point-scale questions: Do you ever try to
convince people to change their attitude on [issue]; In the last 12 months, did you ever
write a letter or a comment regarding the issue of [issue] to the newsizapeme
website on the internet, or to a politician or other officials?; In the pastdars yhave

you volunteered in any institution that deals with the issue of [issue]; (OftemetBnes;
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Rarely; Never), Abortion:fea=.27, mean=.11; Gay adoptiop.s+=.29, mean=.06;
Capital punishment;ka=.32, mean=.07*

Single issue votingdow important is a candidate's position on [issue] in deciding
how you vote in an election? 5 point scale, from not at all certain to extreer&ing
mean abortion: .56, mean gay adoption: .40; mean capital punishment: .45.

ToleranceA scale of 3 4-point-scale questions: Should someone who [opposes/
supports issue] be allowed to make a speech in your city, town, or community? Teach in
a public school? Distribute brochures in public areas (by knocking on doors, handing
them out on public transportation and so on)? From definitely yes to definitely no.
Participants were asked about people who hold attitudinally dissimilar view to
themselves, according to their answer on the attitude question, and respondents who
answered on the middle point on this question were randomly assigned to answer either
on a person opposing or supporting the issue, Abortigr+=r37, mean=.73; Gay
adoption: fear.46, mean=.74; Capital punishmenfs#~.46, mean=.8%.

Moral conviction

SeeAppendixfor descriptive statistics of the moral conviction measures.

Cognitive dimension

1. Act evaluationIn general, would you say [practice] is alright, somewhat
alright, somewhat not alright, or not alright? 4 point scale.

2. Contingency on common practice in the United Stéesv suppose that

[practice] were [common/uncommon] in the United States, would it definitedyriggt

%4 For scales of 2 or 3 items, | report the moreasliéit inter-items mean correlation for consistency.
The reliability coefficient. is reported in a footnote. In this case,47, .46, .49 correspondingly.
% 4=.63, .71, .67 correspondingly.
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[to engage in act] in this country, mostly alright, mostly not alright, or defynnot
alright? 4 point scale.

3. Legal status in the United Stat&o you think that there should or should not

be a law that [prohibits/ allows practice] in this country? 4 point scale.

4. Legal contingencyNow suppose there is a law [allowing/prohibiting practice].

Do you think it would be definitely alright [to engage in act] if there was a law

prohibiting it, mostly alright, mostly not alright, or definitely not alright? specale.

5. Contingency on common practice in another country

Suppose that there was another country where [practice] is very
[common/uncommon]. In this country, do you think it would be definitely alright [to
engage in act], mostly alright, mostly not alright, or definitely not alright®@int scale.

6. Legal status in another countfyo you think that ALL countries should

definitely pass a law [allowing/prohibiting practice], probably pass apasbably not
pass a law, or definitely not pass a law? 4 point scale.

Measures were adapted from Turiel, Hildebrandt and Wainryb (1991). The
measure was composed of answers to questions 2-6, which were branched by the
responses to question 1. In these questions, participants answering that a cértaih pol
practice is alright or somewhat alright were asked about their respoas#tation
where it is generally unaccepted or legally prohibited, whereas pant€ipi@wing the
practice as somewhat not alright or not alright were asked about a situbgmmitis
commonly accepted or legally allowed. A person who answered don’t know or refused to
the branching question was randomly assigned one of the two sets of questions.

Participants got a 0 or a 1/3 for each time they shifted their answer frororigeial
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attitude to “definitely” or “mostly” respectively—and 2/3 or 1 in absolute vditigely

kept their initial attitude (e.g. saying that something is definitelglalif it is very
common after they said they believe it is not alright got a 0, saying it is nadrsgliyt got

a 1/3, saying it is mostly not alright got a 2/3, and saying it is still deffimot alright

even if very common got a 1). This yielded a 20 point scale, 1 being high on cognitive
moral conviction, holding constant the attitude’s direction. Abortien70, mean=.62;
Gay adoptionu=.64, mean=.61; Capital punishmemnt.69, mean=.58.

Emotional dimension

1. Self directed negative emotions

The following questions concern your feelings in different situations. Pllease
about the specific emotion you would feel personally in each situation and answeer base
on how much of the emotion you feel, and not just how much you support or oppose the
action. Imagine that you work in [relevant job], and as part of your job [have to engage
act/ have to refuse performing the act]. How ashamed would this make you deel? H
guilty? 5 point scale from extremely to not at all.

2. Other directed negative emotiens

Imagine that someone you know who works in a [relevant job] regularly [engages
in act/ refuses to perform act]. How angry would this make you feel? How thd@us
point scale from extremely to not at all.

3. Third parties directed negative emotions

Imagine another country in which [relevant population] [frequently engages in
act/ always denied act]. How disgusted would this make you feel? 5 poinfrecale

extremely to not at all.
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Participants answering that a certain political practice is alogebmewhat
alright were asked about their response to a situation where it is not allowey arethe
forced to deny it, whereas participants viewing the practice as soineetreright or
not alright were asked about a situation where it is allowed or they aresengacp
person who answered don’t know or refused to the branching question answered all
guestions on both situations. The aversive emotions were averaged for all relevant
guestions, 1 being high on emotional moral conviction, holding constant the attitude’s
direction. Abortiono=.85, mean=.51; Gay adoptiai=.88, mean=.59; Capital
punishmentn=.79, mean=.43.

Controls

Ideologyln general, when it comes to politics, do you consider yourself... from
extremely liberal to extremely conservative, 7 point scale, mean=.50.

Social Conservatism items adopted from Conover and Feldman’s (1984) Moral
Traditionalism scale, e.g. Society should be more accepting of people whos@aappea
or values are very different from most, Reversed; This country would be better off i
there were more emphasis on traditional family ties54, mean=.47.

Party identificationGenerally speaking, do you usually think of yourself as a...
from strong Republican to a strong Democrat, reversed, 7 point scale, mean=.44.

Openness to experien8dtems adopted from Buchanan et al (2005), e.g. | enjoy
hearing new ideasy¢ar.144, mean=.81p=.32.

Authoritarianism3 items adopted from Feldman and Stenner’s (1997)
authoritarianism scale, e.g. Would you say that it is more important foldat@Hue

independent or respectful of their eldergg+.32, mean=.56=.58.
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Empathy3 items adopted from Caruso and Mayer (1998), e.g. Seeing other
people smile makes me smilgedi=.15, mean=.84=.31.

Feminism2 items adopted from Morgan (1996), e.g. Men have too much
influence in American politics compared to women, r=.52, meana=.68.

Disgust sensitivityd items adopted from the Revised Disgust Scale (see Haidt,
McCauley, and Rozin, 1994; Olatunji et al., 2007), e.g. How disgusting would you find
each of the following experiences: Your friend's cat dies, and you have to pick up the
dead body with your bare handged=.43, mean: .514=.69.

Political knowledget multiple choice items scale, e.g. who is the president of
Russiao=.59, mean: .607.

Religious observandeots of things come up that keep people from attending
religious services even if they want to. Thinking about your life these days, reswdof
you attend religious services, apart from occasional weddings, baptisms aidarger
point scale, from never to more than once a week, mean=.49.

Socio demographicsge (in years), mean=54.5; Gender (binary, male=1),

mean=.41; Education (14 ordered options), mean=.68.

Results

Moral conviction and attitude strength

Attitude strength—an index of attitude certainty and issue importance—bn eac
one of the three political issues, was submitted to a linear regressiorogiktivec moral

conviction, emotional moral conviction, and alternative explanations. In addition, the
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components of the attitude strength index, certainty and importance, were eaittedubm
to an ordered probit. Table 1 presents the regression coefficients for the nilge. mode

The effect of moral conviction

Do both dimensions of moral conviction increase attitude strength, holding
constant other psychological, sociological, and political key explanatorylesta
Results are affirmative. First, cognitive moral conviction increatsigde strength by
about 31% of its range on average (26% for abortion, t=3.55; 37% for gay adoption,
t=4.44; 30% for capital punishment, t=4.42) such that ceteris paribus, participants hel
stronger attitudes for one or the other ideological side to the extent thatahey sigh
on domain theory’s formal characteristics. In a similar vein, hot moral canvict
increases attitude strength by about 17% of its range on average (1dBo6rfoon,
t=2.45; 16% for gay adoption, t=2.61; 22% for capital punishment, t=4.55) such that
participants held stronger attitudes for one or the other ideological side taghethat
they reported stronger moral emotions upon transgression, holding all else constant. Not
that the effect of cognitive moral conviction is almost twice the effect afooal
conviction. When rerunning these three models with both dimensions of moral conviction
averaged, the combined index increases attitude strength by 45% of its rangeaga aver
(38% for abortion, t=5.16; 47% for gay adoption, t=6.00; 50% for capital punishment,
t=8.41), holding all else equal. The six ordered probit models in Table 1 estimate the
effect of the two dimensions of moral conviction and the control variables on the two
components of the attitude strength index, attitude certainty and issue importance,

suggesting that the two are influenced by moral conviction to a similar étent.

% The questionnaire measured another componentitidat strength—attitudinal ambivalence—by
asking, for instance, “How "torn" do you feel beemethe position that gay adoption should be allqwed
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Table 4.1: Moral conviction and attitude strength

Cognitive Moral
Conviction
Emotional Moral
Conviction
Ideology
(conservatism)
Social
conservatism
Party id
(Republican)
Feminism

Authoritarian

Openness to
experience
Empathy

Disgust
sensitivity
Religiosity

Political
knowledge
Education

Age

Male
Constant
Threshold 1
Threshold 2
Threshold 3
Threshold 4

R?/ Pseudo R
Log likelihood
ratio

N

Abortion Gay Adoption Capital Punishment
Strength Certainty Importance Strengtk Certainty Importance Strength Certainty Importance
.261*  1.133**  ,922** .366**  1.645** 1.507* .296** 1.578* 1.056**
(.073) (.383) (.359) (.083) (.431) (.421) (.067) (.385) (.363)
141**  665** .639* A56% 717 .606** 221**  1.013** 1.071*
(.057) (-296) (.286) (.060) (.303) (.287) (.048) (.276) (.265)
-.014 -.313 .189 -.064 -.440 -.105 A79**  830* .720*
(.088) (.449) (.428) (.084) (.437) (.406) (.067) (.369) (-356)
.105 722 .290 -.083 127 -.681 -.030 -.270 132
(.116) (.609) (.576) (.097) (.505) (.466) (.081) (.456) (.442)
.058 478 .025 .034 .215 .103 -.037 -.078 -.147
(.070) (.370) (.337) (.066) (.334) (.313) (.057) (.316) (.300)
.129* .045 .830** -.002 -.349 517 -.017 -.060 -.006
(.066) (.340) (.326) (.070) (.363) (.337) (.058) (.324) (.308)
.057 .230 179 -.009 -.009 -.152 .042 .248 .014
(.057) (.292) (.281) (.061) (.311) (.287) (.047)  (.264) (.252)
-.024 -.109 .022 146 1.041* .036 -.035 -111 -.436
(-104) (.542) (.501) (.200)  (.500) (.482) (.087) (.483) (.458)
.201* .631 .931* -.151 -.923 -.141 -.062 -.045 -.213
(.107) (.544) (.530) (.109) (.569) (.5631) (.093) (.519) (.503)
.021 -.078 .201 .001 -.089 111 -070 -.731* -.018
(.068) (.356) (.337) (.072) (.373) (.342) (.053) (.296) (.286)
.046 .103 .268 -.004 -.278 .118 -.049 -.268 -.117
(.055) (.284) (.272) (.050) (.252) (.237) (.046) (.260) (.246)
.104 .603* .109 .024 .223 -.047 -.067 .504 -.966**
(.066) (-338) (.317) (.070) (.347) (-328) (.060) (.333) (-328)
-.009 .103 -.057 111 778 232 124 .079 914
(.146) (.756) (.705) (:127) (.636) (.605) (.108) (.603) (.578)
.000 .007 -.004 .002* .009* .005 .004*  .022* .015*
(.001) (.006) (.005) (.001) (.005) (.005) (.001) (.006) (.005)
-.048 -.127 -.188 -.033 -.118 -.001 -.018 -.175 .043
(.042) (.213) (.203) (.042) (.212) (.196) (.034) (.191) (.180)
.013 .083 .123
(.172) (.177) (.157)

.661 1.273 AT72 1.084 522 .380

(.894) (.850) (-905) (.875) (.887) (.841)

1.308 1.860 .889 1.734 1.051 1.452

(.888) (.853) (.902) (.877) (.886) (.847)

2.263 2.762 2.029 2.864 2.212 2.434

(.895) (.862) (.911) (.889) (.891) (.851)

2.931 3.313 2.488 3.334 3.152 3.012

(.902) (.867) (.915) (.897) (.899) (.854)
30% 9% 8% 30% 11% 8% 34% 13% 9%

- 41.73*  45.01* - 57.37**  45.50** - 78.29**  60.00**
176 179 177 189 190 193 210 214 212

Entries in the strength models are OLS coefficielatgries in the certainty and importance modets ar
maximum-likelihood estimates of ordered probit med&ll scales are coded to range from 0 to 1 with
the exception of age (years). **: p<.05 (two tail); *: p<.05 (one tail; note thatypotheses were
directional). Std. errors in brackets.

and the other side that says it should not be aib¥wHowever, this item had no significant effeat o
attitude strength in any of the three politicaliss. Still, moral conviction shows similar effeotsattitude
strength when the latter includes ambivalencethg@component.
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Thus, moral conviction exerts a vast influence, by far the strongest and most
consistent among all independent variables. Other factors that exhibitfecargreffect
on attitude strength were feminism and empathy for abortion (3=.129, t=1.96; 3=.201,
t=1.87), such that increasing feminism and empathy increases attitudéhstodtey age
increases attitude strength on gay adoption (3=.002, t=1.77) and capital punishment
(3=.004, t=4.02), and ideology affected capital punishment (3=.179, t=2.68), such that
increasing conservatism leads to stronger attitudes in the matter.

Robust analysis

Moral conviction was specified in these models to reflect the strength of
conviction, holding constant its ideological direction. However, will re-specifythgr
independent variables from reflecting political tendency toward consarvati
liberalism to tap non-directional strength change the pattern of resulte3tThis
possibility, ideology and party identification were both integrated in the nodeir
folded form, altering them from their 7 point scale to a 4 point scale, such that the two
extreme categories were collapsed and coded as the highest (i.e. 1), @ne so w
categories 2 and 6 and 3 and 5, with the middle category coded as 0. However, folded
ideology and partisanship still had no significant effect on attitude strenigilke, moral
conviction retained its effect size, with the exception of a significanttedfdolded
ideology on attitude strength on abortion, 3=.138, t=2.52. Folded ideology had non-
significant coefficients of .085 and .079 on gay adoption and capital punishment, and
folded partisanship had non-significant coefficients of .039, .060 and -.034 while
combined moral conviction retained significant coefficients of .350, .444, and .467 on

abortion, gay adoption and capital punishment, respectively. These results suggest that
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the vast influence of moral conviction is not an artifact of its unidirectionaifsadion,
and does not diminish when other variables are specified similarly.

