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Abstract

The goals of this dissertation were to contribute to the literature on the structure of moral attitudes
and explore the consequences of moral attitudgemon perceptiod.he goal of study 1 was to
replicate and extend previous research examining the automatic nature of moral objectivity and
moral universalismin Study 1,there waso support for the relationship between morality and
objectivity and moréty and universalitylnstead, the study demonstrated that sequential priming
may be anneffective methodology for measuring these relationsHipe.goal of study 2 was to
examine the relationship between the similarity of participant attitude toienécttpolitical
candidate (attitude similarity) and perceptions of warmth, competence, and voting clingice. T
proposed models predicted that attitgduilarity influencedtrustworthiness, expertise, candidate
support, and voting choicé&urthermore, lat relationship was predicted to be moderated by
participants’ mor al Cc o0 BSeverad madelsnwera bigniticant dvdradl, s o C |
however no significant predictors emerged. Attitudes similarity significantly predicted voting
choice and candate support such that increased attitude similarity was related to the likelihood
of voting yes and increased candidate support, for the issue of Abortion Rights. Moral conviction
did not moderate this relationshifdn exploratorymoderation modefor peceived charm of the
candidates demonstratedignificant moderating effect of moral conviction for the issugsihg

Torture in Interrogationd.imitations and future directions for both studies are discussed.
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Introduction

Moral attitudes, which are positive or negative evaluations grounded in moral beliefs, are
central to many conflicts with devastating consequences. Examples of these conflicts can be found
in both domestic and international terrorism. In 2014, members of the Earth Liberation Front and
the Informal Anarchist Federation set fires to five vehialeSouth Walesn protestagainst the
nuclear industry, industrial developmecigss societyandother issue¢National Consortium for
the Study of Terrorism and Responses to Terrorism, 2015; Contra Info, 2015). Similarly, in the
US during the same yeantrimmigration keliefs are thought to have leciry McQuilliams to
open fire on the Mexican consulate in Austin, Texas (National Consortium for the Study of
Terrorism and Responses to Terrorism, 20M®ral attitudesare also central to conflicts it
nonviolent outcomes such as the 2013 government shutdbwthis instance, mbers of
congress could not reach compromise on issues involving the Affordable Care Act (ObamaCare),
which led to a 16 day shutdown of government agencies, costing thecorengy an estimated
$24 billion dollars (Walshe, 2013)his dissertation will examine these moral attitudeswahg
they areso impactful.

In general, an attitude can be thought of as a positive or negative evaluation of an object,
person, or ided@Attitudesserve as a foundation from which we evaluate our wamidi help us to
determine how to behave toward the things we encoRgeio, 199%. Although all attitudes
influence our behavior, the @xtt to which they do varieAttitudes that are predictvof behavior
share three major ctacteristics:l) they areeasily recalled?) they arestable over time, ang)
theyare generated from behaviorally relevant information and personal experi&aenan &

Albarracin, 2006) One way that researchers hasteterminedwhich attitudeshave these



characteristics and, in turare predictive of behavipis through theclassification othe strength
of the attitude.

Within the attitude literature, there have been different conceptualizations of attitude
strergth such as attitude importance and attitude accessibility (for review, Krosnick, Boninger,
Chuanyg, Berent, & Carnot, 1993t t i t ude strength, according to
attitude, is a reflection of the strength of the association betwthe attitude object and the
evaluation of that objecThis allows for attitudes to be placed along a continuum. On one end is
strong attitudeswhichoccur when the association between the attitude object and the evaluation
of that object isvell establishedOn the other end ia nonattitude, which is when there is no
association between an attitude object and the evaluation of that.objeder this
conceptualization of attitudes, stronger attitudes are more predictive of belkarionstance
using attitude accessibility as a measure of
selection of a product as a reward, based on how quickly they responded to that product during a
previous task (Fazio, Powell, Williams, 198®nother claracteristic of attitudes that predict
behavior is the extent to which the attitude is grounded in moral beliefs (Skitkg, SXKifl@&,
Bauman, & Sargis, 2005

The study of morality in psychology has primarily focused on how we know whether
something igmoral or not calledmoral judgmentEarly research (e.g., Piaget, 1932; Kohlberg,
1969) looked at how moral judgment developed over the lifespan from a consequence based
judgment {.e., utilitarian) to auniversal application of moral rules based on gestind harm (i.e.,
deontological) Moral psychological research later examined these two bases of moral judgment
through the study of the Trolley Problem and other similar moral dilemmas (e.g., Greene et al.

2001, 2004). More recently, researchers hawbéished thaindividuals seento rely on different



beliefs when deciding whether something is moral or imm@nraham and colleagues (2011), for
instance, identified five foundations on which people rely to varying degrees when making moral
judgmentsFor example, the issue of marriage equality may be supported by some people, because
they see it as being related to moral concerns about fairness. Others, however, may view marriage
equality negatively because they see it as being related to moral coalcemsexual purity, or
religious authority.