Another indication of the robust effect of moral conviction on attitude strength
comes from examining a model in which it is omitted. The explained variance
contributed by all the independent variables specified in Table 1 except for moral
conviction dropped from 30% at a minimum, to a maximum of 13%18% for
abortion, 13% for gay adoption, 9% for capital punishm@nt).

Moderation by support for the practice

Is the effect of moral conviction ideologically asymmetrical? To testdption,
each of the two dimensions of moral conviction was interacted with ideologicaialrec
(a dummy in which O=opposition and 1=support), and these interactions and their
components were submitted to three regressions, one for each political issue. None of
these six interactive terms approaches statistical significarnttetie exception of hot
moral conviction on abortion, where moral emotions increase attitude strenmtly am
people opposed to abortion, R=.350, t=2.96), but not among supporters, 3=.02%)t=.40)
These results suggest that moral conviction on both ideological sides incréasis at

strength.

" The omission of moral conviction did not affeat ither independent variables by much. Feminism
and empathy still increase attitude strength ontadyg and so does political knowledge (3=.130,8%1
3=.279, t=2.42; 3=.120, t=1.72), older age stidléases attitude strength on gay adoption, andas d
openness to experience (3=.002, t=1.67; 3=.2574®¥2and age and conservatism on the 7-point agdgol
scale still increase attitude strength on capialighment (3=.004, t=3.52; 3=.132, t=1.70).

2 |nteractive term: R=-.321, t=-2.27; dummy supportabortion: R= .297, t=2.11; hot moral
conviction: 3= .350, t=2.96.
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Moderation by knowledge

Next, one may wonder whether moral conviction only affects attitude strength
among the politically sophisticated. It is this study’s argument thatiugwhd
emotional moral conviction would be available to all, the politically unsophisticat
included, but this is still an option worth examining. To test this option, each of the two
dimensions of moral conviction was interacted with political knowledge (0-1, Irhigh
and these interactions were submitted to three regressions, one for each igsliteca
None of these six interactive terms approaches statistical signdi¢aitb the exception
of cognitive moral conviction on gay adoption, where cognitive moral conviction actuall
increases attitude strength among the most unknowledgeable participants, (3= .770,
t=3.68), but not among the most knowledgeable ones, R=.169, 131 ese results
suggest that the effect of moral conviction on attitude strength is not contingent on
political knowledge.

Mediation by awareness

Is the effect of moral conviction mediated by awareness? In other words, should a
person be aware of their moral conviction in order to translate it to political
determination? To test this possibility I've submitted the attitude strengdels to a
mediation analysis, in which self-reported moral conviction was tested fortdrg eéhxat
it explains the effect of each dimension of theory driven moral conviction on attitude
strength.

Results tell us something about the nature of self-reported moral conviction. Sobel

tests show that one’s perception of the extent to which an attitude towards the tigslie is

2 |Interactive term: B=-.601, t=-2.08; knowledge:.B#2, t=1.37; cognitive moral conviction: R= .770,
t=3.68.
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to morality has no significant mediation effect on the impact of cognitive moral
conviction on attitude strength (abortion: p=.424; gay adoption: p=.980; capital
punishment: p=.124), but does mediate on average a third of the effect that emotional
moral conviction has on determination (abortion: 26%, p=.062; gay adoption: 43%,
p=.006; capital punishment: 38%, p=.001). This suggests that the effect of selfedreporte
moral conviction on attitude strength comes from awareness of one’s moral eraations
not from people’s tendency to view their attitude as universal, which fits wéll wi
current findings suggesting that people often rely on their emotions as an ordafati

their views.

Moral conviction and political attitudes: reverse causation?

One may wonder about a possible endogeneity problem in the previous models.
Does moral conviction affect one’s political attitude, or is it the other way arotmete
are two major ways of confronting such concerns about endogeneity: thedtyrainc
empirically. First, causation is a conceptual matter. According to my tloéongral
conviction, causality should mostly flow from moral conviction to politicatades, as
certainty in an attitude is a symptom of the low variance and univalencetutistriof
considerations on the issue, and its importance results from the memory object’s
intimates relations with personal and social identity.

In addition, the assumption that political attitudes are subordinate to masality i
based on a developmental line of research indicating that political attitudespdavel
much older age than moral emotions and categorization of the moral domain. Toddlers

readily express moral emotions like disgust and anger, and are known to apply domain
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theory’s formal characteristics from the age of three (Smetana, 1981gastmmiitical
opinions are shaped only later. Studies show that the understanding of abstract concepts
requires a comprehension of certain core political concepts such as vearrstiat

nationality that develop in adolescence (Piaget and Weil, 1951; Sigel and Cocking,
1977). Other studies indicate that it is not until the end of puberty that adolescents can
refer to the abstract concepts of society, institutions, norms and laws (Rurtay-

1990).

Still, it is certainly possible that at some point the relationship betweead mor
conviction and attitudes may become dynamic for some people and issues, such that at
times major changes in a political attitude may reflect back on one’d cooractions.

This is where the statistical solution of two-stage least-squaresdonievo-stage least
squares regression (2SLS) uses instrumental variables to allow and testifsivity

(i.e. a state of reverse causation, in which one of the covariates adftediespendent
variables), which otherwise violates OLS assumption that the disturbancis term
uncorrelated with the independent variables. The model takes predicted valudssfrom
first (reduced form) equation, and plugs them in the second equation.

To test the extent to which there is reverse causality whereby ardunaligi
political attitude affects their moral conviction in some matter, we nefact@an
instrumental variable that explains moral conviction, but at the same time islyprope
excluded from the original model explaining the political attitude, and is uihatee
with the error term in the primary model (e.g. Bartels, 1991). If we then use this
instrument to predict moral conviction, and substitute this new predicted variatie for

original moral conviction variable, our new variable will be uncorrelated withrtbe e
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term. If the new variable still shows the expected effect on the politttaldatwhen we
alleviate the endogeneity concern, it will strengthen our confidence in thesresoit
OLS.

More often than not, good instrumental variables are very difficult to come by, as
any variable that will be correlated with moral conviction on some issusd®apected
to be correlated with the actual political attitude. A particularly goodunstntal
variable can come from an experiment in which, after we measure a politicalmpua
run some manipulations that produce moral conviction. In this case, to the extent that the
manipulation was successful, it affects moral conviction, but is completelygexog to
the measured political attitude, which was recorded prior to the treatment, argl thus i
properly excluded from the original equation.

Fortunately, | have available a database from exactly such an expemheat |
ran for the previous chapter, in which | manipulated moral conviction by inducing harm
associations and the moral emotion of disgust, after measuring politicadedtibwards
refraining from military intervention in Darfur, and refraining from thgulation of
internet pornography. The experimental treatment, comparing a contngdnviting for
disgust or harm associations, makes for perfect instrumental variableshiastinto test
for a reversed causality of moral conviction and political attitudes, becasse thi
manipulation was found to affect moral conviction, but the attitudes and attitudelstreng
guestions are undoubtedly not affected by it because they were measured befsre
ever presented. OLS and 2SLS estimates of the effect of moral convicticag@vener
the two dimensions) alongside controls for one’s political attitude and the ktadngt

one’s attitude are presented in Table 2.
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Although ideal in other respects, the instrumental variables in these modsls, as
always the case with instruments, do not perfectly explain the right hand sideremgoge
variable, and thus introduce noise to the primary equation, which considerably iacrease
the standard errors, and makes it difficult to reject the null hypothesisdiralee
comparison of the standard errors produced by OLS and 2SLS indicate that 2SLS
generates standard errors that are 13 times bigger on average. Despisdsrably
larger errors, moral conviction shows effects in the right direction in all four Is)ade

in the case of the issue of intervention in Darfur—its effect are statlgtsignificant.

Table 4.2: Moral conviction and political attitudes: 2SLS vs. OLS

Intervention in Darfur Regulation of internet porn
Attitude strength Supports refraining Attitude stre ngth Supports refraining
2SLS OLS 2SLS OLS 2SLS OLS 2SLS OLS
Moral Conviction | 1.388* A469** .899** .349** 1.239 .530** 725 A46%
(.754) (.089) (.455) (.026) (1.097) (.089) (.492) (.034)
Ideology .087 -.029 .037 .076 -.048 -.017 -.056 -.109*
(conserv.) (.063) (.045) (.082) (.047) (.103) (.072) (-126) (.065)
Authoritarian .021 -.028 -.080 .007 .003 .010 .032 .065
(.052) (.035) (.093) (.030) (.055) (.048) (.079) (.045)
Militarianism -.031 .018 .016 -.106** -.050 -.014 .038 .019
(.044) (.023) (.109) (.027) (.068) (.033) (.049) (.028)
Religiosity -.062 -.011 .055 .018 -.114 -.015 -.004 -.052
(.072) (.031) (.056) (.030) (.156) (.043) (.097) (.043)
Political 172%* 167 311 .075 .207 .089 .210 211%*
knowledge (.053) (.045) (.200) (.052) (.197) (.063) (.065) (.057)
Education -.011 -.013 -.014 -.006 .015 .014 .006 -.001
(.011) (.009) (.016) (.009) (.013) (.012) (.018) (.012)
Income .046 .007 .000 -.009 -.017 -.056 -.073 -.050
(.050) (.034) (.054) (.034) (.077) (.049) (.063) (.044)
Age .002 .000 -.001 .001 .001 .001 .002 .002
(.002) (.001) (.002) (.001) (.001) (.001) (.001) (.001)
Male .055 .001 -.104 .007 134 .049 .026 .097*
(.057) (.022) (.097) (.021) (.136) (.030) (.130) (.030)
Constant -.199 .289** 567** A464** -.215 .168* .381 .359*
(.472) (.080) (.128) (.059) (.593) (.094) (.091) (.073)
R? - 21% - 51% - 14% - 51%
Root MSE 213 171 264 166 262 236 247 221
N 270 270 282 282 279 279 270 270

Entries are OLS and 2SLS coefficients. Instruménthe 2 SLS models are harm and disgust experahent
manipulations (predicting moral conviction). Mocalnviction is coded as non-directional in the gjtbn
models, and as directional in the support moddldDVs are coded to range from 0 to 1 with the
exception of age (years). **: p<.05 (two tail);%.05 (one tail; note that hypotheses were diraatjo Std.
errors in brackets.
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Starting with attitude strength, both 2SLS and OLS show that moral conviction
significantly increases attitude strength regarding intervention in D@38LS: t=1.84;

OLS: t=5.26), such that ceteris paribus, participants held stronger attitudes amnlome
other ideological side to the extent that they were more morally convincetar§imi
moral conviction increases attitude strength concerning internet porn regulatt was
only significant via OLS (2SLS: t=1.13; OLS: t=5.95; note that while the 2SLS
coefficient is twice as big as the coefficient produced by OLS, the stagdard in
2SLS are 12 times as big).

In the models estimating the effect of moral conviction on the actual attitude on
these issues, the moral conviction measure was altered to capture thendafeche’s
conviction (which was irrelevant in the models tapping attitude strength). In this
directional version of the measure, subjects received a -1 when opposed tottbe prac
and a 1 when supporting it, consistent with the coding for the dependent variable, based
on their response to the items used for branching (recall that respondents encountered
slightly different items based on their preexisting attitude towards the)iss

For the issue of intervention in Darfur, both 2SLS and OLS show that increasing
moral conviction toward support for refraining from intervention significaintyeases
one’s support for intervention (2SLS: t=1.98; OLS: t=13.58). The same relationship
occurs for the issue of porn regulation as well, except it was only signifarathe OLS
estimates (2SLS: t=1.47; OLS: t=13.20; note that while the 2SLS coefficigighisr

from the OLS coefficient by a factor of 1.6, the standard errors in 2SLS areelst tim

bigger).
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Next, we can run a Hausman test to determine whether the differencesrbetwe
the two models are large enough to suggest that the OLS estimates arstecbdse to
endogeneity. Its null indicates that endogeneity is not a huge threat for OLS, as the
estimator is still consistent, thus a rejection of the null implies that #nereonsiderable
effects from an endogenous regressor and thus estimation by 2SLS is due.

Results differ for the two issues tested. For the issue of intervention in Daefur, t
Hausman test yields a marginally significant chi-square for thegadl#ttitude §?=3.66;
p(x?)=.056], and a significant chi-square for attitude strengtl3.01; pg?)=.002],
which leads to the rejection of the null and to the conclusion that some reversednpausati
occurs in the model, and we should rely on the 2SLS coefficients. Note however, that the
2SLS coefficients in this case replicate the significant results fro8 OL

However, for the issue of porn regulation, the Hausman test yields insighifica
chi-square both for the political attitudé$.39; p§?)=.531] and for attitude strength
[¥3=.51; p§?)=.475]. These results suggest that the null of no endogeneity cannot be
rejected, and OLS is a consistent estimator when it comes to reversedycarsalve
should be able to rely on its coefficients in this case. Recall that OLS showicaig
results in the expected direction for the effect of moral conviction on support for porn
regulation as well as for attitude strength in this issue.

To sum up this section, the theory suggests that moral conviction would emerge
before political attitudes are crystallized. However, later on in life, symamic process
may occur with respect to some political issues, in which changes to the att&tyde m

affect moral conviction regarding the issue. In any case, even when c¢ogtfotlany
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reverse causality, moral conviction still significantly affects both pali@ttitudes and

attitude strength.

Theory driven and self-reported moral conviction: reverse causation?

Another question worth answering regards the causal relationship between theory-
driven moral conviction (i.e. the categorization of the moral domain and moral empotions)
and self-reported moral conviction (i.e. one’s perception of the extent to which they view
an issue as moral). Theoretically speaking, it makes sense that whalateakremotions
and cognitive categorization to the moral domain precede one’s moral appraisal and
awareness of moral conviction. Important is to note that the instruments in thesks m
are not as ideal as they are in the last subsection, because moral judgmenft and sel
reported moral conviction were recorded after the morality manipulation, anthosay
be affected by it. This is especially so for moral judgment, which was one of the
dependent variables in this experiment, its order after the manipulation was rzediomi
and was affected by the treatment. This is less of a concern for selecepuwtal
conviction, which was measured later in the questionnaire, about 30 questions after the
experimental treatment was presented, and is thus less likely to havefbetad ddy it.

Thus, it is still worthwhile applying a statistical approach to this questiogretfore,
Table 3 presents results from models similar to the ones in Table 2, wheren@®2SLs5
are employed to estimate the effect of moral conviction (averaged overahe tw
dimensions) and controls on self-reported moral conviction and moral judgment
concerning refraining from military intervention in Darfur, and refragnirom regulation

of internet pornography.
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Table 4.3: Theory driven and self-reported moral conviction: 2SLS vs. OLS

Intervention in Darfur Regulation of internet porn
Moral Judgment Self-reported MC Moral Judgment Séf-reported MC
2SLS OLS 2SLS OLS 2SLS OLS 2SLS OLS
Moral Conviction .501** 297 1.224 .635* .514* .338** 2.916* .782**
(.234) (.026) (1.029) (.103) (.306) (.031) (1.747) (.102)
Ideology .001 .003 .176 .110 .096 .058 -.024 .066
(Conserv_) (.050) (.045) (.136) (.071) (.092) (.063) (.132) (.073)
Authoritarian -.051 -.009 -.106* -.122** -.034 -.008 -.073 -.066
(.063) (.036) (.061) (.052) (.065) (.047) (.090) (.051)
Militarianism -.052 -.086** .002 .038 -.026 -.043 -.105 .001
(.049) (.023) (.071) (.033) (.041) (.029) (.107) (.034)
Religiosity .038 .032 .029 .062 .026 -.006 -.377 -.074
(.038) (.034) (.072) (.043) (.062) (.037) (.261) (.046)
Political .108 .003 .260** 247 .105* .102* .542 77
knowledge (.132) (.047) (.076) (.068) (.057) (.053) (.342) (.069)
Education -.020 -.012 -.008 -.008 .009 .006 .035* .027**
(.014) (.008) (.013) (.012) (.013) (.011) (.020) (.012)
Income .000 .001 .000 -.001 .000 .000 .001 .001
(.001) (.001) (.002) (.001) (.001) (.001) (.002) (.001)
Age -.056 -.010 -.007 -.047 -.055 -.008 272 .016
(.057) (.022) (.079) (.031) (.084) (.027) (.221) (.031)
Male -.022 -.013 .003 -.016 .024 .039 .049 -.051
(.042) (.035) (.065) (.054) (.054) (.047) (.126) (.051)
Constant .598** .538** -.199 .154 A11%* .387** -1.177 -.016
(.089) (.053) (.634) (.122) (.083) (.074) (.998) (.118)
R? - 47% - 24% - 40% - 26%
Root MSE .162 151 .257 .243 .199 .186 427 .254
N 216 216 282 282 216 216 282 282

Entries are OLS and 2SLS coefficients. Instrumenthe 2 SLS models are harm and disgust experahent
manipulations (predicting moral conviction). Mocalnviction is coded as non-directional in the self-
reported models, and as directional in the morddjuent models. All IDVs scales are coded to rangen f

0 to 1 with the exception of age (years). **: p<(@Bo tail); *: p<.05 (one tail; note that hypotlesswere
directional). Std. errors in brackets.

In these models, self-reported moral conviction was measured using a scale of
two items, which were both coded 0-1 prior to averaging: my attitude on (intervention/
regulation) is closely related to my core moral values and convictions (7 pd@&jt sca
how much are your feelings about (intervention/ regulation) connected to your core moral
beliefs or convictions. Moral judgment is an average scale of three 7 point quastions
refraining (from intervention/ regulation) a moral or an immoral astgirsed); extremely
wrong, perfectly OK, or somewhere in between these two (reversed); halymor
permissible or morally impossible do you regard refraining to be, with high me&aing t
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refraining is moral. Since moral judgment is directional, moral conviction in thikem
was coded as directional as well, such that extreme moral conviction in theodioéct
support for refraining is coded as 1, extreme moral conviction in the direction of
opposition for refraining is coded as -1, and no moral conviction to either side is coded O.
Starting with moral judgment, both 2SLS and OLS show that increasing moral
conviction in support of refraining from intervention in Darfur increases the Wiatv t
refraining is the moral and right thing to do (2SLS: t=2.14; OLS: t=11.49). Siwilarl
directional moral conviction significantly increases moral judgment on internet
pornography regulation using both methods (2SLS: t=1.68; OLS: t=10.77). However, we
must remember that these results should be treated with caution, as the instrumenta
manipulations may not have been rightly excluded from the second stage equation.
Moving to the models estimating the effect of moral conviction on self-reported
moral conviction, where the instruments are probably more reliable, both 2SLS 8nd OL
show that increasing moral conviction concerning pornography regulation sigtiyfica
increases one’s self-reported moral conviction (2SLS: t=1.98; OLS: t=13.58). The sam
relationship occurs for the issue of intervention in Darfur as well, extaptiis was
only significant for the OLS estimates (2SLS: t=1.47; OLS: t=13.20; note thizt thbi
2SLS coefficient is twice as big as the OLS coefficient, the standand @nr2SLS are
10 times bigger).
Next, a Hausman test was applied to check whether the differences betuw&en O
and 2SLS are large enough to suggest that the OLS estimates are inconsistent due t
endogeneity. Results for three of the four models suggest that the null of no endogeneity

cannot be rejected [moral judgment, Darfgr.91; p§?)=.340; porny?=.35; p{?)=.554;
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self-reported MC, Darfur?=.38; p§?)=.540], with the exception of self-reported moral
conviction in porn regulatioryf=4.28; p{?)=.039]. Note, however, that even in the latter
case, the 2SLS coefficients replicate the significant results frog OL

To sum up this section, my theory suggests that categorization of some political
issue as belonging to the moral domain and feelings of moral emotion precede any
possible awareness of one’s moral conviction, as well as any appraisal ofitihal pol
practice as moral or immoral. Indeed, results show that a model controllireyévse
causality has no significant advantage compared to OLS, which assumes eitgpgen
and even in cases where some endogeneity may occur, controlling for aseg rever
causality, moral conviction maintains its significant effect. Still, émesults are tentative

and should be taken with care, especially in the case of moral judgment.

Moral conviction, political participation and single issue voting

To test the extent to which moral conviction affects political involvement, single
issue voting and political participation were submitted to an ordered probit and a linear
regression analysis respectively, with both dimensions of moral conviction anol€ont
Table 4 presents the regression coefficients for the six models, two for edidalpoli

issue.
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Table 4.4: Moral conviction, political participation and single issue voting

Abortion

Cognitive Moral
Conviction
Emotional Moral
Conviction
Ideology (conserv.)

Participation

.090* (.050)

.125** (.038)
-.070 (.058)

Social conservatisnj .233** (.075)

Party id
(Republican)
Feminism
Authoritarian
Openness to
experience
Empathy

Disgust sensitivity
Religiosity
Political knowledge
Education

Age

Male

Constant
Threshold 1
Threshold 2
Threshold 3
Threshold 4

R?/ Pseudo R
Log likelihood ratio
N

Mediation by
attitude strength

-.039 (.044)

-.079* (.045)
-.017 (.038)

.022 (.069)

.043 (.071)
.004 (.045)
.031 (.037)
-.023 (.044)
.000 (.099)
-.002%*
(.001)
-.014 (.027)
.022 (.115)

21%

183
28 %**

S| Voting

1.020%
(.356)

737+ (.275)

144 (.403)
.100 (.522)

229 (.316)

207 (.313)
103 (.275)

585 (.481)

-.047 (.509)
027 (.317)
-.051 (.262)
-.544* (.314)
.072 (.698)

-.001 (.005)
-.355* (.194)

.094 (.824)
611 (.821)
1.485 (.821)
2.243 (.828)
7%
38.72%
188

37%

Gay Adoption Capital Punishment
Participation S| Voting Participation S| Voting
060 (048) LA™ 1o7e(038) 787+ (358)
. . (.408) . . . .
1.033**
.063* (.034)  .485* (.23 .065** (.028) (264)
-.046 (.049) -.706* (.415)  .009 (.038) .326 (.357)
.011 (.055) 682 (461)  -.006 (.047) 38.8433)
.023 (.038) .097 (.312) 019.(.032) .229 (.301)
.047 (.039) 116 (.344) .051 (.032) .611* (.303)
-.011 (.034)  -.024 (.293)-.018 (.027) .014 (.252)
-.176**
-.066 (.057)  .763(.482) (048) -.544 (.454)
-.067 (.061)  -.511 (.517)-.017 (.053)  -.062 (.494)
-.013 (.041)  -.052(.337) .019 (.030) -.507* (.288)
.006 (.028)  -.040 (.237) 024.(.026) -.307 (.248)
.037 (.038) .144 (.328) .002 (.035) -.726* (.325)
-.007 (072)  .304 (.608) 67.0.062) 618 (.582)
.000 (.001)  -.002 (.005) .001** (.001) .013** (.005)
-.015(.023)  -.203(.195)  .030 (.020) .092 (.180)
.052 (.102) -.045 (.089)
.817 (.869) 461 (.835)
1.462 (.869) 1.237 (.838)
2.464 (.879) 2.509 (.847)
3.175 (.891) 3.370 (.855)
8% 7% 24% 8%
- 38.44** - 49.75*
191 190 209 213
n.s. 64% 21 %** 66%

Entries in the participation models are OLS coédfits. Entries in the voting models are maximum-
likelihood estimates of ordered probit moddé{H.scales are coded to range from 0 to 1 with the

exception of age (years). **: p<.05 (two talil); *: p<.05 (one tail; note thatypotheses were directional).
Std. errors in brackets. Mediation analysis comasfmodels where moral conviction is averagedtor i
two dimensions, and tests the mediation effecttifide strength in the effect of moral convictiom each
DV. In the participation models, the estimate aigaiificance test come from a Sobel test (similaajues
in a Goodman-2 test). In the voting models, thevede comes from comparing the predicted value Gf M
on the DV when attitude strength is omitted and:Hieel.

The effect of moral conviction

Results show that both dimensions of moral conviction robustly increase issue

based political involvement, above and beyond the political issues, holding constant key

alternative explanations, and also maintain the only effect consistent dtothsra

173



independent variables. First, emotional moral conviction increases singgepisitical
participation by about 9% of its range on average (13% for abortion, t=3.26; 6% for ga
adoption, t=1.84; 7% for capital punishment, t=2.34) such that ceteris paribus,
participants are more likely to try to persuade people to change their minds on thi
particular issue, volunteer in an institution that is dealing with it, and wréttes br post

a comment about this issue online to the extent that they are more morally ednvinc
about the issue. Similarly, cognitive moral conviction increases issue bagezhbpoli
participation in the issues of abortion and capital punishment (9% for abortion, t=1.80;
6% for gay adoption, t=1.23; 13% for capital punishment, t=3.35) such that participants
reported more political activity for the issues of abortion and capital punishntéet to
extent that they categorized the issue in their moral domain, holdingeatiagistant.

When rerunning these three models with both dimensions of moral conviction averaged,
the combined index increases issue-based participation by 17% of its rangeage aver
(22% for abortion, t=4.34; 12% for gay adoption, t=2.79; 18% for capital punishment,
t=5.27), holding all else equal.

Second, all else constant, both dimensions of moral conviction significantly
increase single issue voting intentions on the three issues tested. Firsinahmaral
conviction increases the predicted probability of viewing a candidate’squosit a
single political issue as extremely important when deciding how to vote inciioele
voting by about 20% on average, when moving from its minimum to its maximum
(abortion: there is a 9% chance for viewing abortion as extremely impustamnt
emotional moral conviction is at its minimum, and 44% when it is at its maximym; ga

adoption: 2% vs. 11%; capital punishment: 2% vs. 18%), indicating that ceteris paribus,

174



single issue voting is far more likely as emotional moral conviction inesgabortion:
z=2.68; gay adoption: z=1.69; capital punishment: z=3.92). Cognitive moral conviction
increases the predicted probability of viewing a candidate’s view on a glalsstie as
extremely important in voting by 20% on average as well, when moving from its
minimum to its maximum (abortion: there is a 9% chance for viewing abortion as
extremely important when emotional moral conviction is at its minimum, and 38% when
it Is at its maximum; gay adoption: 1% vs. 19%; capital punishment: 2% vs. 16%), such
that the chance for a single issue voting increases with cognitive moraltcamyvic

holding all else constant (abortion: z=2.86; gay adoption: z=3.48; capital punishment:
z=2.20).

When combined, the two dimensions of moral conviction increase the predicted
probability of viewing a candidate’s view on a political issue as extremmgigritant in
voting by 28% on average, when moving from its minimum to its maximum (abortion:
there is a 1% chance for viewing abortion as extremely important whenrehhoral
conviction is at its minimum, and 48% when it is at its maximum; gay adoption: 2% vs.
14%; capital punishment: 1% vs. 25%), such that the chance for a single issue voting
increases with moral conviction, holding all else constant (abortion: z=4.63; gay
adoption: z=4.31, capital punishment: z=5.63).

Robust analysis

It is furthermore worthwhile to examine whether re-specifying other inmoke
variables as non-directional, or moral conviction as directional, affecteshks;
especially as ideology and party identification show no significantteffe involvement

(with the exception of single issue voting on gay adoption, where liberalisrasec¢he
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tendency to make a vote decision based on this issue, holding else constant). First, the
models were re-specified with ideology and party identification intedria their folded
form, which indicates non-directional ideological and partisan extreamtymoral
conviction averaged across its two dimensions. Coded this way, ideologicatigxtre
shows a significant positive effect on political participation for the issabaition
alone, partisan extremity still holds no significant effects, and neoraliction retains its
significant effects, and shows vastly bigger coefficients (abortion: moradiction:
3=.202, t=3.89, ideological extremity: 3=.065, t=1.73, partisan extremity: 3=.007, t=.22;
gay adoption: moral conviction: 3=.127, t=2.87, ideological extremity: 3=.006, t=.17,
partisan extremity: 3=.001, t=.04; capital punishment: moral conviction: 3=.177, t=5.09,
ideological extremity: 3=.002, t=.05, partisan extremity: 3=.020, t=.88).

A similar pattern occurs in single issue voting intentions, where ideological
extremity shows a significant positive effect for the issues of abortionamtal
punishment, partisan extremity still carries no significant effectsiranmel conviction
retains its significant effects, and shows much bigger coefficientsti@oanoral
conviction: 3=1.601, z=4.32, ideological extremity: 3=.525, z=1.97, partisan extremity:
3=.325, z=1.42; gay adoption: moral conviction: 3=1.672, z=4.35, ideological extremity:
3=.419, z=1.54, partisan extremity: 3=.347, z=1.58; capital punishment: moral
conviction: 3=1.699, z=5.04, ideological extremity: 3=.453, z=1.68, partisan extremity:
3=-.298, z=-1.42). It seems then that the vast influence of moral conviction is not an
artifact of its unidirectional specification.

Another indication of the important role played by moral conviction in explaining

political involvement comes from examining the effect of omitting it. Models do not
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significantly explain the variance in single issue voting when moral convictmmitsed,
as indicated by the modeldtest (abortion: pf)=.187; gay adoption: p})=.171; capital
punishment: 9(2)2.135). For issue based political participation, the models lost from
their explanatory power, but are still significant for two of the three sssseindicated
by the F test (abortion:’R12%, F=.045; gay adoption?®4%, F=.808; capital
punishment: B=13%, F=.007).

Moderation by support for the practice

Next, each of the two dimensions of moral conviction was interacted with
ideological direction (a dummy in which O=opposition and 1=support for the issue), to
test whether the effect of moral conviction is ideologically asymaoatiThe effect of
hot moral conviction held for both ideological sides, with none of the six interactive
terms being statistically significant, whereas cognitive moral ctamibad an
ideologically asymmetrical effect on both participation and single issuggvotr the
issue of abortion, but not in the other two issues. For abortion, cognitive moral conviction
holds a four times bigger effect in increasing political participation among thEEosing
abortion (3=.324, t=3.29), compared to those supporting it, where the effect becomes
insignificant (3=.087, t=1.22f. Similarly, cognitive moral conviction significantly
increases single issue voting among those opposing abortion (3=2.307, z=2.93), but not
among those supporting it (3=-.111, z=-.%1).

Moderation by knowledge

To test the view that the application of moral conviction is contingent on political

% Interactive term: R=-.237, t=-1.89; dummy supportabortion: 3=.104, t=1.22; cognitive moral
conviction: 3= .324, t=3.29.

3 Interactive term: R=-2.418, z=-2.47; dummy supparabortion: 3=1.735, z=2.6; cognitive moral
conviction: 3=2.307, z=2.93.
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sophistication, each of the two dimensions of moral conviction was interacted with
political knowledge. Only one of these twelve interactive terms reachssichh

significance (cognitive moral conviction on abortion with respect to political
participation, where cognitive moral conviction increases participatiamgrmne highly
knowledgeable, R=.250, t=3.04, but not among the unknowledgeable, R=-.125, 2-1.18).
This suggests that the effect of moral conviction on political involvement gendoaiéy

not depend on political knowledge.

Mediation by attitude strength

One of the hypotheses was that the effect of moral conviction on political
participation is at least partly mediated by attitude strength, sucmtneased moral
conviction leads to increased importance of the political issue and to highentgertai
the attitude, and in turn, it is this attitude strength that induces increased politica
involvement.

To test this possibility, a Sobel test was performed on the single issue
participation models to estimate the extent to which the effect of moral tonvic
(averaged across its two dimensions) on participation can be attributed tdehaf sca
attitude strength, which includes attitude certainty and issue importance. Asttime bot
row of Table 4 shows, and as hypothesized, the effect of moral conviction on
participation was significantly mediated by attitude strength on abortion) @8&o
capital punishment (21%), but not on gay adoption.

Unfortunately, the Sobel test cannot be applied in ordered probit models, and

Wald tests indicate that single issue voting cannot be regarded as appetyximetval

32 Interactive term: B=.375, t=2.35; knowledge: R£8,3=-2.71; cognitive moral conviction: R=-.125,
t=-1.18.
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for two of the three issues, and thus cannot be tested using an OLS, and cannot receive
the Sobel mediation test (the null hypothesis that all four intervals smaalialy equal
each otherT(reshold - Threshold = T3- T2 = T2—T1 =T1) iS rejected for abortion:
pP(x%)=.088; and capital punishmentypj=.021, however, for gay adoptionypj=.140).

Thus, to find the extent to which attitude strength mediated the effect of moral
conviction in the ordered probit models, | took the difference between the predaction f
single issue voting when (combined) moral conviction is at its minimum of ndralb
else at their means to when moral conviction is at its maximum of 1, and the same
difference when attitude strength is included in the model, calculatedithefrthe two
differences, and subtracted it from 1 to get the percent decrease in the afiecalof
conviction due to the inclusion of attitude strength in the model. This calculation shows
that all else equal, moral conviction loses an average of 56% from its efféet on t
likelihood for single issue voting when attitude strength is included in the model
(abortion: 37%, gay adoption: 64%, capital punishment: 66%), which suggests a rather
large mediation effect of attitude strentjth

Mediation by self-reported MC

Is the effect of moral conviction mediated by awareness? To test thibilsysisi
submitted the models to a mediation analysis, in which self-reported moral camvicti
was tested for the extent that it explains the effect of theory-driverl cwonaction on
involvement. Sobel tests show that one’s perception of the extent to which one’s attitude

toward the issue is tied to morality has no significant mediation effect onf¢ioe @f

33 Note that for the issue of gay adoption, whereniliehypothesis of an interval measure cannot be
rejected according to a Wald test, a Sobel testomaducted and replicated the results from theipted
probabilities mediation analysis. This Sobel tésives that attitude strength mediates 73% of thecefif
moral conviction on single issue voting, and ishihygsignificant.
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moral conviction (averaged across its two dimensions) on participation (with the
exception of a marginal effect in capital punishment, 19%, p=.061). Since self-deporte
moral conviction played a meditational role on hot moral conviction alone in the attitude
strength models, | ran the mediation analysis for each dimension separgtety,. self-
reported moral conviction had no significant mediating effect for any of the dionens
(with the exception of hot moral conviction on capital punishment, 41%, p=.042).
Results from the procedure described in the previous subsection suggests that, all
else equal, moral conviction loses an average of 22% from its effect on the likelinood f
single issue voting when attitude strength is included in the model (abortion: 21%, ga
adoption: 17%, capital punishment: 30%), which suggests a fair mediation effect of
attitude strengtfi The mediation analysis was also conducted for each dimension
separately. Self-reported moral conviction had a very small mediafedd &ir the
cognitive dimension (16% in abortion, 15% in capital punishment, and a negative 23%
for gay adoption, suggesting that the coefficient for cognitive moral comwviatitually
increased with the inclusion of self-reported conviction), and a much largerfefféue
emotional dimension (46% in abortion, 91% in gay adoption, 37% in capital

punishment).

Moral conviction, political extremity and tolerance
Tolerance and political extremity were submitted to a linear regressadyses

and an ordered probit respectively with both dimensions of moral conviction and

34 Note that for the issue of gay adoption, whereniliehypothesis of an interval measure cannot be
rejected according to a Wald test, a Sobel testomaducted and replicated the results from theipted
probabilities mediation analysis. This Sobel tésives that attitude strength mediates 73% of thecefif
moral conviction on single issue voting, and isffigant.
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controls. Table 5 presents the regression coefficients for the six modelsy twaxh

political issue.

Table 4.5: Moral conviction, political extremity and tolerance

Abortion Gay Adoption Capital Punishment
Tolerance  Extremity  Tolerance  Extremity  Tolerance Extremity
Cognitive Moral 1.99** 1.83* .186** 2.27*
Conviction 049.(086)  “gpqy  046(09L)  Tug) (.075) (418)
Emotional Moral | 109* (.062) .705** -.159** 1.25% -.086* 967+
Conviction ) ) (.331) (.066) (.319) (.052) (.286)
Ideology -.205**
(conserv.) .042 (.091) .322 (.489) (093) 525 (.455)  -.004 (.070)  .374 (.379)
Social -1.27*
conservatism -.096 (.125)  -.040(.671)  .040 (.105) (538) -.114 (.087)  .131(.474)
Party id
(Republican) -.065 (.073)  -.194 (.403) -.009 (.073)  -.441 (.352).019 (.060)  -.261 (.319)
Feminism .016 (.071) .175 (.365) .039 (.076)  -.059 (.371) 042 (.062) -.022(.333)
_ S 177 -.138**
Authoritarian (.061) .366 (.326) (.066) 465 (.319)  -.042 (.050) .526* (.275)
Openness to 217
experience 117 ((109)  -.543 (.624)  .116 (.109)  .098 (.534) (092) -.719 (.503)
Empathy .009 (.118)  -.557 (.601)  .111(.118) -.914(.585).053 (.100)  .590 (.551)
. I -.106* -.682**
Disgust sensitivity | .028 (.073)  -.501 (.409) -.119 (.078)  .018 (.389) (057) (304)
Religiosity -024 (.059) -.211(.321) .009 (.055)  -.289 (.265)-.005 (.049)  -.173 (.267)
Political 115%* .200** .168**
knowledge (070) -.095 (.368) (074) -.152 (.369) (.065) .342 (.358)
. A451%* 1.86** 1.84*
Education (159) (842) .037 (.138) (694) -074 (.114)  .552 (.619)
Age -001(.001) .008(006) 093 014 000 (001)  .005 (.006)
: : : ' (.001) (.006) : ' ' :
Male 054 (.043)  -.259(.235)  .028 (.045)  .140 (.220) 05.0036)  -.135 (.200)
4T3 811 .748%*
Constant (.192) (.195) (.167)
Threshold 1 -.016 (.977) 1.549 (.959) 1.237 (.906)
Threshold 2 1.013 (.971) 2.173 (.961) 2.097 (.907)
Threshold 3 1.664 (.975) 2.882 (.969) 2.929 (.914)
R?/ Pseudo R 30% 14% 23% 17% 21% 14%
Log likelihood - 50.18** - 80.03* - 79.05%
ratio
N 165 177 193 190 202 210
Mediation by n.s. 25% n.s. 28% n.s. 29%

attitude strength

Entries in the tolerance models are OLS coeffisieBntries in the extremity models are maximum-
likelihood estimates of ordered probit moddlB.scales are coded to range from 0 to 1 with the

exception of age (years). **: p<.05 (two tail); *: p<.05 (one tail; note thatypotheses were directional).
Std. errors in brackets. Mediation analysis comasfmodels where moral conviction is averagedtfor i
two dimensions, and tests the mediation effecttatide strength in the effect of moral convictiom each
DV. In the tolerance models, the estimate and fagmice test come from a Sobel test (similar p eslin a
Goodman-2 test). In the extremity models, the estitncomes from comparing the predicted value of MC
on the DV when attitude strength is omitted andcHisal.
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The effect of moral conviction

Results show that both dimensions of moral conviction consistently increase
attitude extremity holding constant key alternative explanations, but whdeanal
moral conviction increases issue based political tolerance, cognitive coakattion
exhibits no significant effect or even increases tolerance in one case.

Starting with issue based tolerance, emotional moral conviction decreages is
based tolerance by 12% of its range on average (11% for abortion, t=-1.78; 16% for gay
adoption, t=-2.39; 9% for capital punishment, t=-1.66), such that ceteris paribus,
participants are less likely to support free speech, teaching in public scrubls
persuasion attempts by people who disagree with them on the specific pci#ieato
the extent that they have stronger moral emotions concerning it. Howevetijveogni
moral conviction produces no significant effect on tolerance for two of the issges, a
unexpectedly increases tolerance on the issue of capital punishment (3=.186, t=2.47).

Moving to attitude extremity, both dimensions of moral conviction significantly
increase extremity on all three issues tested, all else constantiéivetg from the
minimum to the maximum of emotional moral conviction increases the predicted
probability of holding an extreme position on either ideological side by 45% on average
(abortion: there is a 47% chance of holding an extreme attitude on abortion when
emotional moral conviction is at its minimum, and 77% when it is at its maximym; ga
adoption: 17% vs. 73%; capital punishment: 22% vs. 72%), indicating that ceteris
paribus, the likelihood of extremity increases with emotional moral convictionti@ior

z=2.13; gay adoption: z=3.91; capital punishment: z=3.38).
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Similarly, cognitive moral conviction increases the predicted probability
attitude extremity by 73% on average, when moving from its minimum to itsmwaaxi
(abortion: there is a 17% chance for viewing abortion as extremely importamt whe
emotional moral conviction is at its minimum, and 88% when it is at its maximym; ga
adoption: 4% vs. 77%; capital punishment: 4% vs. 79%), such that the chance for an
extreme position increases with cognitive moral conviction, holding all etsstant
(abortion: z=4.72; gay adoption: z=4.08; capital punishment: z=5.44).

Combined, the two dimensions of moral conviction increase the predicted
probability of attitude extremity by 77% on average, when moving from minimal to
maximal conviction (abortion: there is a 18% chance for viewing abortion asekre
important when emotional moral conviction is at its minimum and 86% when it is at its
maximum; gay adoption: 2% vs. 81%; capital punishment: 3% vs. 88%), such that the
chance of an extreme position increases with cognitive moral conviction, holdeigeal
constant (abortion: z=5.40; gay adoption: z=6.56; capital punishment: z=7.51).

Robust analysis

It is worthwhile to examine whether re-specifying other independentolesias
non-directional, or moral conviction as directional, affects the results, espeasial
ideology and party identification show no significant effect in these models tfvat
exception of tolerance on gay adoption, where conservatism decreased tolevhtcg
else constant). First, the models were re-specified with ideology atydgeatification
integrated in their folded form, which indicates non-directional ideologit@dlpartisan
extremity. Moral conviction was averaged across its two dimensions for tieeneyt

models, but was left as two separate variables in the tolerance models, aseagditi
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emotional moral conviction had the opposite signs. Starting with the tolerance models,
ideological extremity and partisanship extremity exhibit no significiatts, while all
of the effects of moral conviction retain their signs and significance, and haetige.

When coded to reflect ideological extremity, ideology shows a significarttygosi
effect for the issues of abortion and gay adoption, however, partisan extséhitglds
no significant effects, and moral conviction retains its significaecesf and shows
much bigger coefficients than ideology (abortion: moral conviction: 3=2.278, t=4.95,
ideological extremity: 3=.883, t=2.67, partisan extremity: 3=.132, t=.44; gay adoption:
moral conviction: 3=2.746, t=6.21, ideological extremity: 3=.522, t=1.74, partisan
extremity: 3=.155, t=.63; capital punishment: moral conviction: 3=2.710, t=6.9,
ideological extremity: 3=.459, t=1.57, partisan extremity: 3=.305, t=1.35).

Again, the models were rerun such that moral conviction was omitted. Two of the
three attitudinal extremity models were insignificant when moral coovicsi omitted, as
indicated by the model’g test (abortion: pf)=.401; gay adoptionyf)=.007; capital
punishment: pf)=.410). For issue based tolerance, the models lost some explanatory
power, but usually not very much (abortiorf=R9%, F=.000; gay adoption?&0%,
F=.000; capital punishment?&19%, F=.000).

Moderation by support for the practice

Next, each of the two dimensions of moral conviction was interacted with
ideological direction (a dummy in which O=opposition and 1=support for the issue), to
test whether the effect of moral conviction is ideologically asymostiThe effect of
neither dimension of moral conviction interacted with the attitude’s directiorb&otian

and capital punishment. This, however, was not the case for the issue of gay adoption, in
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which both dimensions of moral conviction had ideologically asymmetrical efbect
tolerance, and emotional moral conviction had an ideologically asymmeffaz @n
attitudinal extremity.

For gay adoption, emotional moral conviction significantly decreasesnotera
among those opposing gay adoption (3=-.451, t=-3.57), but loses its significance among
those supporting it (3=-.035, t=-.47)The interaction is somewhat different for cognitive
moral conviction, such that moving from the minimum of 0 to the maximum of 1 in
cognitive moral conviction when people are opposed to gay adoption decreases tolerance
by about 17% in the sample, although insignificantly (t=-1.05), but moving from the
minimal to the maximal moral conviction when people support gay adoption actually
increases tolerance (3=.231, t=1.%5)loving to attitudinal extremity on gay adoption,
emotional moral conviction holds a three times bigger coefficient in increasnegnaty
among those opposing gay adoption (3=2.341, z=3.25) compared to those supporting it
(R=.947, z=2.49), although both effects are signifidant.

Moderation by knowledge

To test the view that the application of moral conviction is contingent on political
sophistication, each of the two dimensions of moral conviction was interacted with
political knowledge. Only one of these twelve interactive reaches staltisignificance,
emotional moral conviction on capital punishment with respect to attitudinal ettremi

where emotional moral conviction increases extremity when political ketmelis high

% Interactive term: R=.415, t=2.83; dummy supportaiortion: R=-.401, t=-3.02; hot moral
conviction: 3=-.451, t=-3.57.

% Interactive term: R=.405, t=2.04; dummy supportaortion: R8=1.735, t=2.6; cognitive moral
conviction: : 3=-.174, t=-1.05.

37 Interactive term: B=-1.394, z=-1.7; dummy suppariabortion: 3=-.888, z=-1.32; hot moral
conviction: 3=2.341, z=3.25.
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(B=1.701, z=3.49) but has no significant effect when it is at its minimum (3=-.315, z=-
45)38

Mediation by attitude strength

To test whether the effect of moral conviction on tolerance is at least partly
mediated by attitude strength, a Sobel test was conducted on each signifiearsiaiim
of moral conviction separately, as mediation analysis is not applicable wheigthalor
effect is insignificant. The four tests show no significant mediation by@gtistrength of
the effects of moral conviction on tolerance.

Since the Sobel test cannot be performed in ordered probit models, Wald tests
were performed to show whether attitudinal extremity can be regardgghesximately
interval, and thus can be submitted to an OLS and accept the Sobel procedure f& all thr
issues. Indeed, the hypothesis that all three intervals simultaneouslgaduaither
(Threshold — Threshold = T2— T1 = T1) could not be rejected for any of three issues
(abortion: pg%)=.197, gay adoption: p%)=.581), capital punishment:y3()=.894). Thus,
the mediation analysis by attitude strength was performed twice: bythsii8pbel test
when the models were run via OLS, and also calculated as indicated in the previous
subsection. In both tests, moral conviction was averaged for its two dimensions.

As hypothesized, both procedures indicate that the effect of moral conviction on
attitudinal extremity is mediated by issue importance and attitudentgriee. attitude
strength, in all three issues (abortion: Sobel=42%, p=.000, nested models=25%; gay
adoption: Sobel=37%, p=.000, nested models=28%; capital punishment: Sobel=44%,
p=.000, nested models=29%). This suggests a large and robust mediation effect of

attitude strength in the relationship between moral conviction and attitudinahéytre

3 Interactive term: R=2.02, z=1.96; knowledge: 5-8=-.92; hot moral conviction: R=-.32, z=-.45.
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Mediation by self-reported MC

Models were submitted to a mediation analysis, in which self-reported moral
conviction was tested for the extent to which it explains the effect of themsndnoral
conviction on intolerance and extremity. Sobel tests show that one’s perception of the
extent to which one’s attitude toward the issue is tied to morality does not sigtiyfic
mediate the effect of moral conviction (averaged across its two dimensionsgramdel
and extremity (with the exception of gay adoption in extremity, 12%, p=.019). Sifice se
reported moral conviction played a mediating role on hot moral conviction alone in the
attitude strength models, | ran the mediation analysis for each dimensiornegpbodh
in the tolerance and in the extremity models. Again, self-reported moractonvhad
no significant mediating effect for any of the dimensions (with the exceptioot@horal

conviction on gay adoption in extremity, 26%, p=.013).

Discussion

This chapter introduces a cognitive theory of moral conviction, and then derives
and tests the resulting hypotheses, which can be divided into two categories: direct
hypotheses on the cognitive nature of moral convictions, and hypotheses regarding the
effects of moral conviction on key political variables. The latter hypotie#iweeeffect
of moral conviction on participation, single issue voting, political intolerance, and
extremity. The former included hypotheses regarding conviction’s relhtpts
certainty and importance, the causal flow between moral conviction and astitedgth
and theory-driven and self-reported morality, and the necessity of both dimensions in

explaining the dependent variables; hypotheses on the mediating effedudeatti
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strength; on the moderating effect of ideology; on the moderating effectito¢giol
knowledge; and on the mediating effect of self-reported moral conviction. | acllisi
each subset of hypotheses in order.

The effect of moral conviction

Results overall support the hypotheses concerning the effect of moral monvict
on the four variables presented. Moral conviction significantly affects political
involvement, increasing the probability of single issue voting and of issue-bagezhlpol
participation. Combined, the two dimensions of moral conviction explain an average of
17% of the range of participation, and increase the predicted probability of viawing
candidate’s stance on an issue as extremely important when castindg 28% on
average, as one moves from minimal to maximal conviction. Both dimensions contribute
to these effects, and no dimension is systematically superior to the other in its
explanatory power.

Additionally, hypotheses are supported for attitudinal extremity, but onlypartl
confirmed for issue-based tolerance. Combined, moral conviction increases theegredi
probability of attitude extremity by a striking 77% on average, when moving fsom i
minimum to its maximum, with cognitive moral conviction showing a strongecteffe
although the emotional dimension also functions robustly and as hypothesized. Emotional
moral conviction, however, was the only dimension to significantly decrease issce-ba
tolerance, by an average of 12% of its range. In the case of toleranuéiyeagoral
conviction had no significant effect, and even exhibited a significant oppositeadffec
increasing tolerance in the case of capital punishment. In fact, cognitngg conviction

increases tolerance among those supporting gay adoption as well. Thatsstiggext
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least for some people, the activation of cognitive moral conviction may upload some
fairness schema that translates into willingness to endorse the expadgsolitical
rights regardless of the opinion involved. This differential finding is a furtloivation
to study political tolerance as opposed to social distance. While individuals matglyriv
prefer to move away from those holding differing political views, selecting theasse
into relatively ideologically homogeneous social networks, they may still becpibit
tolerant, not supporting a deprivation of civil and political rights of those advocating the
contrary view.

The effect of moral conviction on attitude strength, and reversed causality

Moral conviction was found to be vastly influential on attitude strength, with both
dimensions explaining together 45% of the range in strength, and affecting tathtger
and importance quite evenly. Of the two dimensions, cognitive moral conviction exhibits
a stronger effect, but the effect of both dimensions is impressive and robust. itnaddit
the causal effects of moral conviction on attitude strength and on self-repoesdrese
of morality were supported by two stage least-squares.

The mediating role of attitude strength

Attitude strength was usually found to mediate between a fifth and two thirds of
the effect of moral conviction. First, the effect of moral conviction on partioipatas
significantly mediated by attitude strength as concerns abortion (28%) @aital ca
punishment (21%), but not gay adoption. Using nested models, | was able to show a
considerably large—56% on average—mediation effect of attitude strength in the

relationship between moral conviction and the likelihood of single issue voting. It seems

189



then that attitude strength partially mediates the effect of moral caomvant political
involvement.

In addition, and as expected, attitude strength mediated on average 41% of the
effect of moral conviction on attitudinal extremity according to the Sobelagain
showing as significant in all three issues. However, unexpectedly, no mediatin effe
was found for the reduction in tolerance due to emotional moral conviction, or for its
increase due to cognitive moral conviction in the single case where itgmégcant. It
could be the case that some esteem measure will be able to better taphieisnethat
mediates between emotional moral conviction and intolerance.

Moderation by support for the practice

To the extent that moral mechanisms are evolutionary features, they should be
available to all, regardless of specific ideology or opinion. Indeed, the effectof bot
dimensions of moral conviction was consistently independent of the attitude’sodirect
support or opposition, such that of the 30 interactive terms (2 dimensions X 3 issues X 5
dependent variables), only six (one fifth) were significant, usually such thatgireabr
effect was retained among both opponents and supporters of an issue, but was stronger
among the former. Thus, emotional moral conviction exhibited a stronger posiget eff
on attitude strength among those opposing abortion as compared to supporters, and
stronger positive effects on attitudinal extremity and on tolerance amorgdppssing
gay adoption compared to supporters. Similarly, cognitive moral conviction had a
stronger positive effect on participation and on single issue voting among oppainents

abortion. The only exception to this rule was the effect of cognitive moral camvanti
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tolerance in gay adoption, where cognitive moral conviction decreases tolanaong
opponents of gay adoption, but increases it among supporters.

Moderation by political knowledge

| suggested that moral conviction should be available to all regardless of
preexisting political knowledge, and this argument receives strong support, fedte e
of both dimensions are not contingent on political knowledge. In fact, only two of the 30
interactive terms returned significance, and | suggest these resulte generally
attributed to chance. Thus, political knowledge reduces political participation dioabor
among those low on cognitive moral conviction, but loses most of this negative effect
where cognitive moral conviction is high, and reduces attitudinal extremitgpital
punishment among those low on emotional moral conviction, but increases extremity
where emotional moral conviction is high.

Mediation by self-reported moral conviction

Finally, | was curious to test the extent to which awareness of one’s moral
convictions mediates their effect on each of the dependent variables. Firstjonddgts
show that while awareness plays no role in the effect of cognitive moral tonyic
around a third of the effect that emotional moral conviction has on attitude strength is
mediated by one’s perceived conviction.

Moving to political participation, self-reported moral conviction played no
mediating role for any of the dimensions, with the exception of hot moral conviction in
the case of capital punishment. For the likelihood for single issue voting, itstioredia
effect was very small or nonexistent for the cognitive dimension, but is did en&8ft

of the effect of emotional moral conviction on average. Additionally, self-reporbeal m
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conviction typically did not mediate any of the effects on tolerance omeikyrevith
only one exception: 26% of the effect of emotional moral conviction on extremityyor ga
adoption.

Overall, mediation by self-reported moral conviction is the exception rather tha
the rule, and relationships between both dimensions of moral conviction and the
dependent variables typically remain strong and significant with self-esporbral
conviction specified in the model. However, while the effect of cognitive moral
conviction is robustly unaffected by its inclusion, emotional moral conviction
occasionally is affected. Mainly, emotional moral conviction loses around a thisd of
effect on attitude strength on average, and over a half of its effect on ssuglevegting.

This pattern generally fits with the growing body of literature suggestatghie
experience of moral emotions informs moral appraisal (Kahneman, Schkade, and
Sunstein, 1998). Essay 2 of this dissertation shows that experimentally induecesd disg
leads to more severe moral judgment and increases moral conviction (alsbrsake Sc
Haidt, and Clore, 2006). Additionally, moral judgment is reduces in severity when
participants are led to misattribute their experienced emotions to exteunegs rather
than to the moral transgression (Trafimow et al., 2005). Becoming aware of one’s
emotions can thus facilitate the effect of emotional moral conviction on some gsgyiabl
such as reported attitude certainty and reported issue importance. Nateetimatdd of
single issue voting was worded as related to issue importance as well. Hatwsver
study provides no evidence that the effect of moral conviction on actual action is
mediated by awareness, although this should be further investigated in a stydiged de

which perhaps manipulates the self-awareness level of one’s convictions.
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Conclusions

War is an ugly thing, but not the ugliest of things: the decayed and degraded state of
moral and patriotic feeling which thinks nothing worth a war, is worse. When a people

are used as mere human instruments for firing cannon or thrusting bayonets, in the
service and for the selfish purposes of a master, such war degrades a people. A war to
protect other human beings against tyrannical injustice; a war to give victory to their

own ideas of right and good, and which is their own war, carried on for an honest

purpose by their free choice,—is often the means of their regeneration.
John Stuart Mill, 1868:26

| started this essay by suggesting that moral conviction underlies the two ma
risks in current democracies, the culture war and political apathy, and develbeedya t
explaining how and why this effect occurs. Indeed, results support the codimétdrg of
theory-driven moral conviction, and show that moral conviction is related both to
increased political involvement and to increased extremity and intoleransds Tihe
case for both the knowledgeable and the unsophisticated, for both supporters and
opponents, this holding constant a host of political principles, partisanship, values,
personality traits, and demographics.

However, neither political participation nor political tolerance is completely
normatively good; also are their inverses not entirely normatively badtiens in a
democracy. As the quote by Mill indicates, tolerance can be harmful, when eectagr
tolerate evil. Participation can be destructive, where the end justifireganhs. Viewing
them from the standpoint of moral conviction, these two processes are placed in a

continuum running from apathy and non-action to extremity, hostility, and selfgdstifi

violence.
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If political participation was viewed as simply a cost-benefit anglys one
would be expected to vote (Downs, 1957). Moral conviction, then, has strong advantages
for politics. But it may be dangerous as well, leading both to suicide tenrand
political assassinations, and to a polarized and antagonistic social clirhate,fellow
citizens are deprived of their political rights (e.g. Skitka and Morgan, 2009). Bus thi
exactly why it is so fascinating to study in a political framework: naxeigtgood or
bad, strong moral conviction links individuals to the social world, relates them to
something bigger than themselves. In economic language, it integrates othemngegardi
motivations into individual payoffs.

The literature that exposes the inability of self interest to explain pofiteal
phenomena (for a review see Sears and Funk, 1991), the studies that present non-self
interested factors that explain political behavior better than self itedrizstors (such as
concern for quality of education and sympathy with underpaid teachers- seskiRasd
Tyler, 1986, sense of civic duty- see Katosh and Traugott, 1982, or sense of public
responsibility- see Smith, 1982), the experimental studies in psychology deniogstra
the existence of altruistic behavior (e.g. Batson, 1991), the qualitative studies
interviewing altruists (see Monroe, 1996), the research demonstratingstenee of
evolutionary altruism in humans (see Monroe, 1994, Sidanius and Kurzban, 2003), the
ample studies on altruistic behavior in game theory settings (see Ca20&&), and the
mere fact that some people willingly blow themselves up in the name of prineiles
suggest that political behavior is not limited to self-interested motivatidmisl
conviction is a mechanism that supplies the strong motivation and the action-anrentati

necessary to engage in such activities, even at a heavy personal cost. iSaoslaeet
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rational in the sense that they serve a greater moral cause, and that ideahtiels
they will simply be unable to live with themselves if they refrain fromquearing them.

Recent research on morality tends to stress its emotional nature (e.g2B@igt
Indeed, the affective basis of moral conviction is crucial for explainingats/ating
force, and its role in encouraging participation, social contribution, and attruisti
behavior. For instance, the literature on altruism in behavioral economiocssattfie
essential role of emotions like anger in costly and seemingly irratiomaimes to
violations of norms (e.g. Fehr and Gachter, 2002; Sanfey et al, 2003). However, results
from the current study suggest that the role of emotions should not be overstated. Even
with the emotional dimension held constant, cognitive moral conviction prevails, and in
the case of attitude strength, single issue voting and extremity—eveneghsfionger
explanatory power than its emotional counterpart. Moral conviction is not all about
emotions, but also about generalization of rules. The Kantian and Humean views of
morality are thus complementary rather than competitive.

What can be done to evoke the “right” level of moral conviction in citizens of
democracies, to encourage participation without breeding intolerance? Cogmitale m
conviction’s unexpected effect of at times increasing tolerance points torgiglote
direction for future investigation. If the harm schema is strongly tied to datroealues
such as freedom of speech, than rules advocating tolerance will be activated byecogni
moral conviction. Moralizing democracy by relating non-democratic views to &anm
thus contribute to decreasing the likelihood of political intolerance and its irtighisa

for the political discourse.
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Chapter V

Conclusions

A man wrote the IRS:
| can’t sleep at night, because | feel so guilty for cheating on my taxret
Attached is a check on $150. If | still can’t sleep, I'll send the rest.

The most complex human cognitions, which even the most sophisticated
computers are unable to imitate, are often the simplest and least efforgabfae to
engage in. My computer very easily calculated the sophisticated two-stasgisduares
models in the previous chapter, but is unable to decide whether it likes Obama,
distinguish a male from a female face, or realize that the above sentemcakd letter
to the IRS exemplify the complex interplay between emotions and cognition ih mora
behavior, and constitute a joke.

Moral conviction is a wonderful example of a highly complex cognitive task that
is often very easy for people to perform, and impossible for computers. A person can
decide almost instantly that some political practice he heard about a couple @&sminut
ago, like a bloody war in a distant country or other people eating cats, is just wneng. T
ease with which complex judgments like that are made can be explained in the
adaptationist framework, which suggests that natural selection has desigaedros—
human beings included—to solve adaptive problems they faced throughout the history of

the species (Tooby and Cosmides, 1982)ccording to this view, the reason that moral

39 As evolution gives rise to various types of proiethat cannot be solved by a single cognitive
mechanism (e.g., navigating, capturing prey, amgliiging language), the adaptationist logic expects
domain-specificity in the human brain, i.e., a armmber of mechanisms built to carry out different
aspects of human life (Tooby and Cosmides, 1998reShe background conditions that create a specif
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conviction, like recognizing gender or using grammar, is so easily eshgagethat it
serves greater evolutionary goals, and was thus developed in the course of evolution.

The problem that morality solves, according to this logic, is caring about others.
Darwin’s concept of “group selection” suggests that groups of altruiktsenfitter, even
though altruistic individuals within a group are less fit than selfish individurathe
same manner, while an individual’s interests might lie in exploiting members ofni
group, conflict-ridden groups may suffer a disadvantage. Hence, altttasiscevolve
because they are valuable at the group level (Sober, 2002). On a largendcala a
more modern context, without some sense of social responsibility and civic duty, people
are expected to always abstain from political participation (Downs, 1957).

Being adaptive, cognitive mechanisms had to evolve to facilitate othediega
behavior that might come at the expense of one’s own preferences at timgsuéhd
motivate the individual to devote energy to the greater good, to care about and act on
behalf of society, and to punish people for doing wrong to others or for not redipgocat
Due to its contribution to the species, this moral mechanism was positivalteddlethe
process of natural selectigh.

Indeed, ample evidence from various disciplines suggests the existence -of other

regarding behavior which is non-self-interest-oriented (Sears and Fl@ik,R&8sinski

problem may have been in the external environn@anderous beasts, weather), the design of the
organism (slow, weak, needing to remember manyilslgtar both (needing to be able to detect aliex
will help one outsmart beasts), the model doesepéarate between “environmentally” and “geneti¢ally
determined behaviors (and thus is not “determimisés it is often criticized for being).

“0 An interesting attempt to integrate other-regagdimtivations into individual payoffs is made by
McCabe in his work on reciprocity (2003). McCabeiges the “goodwill accounting” concept from the
evolutionary logic of reciprocity, and suggestst s cognitive strategy allows a delay of gratfion
and positive reciprocity, and may also explain pament behavior towards in-group defectors. Naté th
McCabe builds his goodwill factor to suit situatain which reciprocity and short-term rather thamg-
term considerations are possible, and thus thewitiachn be factored into the cost-benefit calciglas of
the individual.
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and Tyler, 1986; Katosh and Traugott, 1982; Monroe, 1994; Sidanius and Kurzban,
2003), and moral considerations have always been viewed as highly relevant in
judgments of political decisions about resource allocation and other policies. Bus what
the mechanism underlying the moral state of mind and how is it manifested icapolit

attitudes? This is the main question that this dissertation has attempted¢o. ans

Conceptualization: what is morality?

| argued that there are two dimensions that distinguish conventional from moral
objects. First is the cognitive route, inspired by Kant’s universalism and’$ulognain
theory, according to which a rule is viewed morally if it is perceived asried) to harm
to others. This intrinsic harmfulness makes transgressions inherently wendgring
adherence to the rule universally obligatory and generalizable (e.g., Turiel H&@&
and Turiel, 2002). Second is the affective dimension, inspired by Hume’s sentiamental
and Prinz’s philosophy, according to which a rule is moral if it invokes selfitigpm
emotions and condemning emotions both in close and third party situations.

This project builds on both experimental and correlational studies to empirically
test the theory of bi-dimensional morality. The main examination of this
conceptualization was in chapter 3, which was devoted to testing the assertsorutbat
is moralized to the extent that its violation is understood as harming others or invokes
self-blaming and other-blaming moral emotions, such as disgust. Two expesriragat]
the priming of incidental cues prior to a political issue, with participants eggosharm
associations, the moral emotion of disgust, conventional negative associations jdamage

or conventional negative emotions (sadness). Results showed that, as hypothesized, both
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disgust and harm facilitate moral conviction on the issue as well as a hasshér m
judgment compared to the no-prime condition, but that the non-moral cognitive and
emotional negative primes of sadness and damage have a smaller or no suctheffect. T
findings demonstrate the causal effect of disgust and associations of haenmiargl

state of mind. Another important conclusion concerns the interdependence and the
importance of both dimensions, as both types of cues increase both dimensions of moral
convictions. This settles well with current theories of dual processes and wigmei

from neuropsychology, suggesting that the two systems are inseparable.

The nature of moral convictions was tested in the other two empirical essays a
well. Using 2-SLS regression, chapter 4 provides strong evidence for the effestabf
the two dimensions of moral conviction on one’s political attitude, its perceived
importance, and its reported certainty. Chapter 2 employs mediation analysisvtthat
assumptions regarding the harmfulness of the political practice mediatiéeitteof
ideology on moral convictions. Here too, chapters 2 and 4 show evidence that both
dimensions of moral conviction hold unique explanatory power for relevant dependent
variables, even with an abundance of alternative explanations, and the otheratimensi
held constant. Together, these findings strongly support the theory of bi-dimansio
morality.

There being a mechanism that relies on harm and moral emotions does not mean
that all cultures and people can be expected to moralize the same objectee@ame
manner, any more than there being a universal mechanism for acquiring langaage m
that all children will end up with the same language, grammar, and vocabulary. Just as

children’s language depends both on their abilities and on the linguistic stimuirthey
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exposed to, as noted in the Chomskyan framework, moralization mechanismslare par
personal and partly depend on the assumptions and emotions of caretakers. People are not
moral tabula rasa, fully relying on what they are taught by others and Isytelfigure

out right from wrong, and are also not noble savages who are equipped from birth with

all the moral intuition they need for modem politics. They are born with moral
propensities—such as a high level of disgust sensitivity, an angry tempérasie

aversion that sees potential harm everywhere, or a tendency to give to othease—but

also influenced by their environment to direct those emotions toward some wrongs, and

to view as harmful some practices, and not others.

Limitations and directions for future research

Some important caveats are in order. First, | argue throughout thisatissert
that morality is a universal human mechanism such that its cognitive underpinmngs ca
be expected to be the same in other cultures, even if informational assumptions vary.
However, this project focuses on American politics, and further analysis is needed t
generalize the results to other political and cultural settings.

Next, building on a recent theoretical framework in psychology showing that
harm to community elicits contempt, harm to persons anger, and harm to nature disgust, |
would argue that different moral emotions and different harm cues have potentially
different effects on the moral judgment of politics. Chapter 3 was limitet/&siigating
the effects of disgust and of cues of physical harm to people. The effects of other
manipulated moral emotions such as contempt, anger, and guilt, and the effectbf cues

harm to community, to nature, and psychological harm to people, have yet to be studied.
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Studying the effects of discrete emotions is important as well. Dikgsst
received a lot of attention in the social sciences lately as beirfj@erg elicitor of the
moral state of mind, and it should be interesting to compare its effects both gwahtita
and qualitatively to those of other moral emotions.

Furthermore, one of the main advantages of the experimental study in chapter 3 i
the fact that the moral primes were incidental to the political issue. Thigwpartant in
order to establish the causality of the primes without altering the pblggue. However,
the common moral prime in politics is far from incidental; rather it is tiexthn
political message: pictures of dead fetuses, of tortured and humiliated prigdners
stacked dead bodies in Darfur. It is likely that such overt primes will have an even
stronger effect on moral conviction, but there is also a chance that explicit@mgl str
primes can be more easily counterargued, leading to a backfiring éffe¢hus
important to further study the effect of endogenous primes on moral conviction in

politics.

Is there an ideological bias in morality?

Chapter 2 is devoted to examining the effects of ideology on moral issues. |
theorized that while people should be able to moralize politics regardlessr gicitesal
stance, ideology causes differences in moral convictions on political isgadfecting
what is regarded as harmful, and consequently evoking moral emotion. Indeddhktfi
while both liberals and conservatives moralize political issues, they sigegmatically

in the particular issues moralized, with the two issues highest on moral conwction f
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liberals being torture and capital punishment, whereas the two issues highesabn m
conviction for conservatives are gay adoption and abortion.

Limitations and directions for future research

Although the main goal of this essay is to test the view that both libedhls an
conservatives moralize politics, even if different issues are moralizedhdpeec also
suggests an explanation for the differences by ideology in the type of isswadiz @dod
claimed that liberals and conservatives appear to be sensitive torditigres of harm:
while liberals experience emotions and a sense of wrong as a result cbhmeapke and
their individual rights, conservatives are alerted when current societal nodms a
institutions are at stake, and often prefer to protect the social order evencstibe c
limiting the rights of individuals and minorities (e.g., Lakoff, 1995; Skocpol, 1983;
Dione, 2004). However, note that the chapter offered no direct empirical test of this
claim. The support for this hypothesis relies on the specific issues that\ainses
turned out to moralize to a greater extent compared to the issues higher in thamaliza
among liberals. The argument that conservatives and liberals are seodiliiferént
types of harm is both empirically testable and theoretically fruitful, asdrdes direct
investigation in future research. This can be done, for instance, by egptaiin
studying the extent to which different types of harm interact with ideotogiféct moral
conviction.

Another limitation of this work concerns the generalizability of the efféct
ideology. Viewing conservatism as more concerned with harm inflicted ocentur
societal norms and institutions and motivated to protect them even at the costirog limit

the rights of individuals and minorities, and liberalism as advancing a rigbeési-ba
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socially-tolerant empathetic morality, stressing people’s right to pinspginess
however they see fit, provided others’ rights are not infringed, serves us eéwhen
trying to test this effect in other political systems, as these dkasdics of politics are
far from unique to the American political system. However, it still rem@ifge shown
that the tendency to experience moral conviction and its particular relationgip wi
ideology are robust across political systems and cultural settings.

It is also worth further studying the moral convictions of political independents
Findings from chapter 2 show that independents hold significantly lower means®gnit
and emotional moral convictions compared to both liberals and conservatives. This is in
step with the results from chapter 4, demonstrating that moral conviction esiezth
political participation and political extremism. Studying moral conerctn independents
can shed light on the meaning of political independence in current American pobtics. T
the extent that moral conviction is strongly tied to motivation to participate ariitdoe
certainty, independents are likely to be moderates, people who don’t care much about
politics and are uncertain about their political views, rather than extrenptysticated
and versatile voters who pick and choose political parties according to thehdape
platforms. It would also be interesting to study the extent to which ditfereral primes
affect moral conviction among independents: do independents readily moralize when
cued, and are moral emotions and cognitive primes effective to the samerextent i

encouraging moralization among partisans and independents?
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The operationalization of moral convictions

One of the central objectives of this dissertation was to construct a setnfratea
of moral conviction, based on the above conceptualization. Accordingly, the measure of
the cognitive dimension taps the non-arbitrary nature of moral rules, diftgnegtinem
from social-personal conventions, as defined by domain theory’s formal whestacs,
by assessing the extent to which a certain political practice isquddee wrong and
impermissible across different social contexts (universality), anelteat to which the
moral rule is unalterable by consensus (alterability) or by authority, subk &sjal
system (authority independence). In addition, the measure of the affectipervam
taps the extent to which one feels self-directed and other-directed moraremnlke
disgust, anger, guilt and shame.

Following a couple of pretests on student samples, chapter 2 validates this
operationalization of moral conviction. The bi-dimensional measure produces
interpretable variance across a range of political issues, and it slfeeasonstruct
validity against some related theoretical concepts, such as attitudersaadgocial
distance, and convergent validity against the self-reported measure.

Note that the scales changed slightly in the course of this project. Inrghenve
employed in chapter 2, the emotional dimension measured negative moral emotions
against some political practices, while the cognitive dimension had two possihke f
directional, differentiating between strong moral conviction against and in subport
some political practice, and folded, tapping the strength of moral convictid® whi
holding constant the political attitude. In the cognitive measure, questionsnaschdéd

by the preexisting attitude, such that participants supporting the politacdiqer were
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asked about their response to a situation where it is generally unaccepted ypr legall
prohibited, whereas participants opposing the practice were asked about a situatoon whe
it is commonly accepted or legally allowed.

This asymmetry was corrected in chapter 3, where | developed a nomdaéct
measure for emotional moral conviction. Similar to that for cognitive nooratiction,
this measure was branched by the preexisting political attitude, suchrti@paats
were asked to report their hypothetical moral emotions toward both emphoying
neglecting to employ the practice. For instance, participants wieed:d3 0 what extent
would you have felt each of these emotions when hosting a thriving pornographic
website, while refraining from any regulation or monitoring?” but also: “Tot wkient
you would have felt each of these emotions when censoring and monitoring a
pornographic website hosted in your portal?” This allowed tapping the strength of the
negative emotions, holding constant support or opposition to the practice.

Three further changes were made in chapter 4. First, the emotionalkduale
formerly tapped negative moral emotions toward both a scenario of employing and a
scenario of neglecting to employ the political practice, was branchee Ipyabxisting
attitude, similarly to the branching in the cognitive scale. Thus, pamisigaipporting a
certain political practice were asked about their moral emotions in a@itwdtere it is
not allowed or they are forced to deny it, whereas participants opposing the pracéce
asked about a situation where it is allowed or they are forced to engagehm avérsive
emotions were averaged for all relevant questions, 1 being high on emotional moral
conviction, holding constant the attitude’s direction. This alteration was made tenshor

the measure and make it more similar to the cognitive one, and relied on arsdratys
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chapter 3 showing that, as could be expected, emotional responses were allpstanti
weaker toward a congruent scenario, such that people who supported a cettigm prac
did not express negative emotions when the practice was executed, and vice versa.

Secondly, both the cognitive and the emotional measures were shortened in
chapter 4, following a psychometric analysis that confirmed the redundascoynef
items, and included 5 items each (instead of 6 for cognitive and 12 for emotional moral
conviction as in chapter 3). Finally, the wording was altered and the openingapéisg
presenting the measures were shortened and slightly rephrased, téh&dgesles to a
phone- rather than a web-based survey. Results from chapter 2 were nicetedalitia
data from chapter 4, where the non-directional measure for emotional moraliconvict
was employed, and the non-directional version of emotional moral conviction was
convergently validated both against the non-directional measure of cognitivie mora
conviction and against the self-reported measure of moral conviction (see &)apten
thus content with the most recent version of the moral conviction measure, which is
symmetric between the two dimensions and quite efficient (with five iteresath
dimension).

However, the new measure of moral conviction is still more extensive than
current self-reported indicators. | thus have theorized about its relagngtsts in the
face of the more parsimonious self-reported measures of moral convidiren. |
suggested that self-reported measures of moral conviction confound actuahdétein
the level of moral conviction with differences in one’s definition of morality, aatl th

their assumption that people are able to access their attitudes is unrealisti
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| then utilized my theory of moral conviction to theorize about what a self-
reported measure of moral conviction does tap, and empirically tested theBerasse
Chapter 2 shows that since a person’s definition of what they view as mordl,isvhic
necessary for reporting the extent to which he or she views a certaiass®lated to
morals, is strongly affected by knowledge that the issue is relatedrédsnm elite
discourse. Indeed, political knowledge plays an important role in increasing@etfed
moral conviction, although it shows no significant effect on emotional or cognitived mor
conviction.

Next, tentative findings in chapter 4 support the hypothesis that emotions and
cognitive categorization of certain things as being in the moral domainlgaaféeact
one’s moral appraisal and awareness of moral conviction. In addition, thereeis som
evidence that self-reported moral conviction stems from emotional, much more than
cognitive, moral convictiofi* First, results in chapter 2 strengthen the view that self-
reported moral conviction is correlated with one’s indication of his or hiengeeon the
political issues. Since self-reported moral conviction is non-directionalbést to
compare it to the non-directional versions of emotional and cognitive moral conviction.
When doing so, self-reported moral conviction shows greater correlation wotioaat
moral conviction than with cognitive moral conviction. Secondly, mediation tests show
that while self-reported moral conviction plays no role in the effect of cagmitoral
conviction, around one-third of the effect that emotional moral conviction has on attitude
strength is mediated by one’s perceived conviction. Finally, | analyzedféotsedf

specifying self-reported moral conviction in the models, where both theory-driven

“1 Future research can investigate individual lewnces in the extent to which self reported ahor
convictions relate to the emotional or cognitivendnsion.
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measures explain a host of political dependent variables. While the effectmbiveo
moral conviction are robustly unaffected by its inclusion, emotional moraldanvis
occasionally affected. Mainly, emotional moral conviction loses around one-thted of i
effect on attitude strength on average, and over half of its effect on sisggewvisting.
This pattern generally supports the growing body of literature suggestirtbehat
experience of moral emotions informs moral appraisal.

Limitations and directions for future research

There are still some issues regarding the new set of measurea tvatthy of
consideration and future research. First, the cognitive moral convictiomseakeires
mere intensity of categorization to the moral domain, with 1 indicating that@npers
regards an issue as entirely moral, according to domain theory’s formattehnestics,
and 0 indicating that he or she does not regard the issue as moral at all. Howgever, it
important to acknowledge that not all people categorizing some issue as in the moral
domain do so for the same reasons, as they may build on different principles imgstifyi
their moralization. Moreover, people may differ in how developed their associatian net
with regard to this issue, such that some people may have highly developed
argumentation, and be as sophisticated as moral philosophers in viewing something as
universal, while others may have only a simple if powerful justification, ssitam
innocent child is murdered in abortion.” Future research can study the extenthcatehic
type and complexity of the argumentation justifying the moralization oficestsues
affects the functioning of cold moral conviction.

Next, there is some interesting variance in hot moral conviction as well that the

current additive scale masks. While a perfect score on this measurethageople
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experience all moral emotions very strongly, and a zero on the measure sndacate
moral emotions at all, people in the middle may differ in the type of emotions they
experience. For instance, one person with a medium score on moral conviction may
report maximum self-blaming but low other-blaming emotions, while another person
with an identical score may show the opposite pattern. Future research shouldestudy t
role of discrete emotions in motivating action. For instance, other-blamingomsatiay
motivate more aggressive action, and such differences may systematicedspond to
ideology such that among the non-extremist partisans, liberals expestemuger self-
blaming and conservatives stronger other-blaming emotions.

Further, inconsistencies within each of the two dimensions would be imgrasti
explore, particularly regarding the group of people who show cognitive moral conviction
with no corresponding moral emotior@udies show that patients witthmage to the
ventromedial prefrontal cortex judge attempted harm in the absence of harmful autcome
(e.q., attempted murder) as more morally permissible relative to cofmlsg et al.,
2010).1t could be the case that in cases where real harm does not occur, one’s moral
compass relies mostly on his or her emotions, and without such feelings to iftatate t
wrong has occurredanoral judgments may be less harsh and more forgiving.

Another subset of people who exemplify inconsistency between the two
dimensions arpsychopaths, who are able to reason about harm but are unable to feel
moral emotions. Such patients can use reason to justify contemplating eventthe mos
heinous deeds on account of some harm (e.g., systematically killing cizense
race, on the grounds that they harm the general population. Or recall dehth®

rationalistic, well reasoned, and serene serial killers in the rsevenwho aspired to
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awaken society by matching a murder to each deadly sin), lacking th@esnotidirect

a “moral common sense.”

The effects of moral convictions

In chapter 4, | further developed the cognitive theory of moral conviction, and
accordingly suggested that morality underlies the two main risks imtuleenocracies:
culture war and political apathy. Results confirmed this hypothesis. Fosd) m
conviction significantly affects political involvement, increasing the prdipabif single-
issue voting as well as of issue-based political participation. Additionallptihgpes
were supported on attitudinal extremity, but only partly confirmed for ibased
tolerance (while moral conviction in both dimensions increased the predicted ptpbabi
of attitude extremity by a striking 77% on average, only emotional moral canvicti
significantly decreased issue-based tolerance, by an average of 12% of iXs range

These results are especially impressive since, more often than not, thpdwo ty
of moral conviction combined had the strongest effect on the dependent variables,
relative to many classical explanations of political behavior, includingqalit
viewpoints (ideology, feminism), groups (partisanship, religiosity, gender), pétgona
traits and proclivities (authoritarianism, social conservatism, disgusttwity), values
(openness, empathy), and cognitive skills (political knowledge, education), tleat wer
controlled for in the models. This finding suggests the primacy of morality in public
opinion.

Additionally, moral conviction was found to have a vast influence on attitude

strength, with both dimensions together accounting for 45% of the range inIstiamdt
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affecting both attitude certainty and issue importance quite evenly. Ofdhe tw
dimensions, cognitive moral conviction exhibits a stronger effect, but the effdmbsh
types of moral conviction are impressive and robust. In addition, the causdhty of
effect of moral conviction on attitude strength was supported by both theory and the
appropriate statistical model (two-stage least squares).

Next, | hypothesized about the mediating effect of attitude strength on these
effects, and tested potential moderation by ideology and political knowledge. First
results show that attitude strength usually mediates between one-fifth@itiuiras of
the effect of moral conviction on three of these dependent variables (participatibes, si
issue voting and political extremism), but not on political tolerance. Secondly, to the
extent that moral mechanisms have evolved throughout evolution, they are expected to be
available to all. Indeed, the effect of both types of moral conviction was typically not
contingent on the attitude’s direction—support or opposition, and was robustly
independent of political knowledge.

Limitations and directions for future research

One caveat is in order. While the results of the empirical tests suggest strong
evidence for the effects of moral convictions on political attitudes, thisgbitegs only
been concerned with opinions and intended or reported behavior. It would be worthwhile
to study the effects of moralization on other politically relevant evaluatsoch as
candidates’ evaluation and identification with political groups and parties, andteoncre

behaviors, such as turnout, demonstrations, intolerant behavior in the lab, etc.
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Beyond the moral public

While morality is pivotal to politics, scholars of public opinion and political
decision-making typically shy away from studying the extent to whictal® inform
political attitudes. Lacking comprehensible moral principles, and in the peesénc
contrasting theories of ethics, firm moral stances on specific polgmats are extremely
hard to derive. Moreover, arguing that moral principles underlie political attitude
formation demands the assumption that citizens hold the cognitive abilities ansigntri
motivation to deeply scrutinize politics. In a world where the vast majofigmericans
are politically unknowledgeable (Delli Carpini and Keeter, 1996), and ideolbgical
unsophisticated (Converse, 1964), it seems unreasonable to expect people to analyze
politics through the complex prism of moral principles.

This project suggests a new theoretical framework that allows bringingityioral
back into the field of political behavior, as it suggests that some politicadasiimay be
guided by moral judgment even without postulating particular citizen capabiBgng
informed by moral sentiments, public opinion may still be coherent even lackingadolit
information.

Thus, emotional and intuitive moral judgment explain how individual-level
political attitudes are reasonably predictable, and how public opinion is ovaldd ahd
intelligible (Page and Shapiro, 1992), despite the robust evidence that the public is
“innocent of ideology” (Converse, 1964). Consequently, this dissertation suggests and
supports the thesis of the moral public, arguing that people often build on intuitive and
sentimental moral judgment in forming political opinions. | have describecbtyiative

foundations of moral conviction, and have employed both experimental and correlational
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designs on six diverse convenience samples of adults and students as well as a
representative New York sample, to support my claims.

So far, this chapter has discussed future research that is worth undddaking
strengthen and expand the thesis of the moral public; i.e., the argument that public
opinion is motivated by moral conviction. However, the theoretical and methodological
framework developed in this project has implications for future research offieittieod
morality in other key aspects of the political realm. Here are a cotigiesotions | will
be interested in pursuing.

First, it would be interesting to investigate the role that moral conviction jplays
dehumanization. Current literature on dehumanization is typically atheowatat@lon-
causal, and harm and disgust may offer a potentially useful framework fostamiing
how people come to view other groups as inferior, and are willing to employ sexee f
in fighting them.

In moralizing intergroup conflict, a link is established between a certain group,
the harm schema, and disgust. The emotion of disgust gradually evolved froroneject
of whatever endangers one’s body, like rotten meat, rats, objects that haveusbed t
by cockroaches or symptoms of sickness (e.g., vomit), to a more general rejection of
people and acts that violate purity-related norms (see Rozin, Haidt, and McQ&98y
for a detailed hypothesis on the evolutionary process). Thus, in linking the group to
disgust, it also gets connected to other nodes that elicit these emotionsoaratiass,
with strong, typically non-human, archetypes being negatively valenced, suchsas pest
spoiled food, diseases and poisons, and the set of solutions to deal with such menaces.

These links can be established overtly by using metaphors, e.g., comparing ghigrou
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rats or to a disease that endangers the nation (as in Nazi propaganda and some anti-
immigrants campaigns by the extreme right), but can also be much mdeg kskdbt
refusing to shake the hand of a leader or a recoiling facial expressioneféeimg to

the group.

Once these connections are launched and as they grow stronger, the group is
expected to be not only devalued, but also its members categorized, at least in som
contexts, with disgusting non-human things (such as pests), which will furtdeolea
detachment from the suffering of members of this group as a result of using the
appropriate solutions to reject them and minimize their hazardous effects. Iwottsy
the group is expected to be viewed as subhuman, and undeserving of empathy and
concern. Therefore, this framework suggests a mechanism for potential ¢taesslod
conflict moralization on the dehumanization of groups. In turn, these perceptions may be
used to justify the humiliation of out-group members, the complete negation of
diplomatic solutions in a violent conflict, or the excessive use of force.

It also might be revealing to study ambivalence in moral conviction. Recall the
operational definition of moral conviction. To measure moral conviction in an intergroup
conflict, participants answering that they have positive feelings tbtliargroup could
be asked, for the emotional moral conviction measure, about their emotiontuitiarsi
where force and humiliation are used, by others or themselves, against it; and for the
cognitive moral conviction measure, about their support for the group acros®sguati
and times, even when it justifies typical negative stereotypes and in other countries
Participants reporting negative feelings would be asked, for the enlotienaure, about

a situation where compensation, acknowledgement, and prizes are given to the group by
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them or by others; and for the cognitive measure, about their support for depriving the
group across situations and times, even when this support is not used to justify typical
negative stereotypes or applied to other countries. Participants showinghgladiutral

or ambivalent feelings should be asked both sets of questions.

However, actual positive feelings toward an out-group during an intractable
conflict, such as the Israeli-Palestinian conflict, are very rare. Evesugiporters of most
left-wing parties are expected to report around the middle point of ngytead thus
will be requested to answer on all possible scenarios in the emotional meashire. Wit
this group, it is interesting to look at possible inconsistent answers, espagaliern of
other- blaming emotions from positively acknowledging the group but not from using
force against it, and self-blaming emotions from using force against thp gnal not
from acknowledging it.

Such simultaneously held feelings hold potentially opposite consequences, with
self-blaming emotions increasing one’s willingness to reconcile ovt-groups and
decreasing the probability of dehumanization and violent behavior. Therefore, & woul
be valuable to study the consequences of focusing on each group of emotions in relation
to support for reconciliation and diplomatic solutions and support for the willingness to
use force, as well as pointing out the factors that motivate a person to expegience s
blaming versus other-blaming emotions on this issue.

Indeed, an examination of the responses of Israeli soldiers who took part in the
efforts to suppress the first Palestinian uprising (Maoz, 2001) showed two typical
reactions that generally fit the profile of strongly negative and andnivvaioral

conviction. Members of one group justified their use of violence and even took pleasure
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in it, and they are characterized by devaluation, dehumanization, disgust, and hatred
towards Palestinians. Members of the second group were ambivalent toward their
behavior, and expressed feelings of shame, empathy, and regret in addition to some
dehumanizing sympton{s.

For the few soldiers who hold strong moral convictions in supporting the out-
group, their beliefs may allow them to resist social pressures to immabealibe
Crimes of obedience, such as massacres, occur when legitimate authactiesge or
permit violence, allowing most people to set aside their moral principlés@deand
Hamilton, 1989). However, moral convictions are by definition independent of authority
(Nucci and Turiel, 1978), and morally-based disagreement may lead to perceiving
authorities as less legitimate, even in the case of the Supreme Coud,(Bkitman, and
Lytle, 2006). Therefore, moral conviction may underlie refusal to commit ciames
obedience, via increased resistance to social pressures and authority.

Next, the vast majority of literature on morality, this dissertation included, de
with the processes underlying moralization of issues. However, it would also be
interesting, and very challenging, to devote some theoretical and expatiatésition
to the ways in which political objects can be de-moralized, i.e. conventionalizedrar m
convictions change in direction. One potentially promising direction for studyiig s

processes at the individual level may come from the prejudice literature.

“2 It is important to stress the difference betwessressing these emotions when using force against
the groups and moral conviction on the issue. Nwdéin the emotional moral conviction measurehbot
sides are able to express systematic negative rorations: those feeling negatively about the grangp
asked about experiencing self-blaming emotionsaian fighting the group, but rather when positively
acknowledging it, while those feeling positivelyasked about experiencing disgust toward usinggfor
against the group. However, the different emotiexressed by soldiers when using force against
Palestinians may be an artifact of opposite palitittitudes on the conflict.
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Following the seminal study by Devine (1989), according to which people can
consciously override the application of stereotypes to targets even daheot help
having the stereotypes activated, Moskowitz et al. (1999; 2000) demonstrated that
stereotype activation can be automatically controllable through implaptyating goals,
more specifically, the pursuit of equality. Moskowitz et al. argue thatinamplicit
goals may prevent stereotype activation to begin itfhis is achieved by initially
consciously pairing the goal with situations, which will then lead to the movemérd of t
goal pursuit away from consciousness, such that the chronic goal will be auadisnatic
activated upon encountering the situations it has been paired with. In his vivid language,
Bargh refers to the possibility of overriding stereotypes with impladtig which he
names “auto-motives,” as “fighting automatic fire with automate’{{1999:378).

This process may be generalizable from the specific case of steretiyperal
conviction in any category, such that pairing with chronic values and convergefal
interested motivations inhibits intuitive and emotional moral convictions. For instance
some people originally experience spontaneous disgust at the thought of homosexuality
but as they are also true believers in equality, they consciously remmsdives, upon
feeling repulsed, that gays deserve equal rights. The constant paitegegfaitarian
goal with gay marriage may lead to the inhibition of disgust and to the automatic
activation of egalitarianism upon encountering the issue of gay maffiage.

Finally, political polarization and intolerance at the public level are ofigunedr

to reflect elite trends. However, it is currently unclear whether the gpagcthological

“3 Although their research does not reveal whetheetmlitarian goal replaces the stereotype or
inhibits it (Moskowitz et al., 2000:169).
*4 Such mechanism may explain the finding in chagtén which cognitive moral conviction increases
political tolerance at times. | suggested thaliéf harm schema is strongly tied to democratic wasueh as
freedom of speech, than rules advocating toleraiitbe activated by cognitive moral conviction.
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mechanisms underlie extremism at the elite and public level. One would hope highly
politically sophisticated elites would arrive at political positions based drr@asdoned
ideological considerations, and not intuitions and moral emotions. But the role played by
emotions may in fact increase for sophisticates, as theories of emotionsimdsioggest
that the more people need to engage in open, constructive processing in order to reason
about a problem, the more likely their affective state is to influence theiorgem
judgments, and decisions (Forgas, 1995). Indeed, political sophisticates were found to be
affected by emotions to a greater extent in activation of affectivelgetignolitical
concepts (Lodge and Taber, 2005). It would thus be worthwhile to test the extent to
which elites consciously and unconsciously rely on moral convictions in forming
attitudes, policies, and campaigns.

In sum, future research may generalize the role of moral convictions to mliffere
cultures, political settings, and times, and there is a need for further stigyrobral
public thesis by looking at moral convictions among political independents, theadffec
discrete emotions and different harm cues on moralization, and the role of moral
convictions in attitude change. In addition, the framework developed in this project
allows studying the role of morality in violent conflicts and intergrouatiahs, and
looking at moral conviction as a mechanism for dehumanization, crimes of obedience,
elite polarization, and political campaigns. Setting up theory-basestia for moral-
political issues as well as subsequent measures holds implEé&biokey questions in
political science, such as political behavior, public opinion, inter-grdapaes,
conflicts, and the functioning of democracies, and | hope that this project whiébe

vehicle for many illuminating future studies on morality in politics.
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Appendix for chapter 2

Table 2.1A: Descriptive statistics and correlations of

cognitive (directional) and emotional moral conviction

> -
R B
= & = 8 8
Abortion — Cognitive MC 432 .750 -1 1
Abortion — Emotional MC .332 .289 0 1 - 73%*
Gay adoption — Cognitive MC 413 752 -1 1
Gay adoption — Emotional MC .178 .287 0 1 -.82%*
Capital punishment — Cognitive MC -.041 787 -1
Capital punishment — Emotional MC .403 .305 0 1 -.66**
Medical marijuana — Cognitive MC .654 .578 -1
Medical marijuana — Emotional MC 110 216 0 1 78
Deporting immigrants — Cognitive MC 123 .733 -1 1
Deporting immigrants — Emotional MC| .310 .290 0 1 -.68**
Stress interrogation — Cognitive MC -.224 T77 -1 1
Stress interrogation — Emotional MC 479 .320 0 1 -.68**

Entries in rightmost column are pair-wise correlasi; **: p<.05 (two tail).

Note that the directional form of cognitive moral conviction is coded such that 1
indicates strong moral conviction in the direction of support for the practice, Adhile
indicates strong moral conviction in the direction of opposition. In turn, emotional moral
conviction is coded such that 0 indicates no negative moral emotions upon performance
of the political practice and 1 indicates strong negative moral emotions in thaT bés
accounts for the significant negative correlations between the dimensionstjimgdicat
as a person increases in emotional moral conviction he also tends to incre@sgtivieco
moral conviction in the same ideological direction. For instance, as onetiegiger
negative moral emotions upon the practice of abortion (i.e., approaching 1 on emotional
moral conviction), they are also inclined to categorize abortion in the moraiidona
greater extent, in the direction of opposition to the practice (i.e., approach -1nitiveog
moral conviction).
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Table 2.2A: Scores on the cognitive moral conviction items,
by political issues and branching (for/against the practice)

Contingency Legal Legal Contingency Legal status Legal
Issue by Pro/Anti on common  status(U.S.) contingency on common (all contingency
practice u.s) practice countries) (another
u.s) (another country)
country)
Abortion — P (203) 916 931 .764 .887 .833 .764
Abortion— A (70) 914 .629 .814 .900 571 .843
Gay adoption-P (205) .956 922 .698 912 .805 .649
Gay adoption- A (68) 926 691 912 .868 662 .897
Capital punishment P (139) .820 .899 .453 .763 .676 453
Capital punishment A .903 .664 .806 .910 .604 .828
(134)
Medical marijuana- P (238) 941 912 T77 .920 .824 761
Medical marijuana- A (35) .857 .686 .686 .686 714 .686
Deporting immig— P (164) 787 .890 .488 677 .695 512
Deporting immig— A (109) 917 .505 .807 .844 .385 .780
Torture—P (117) .803 744 .530 .632 .513 453
Torture— A (156) 917 .788 .846 917 .756 .885
Mean .888 q72 715 .826 .670 .709

Items are binary (0-1), sample size in brackegsn#t were originally branched by the attitude on the
political practice. See the methods section foaitket

Overall, contingency on common practice in the U.S. is the easiest item for
cognitive moral conviction: 89% of the participants insisted that the politicthext
endorse is a common practice in spite of the fact that the opposite act is dbtually
common practice in the country. In the same manner, contingency on common jmactice
another country is the second easiest item.

As can be expected, the most difficult item offers the ultimate gereiah:
should one’s endorsed political practice be legalized worldwide (“Do you thinktrat t
should be a law that prohibits/allows [issue] in all countries?”). Iniaghgt and in
contrast with the moralizing conservative hypothesis, liberal attitudegeaezally
higher on universalism. Thus, the attitudes most likely to be generalized aroundIthe wor
(around 80% of the responses) are favoring legalization of abortion, gay adoption, and
medical marijuana and opposing the use of torture. Quite intuitively, legabdjeagon
around the world is a more difficult item than legal generalization in the U&&sathe
board (except for opposition to medical marijuana), but the latter is quiteuttitis well.

The two legal consistency questions seem redundant in this version of the
measure. But note that the measure was changed in later versions, fromadoinéry t
point scale.
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Table 2.3A: Scores on the hot moral conviction items, by issue

Abortion Gay Capital Medical Deportation ~ Torture  Mean
adoption punishment  usage of of illegal
marijuana  immigrants
Ashamed .468 .164 473 119 .388 .504 .353
Embarrassed 470 .186 409 134 327 441 .328
Guilty .563 .163 591 119 .450 571 410
Contemptuous — .219 .201 .328 118 .282 419 .261
other- directed
Angry — other- .190 .155 301 .091 .269 .408 .236
directed
Disgusted — other- .220 .182 .398 114 .269 473 276
directed
Contemptuous — .283 191 .367 .108 271 492 .285
third party
Angry — third party .266 .164 .359 077 .260 .486 .290
Disgusted — third 312 .194 .397 A11 .269 513 .299
party
Mean .332 178 403 110 310 479 .302

Items are on a 5-point scale, recoded to vary$ek. the methods section for details.

Generally, self-directed negative moral emotions are stronger thandotheed

moral emotions: people are more likely to feel ashamed, guilty or emleatiatss

employing the political practice, than to feel anger, disgust or conterathtea people
doing so. There is also a slight in-group favoritism effect: other-directgtine moral
emotions are stronger when directed to a third party; i.e., to people in someoaotitey,c
than to people one may know.
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Table 2.4A: Pair-wise correlations among the hot moral conviction items

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8
1. Ashamed - self-directed
2. Embarrassed — self- directed .8867
3. Guilty — self-directed .8537 .7990
4. Contemptuous — other- directed6073| .6157| .522(
5. Angry — other-directed 6786 .7005 .5778093
6. Disgusted — other- directed 7063 .7252 .6478306 .9008§
7. Contemptuous — third- party 5931 .5896 .5354 18017062| .7129
8. Angry — third-party .6705 .672B .6015 .6742 .7792873) .8627
9. Disgusted — third-party 6761l .7043 .6636 .65713767 .8407] .8262 .9138

Table entries are pair-wise correlations betweerbtiiems, averaged across issues. All correlations
highly significant.

The correlations among the items are overall very high, and are palyiciitang
between each group of items: the self-directed, other-directed and thirdt@autyare
correlated at around .8 or higher.

The Exploratory Factor Analysis (Iterated Principal Factorsilgi@lEigen Value
greater than 1 (6.68), explaining about 80.1% of the variance in the hot moral conviction
measure. The second factor is quite far from 1 (Eigen=.812), and explains an additiona
9.7% of the variance, with factor 3 even farther away from the value of 1 (.427). The
Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin measure of sampling adequacy indicates esomeu degree of
common variance among the 9 items (KM0O=.848), with items’ KMO varying between
.81 and .91.

However, both the orthogonal varimax horst and the more appropriate oblique
promax rotations yield a 4-factors solution. The oblique solution yields a cieples
structure with four factors retained. Iltems 7-9 (third-party direct@éhemotions) load
on factor 1 (factor loadings: .530, .872, .812), items 5-6 (other-directed, anger, and
disgust) load on factor 2 (factor loadings: .824, .748), items 1-3 (self-directdd)rioa
factor 3 (factor loadings: .940, .704, .746), and the other-directed contempt loads on the
fourth item (.681).

Note that the measure was changed in later versions: the contempt questions were
omitted, and an additional set of scenarios was added in measuring negative moral
emotions in situations where the practice is prevented (i.e., disgust at noiriggaliz
abortion, at allowing torture, etc.).
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Appendix for chapter 3

Table 3.1A: Descriptive statistics and correlations of
cognitive and emotional moral conviction, adult sample

> - 0O
S 3 c = ==
g = = = 5%
n 0o
Darfur — Cognitive MC .562 .200 0 1
Darfur — Emotional MC .394 189 0 .979 4%
Porn — Cognitive MC .530 237 0 1
Porn — Emotional MC .337 210 0 1 24%*

Entries in rightmost column are pair-wise correlasi; **: p<.05 (two tail).
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Appendix for chapter 4

Table 4.1A: Descriptive statistics and correlations of

cognitive and emotional moral conviction

> ~
g S c a ; %

Abortion — Cognitive MC .619 .307 0

Abortion — Emotional MC 515 322 0 32%*
Gay adoption — Cognitive MC .607 .265

Gay adoption — Emotional MC .587 .332 0 .38**
Capital punishment — Cognitive MC .585 .266

Capital punishment — Emotional MC 435 324 0 37

Entries in rightmost column are pair-wise correlasi; **: p<.05 (two tail).
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