Moral judgments have been widely studidtbwever,a second question in moral
psychology has received much less attention: once something has been determined to be moral (or
immoral) what happens? Linda Skitkad her colleagues have recently begun to examine this
guestionfrom an attitude perspectiéor review see Skitka, 2010; Skitka, Washburn & Carsel,
2015).Skitka and colleagues have begun to examine the consequence of morality, first focusing
on determiimg how morals are different from other kinds of beliefs. Skitka (2010) determined that
atitude content varies in three major wak#st, attitudes can reflect personal preferes(see
also Skitka, 2014 which describes this as the domain theory oidatijt These preferences are
based on an individual’'s experience with obje
person. For example, some people like cheese pizza, others like peppeconid, attitudes can
reflect social or cultural norm&lorm attitudes seem to be based on shared group membership.
These attitudes will vary across group®r exampletipping is a social norm in mericans
however in European countries, tipping is viewed negatividlyrd, attitude can reflect moral
beliefs.These attitudes are basedh an i ndi vi dual’'s specific mor
those values to a given attitude objdatr example, | support marriage equality because of my
moral belief in equal right®thers may generally support equal rights, but their moral value of

respecting religious authority may override that, and lead them to oppose gay mahegetent



to which an attitude is a moral attitudan be assessed usiagneasure of Moral Convion

(Skitka, 201). Moral Convictionis a fouritem scale that asks participants to identify the degree

to which their position on a particular issue reflects their moral beliefs, is connected to fundamental

right and wrongis based on principle, anslamoral belief.High moral conviction for a particular

i ssue indicates that the participant’s attitu
indicates that the attitude is a notoral attitude (i.e., preferences or norms). Using moral
conviction Skitka and colleagues have discovered several impdrédnatvioral consequences of

moral attitudeshatdiffer from norrmoral attitudesn bothperception(e.g., perceptions of fairness

and authority) and ibehavior(e.g., intolerance for others and iichl engagementfor review

see Skitka et al., 2015).

Skitka and colleagues have examined the role that moral conviction (and moral attitudes)
influences our perceptions of fairness and trust. Across these studies, results demonstrate that
increased m@l conviction influences how we perceive the fairness of an outd@kitka,

Bauman, & Lytle, 2009; Bauman & Skitka, 2Q0&nd the processSkitka & Houston, 2001
Increased moral conviction also impacts perceptions of legitimacy and trust in autbkitikg et
al., 2009;Wisneski, Lytle, & Skitka, 2000 | discuss the findings of this research in the following
paragraphs.

In decision making, perceptions about the fairness of outcomes are influenced by the extent
to which treissue at hand is related tnoral beliefs. Skitka, Bauman, and Lytle (2009) examined
the role of moral conviction in perceptionsfoh i r ness of the Supreme Cou
Or e g authorigyto legalize physician assisted suicide. The study showed that moral conviction
about physician assisted suicide predicted par

or rejection of the decision. For example, a participant who did not support physician assisted



suicide with high moral conviction about it, perceived@e u rdecisien to be more unfair and
rejected the decision more than an attitudinally similar participant with low moral conviction about
physician assisted suicide. Bauman and Skitka
a decision that @as either consistent or inconsistent with their moral attitude toward abortion on
perceived fairnessPerceived fairness of the outcome was higher for participants when the
outcane matched their moral attitude. However, when moral conviction was higleiysetc
fairness was high, regardless of whether their attitude matched the outcofoer moral
conviction participants, the opportunity to influence the outcome affected perceived fairness, such
that those who did not have the opportunity to influencetheome perceived the decision to be
unfair whereas those who had the opportunity to influence the outcome perceived the outcome as
fair.

Moral convictionscanalsoimpact whether a decision makipgocess is perceived as fair
(Skitka & Houston, 2009). Wen a moral belief about justice (innocent are acquitted, guilty are
punished) is heldpar t i ci pant s’ assessments of fairness
procedure as long as the guilty defendant was convicted and the innocent acquitteckutile a
fairness of the proceedings was irrelevant. Similaryenthis moral beliefwas violatedwhen
innocent defendants were convicted and guilty defendants acquitted) the proceedings were deemed
unfair, even when the proper process was adhered to.

In addition to influences on perceptions of fairness, moral attitudes also influence
perceptions of trust and legitimac$kitka and colleague2009) demonstrated that moral
conviction abouphysician assisted suicigeedicted changes in the perceptidrihe legitimacy
of the Supreme Coudfter their decisionA participant who did not suppophysician assisted

suicidewith high moral conviction aboughysician assisted suicideerceived the Supreme Court



as less legitimate than their pilecision rangs. A participant with low moral conviction did not
show changes in perceptions of legitima8imilarly, Wisneski and colleagues (2Q0@Xxamined
how moral attitudes changed perceptions of trust in the Supreme Court over their decision on
physician assted suicide Theyfound that regardless of attitude, there was greater distrust in the
Supreme Court to decide on the issuih higher moral conviction.

In addition to examining the effects of moral attitudes on perce@lotka and colleagues
have also examined how moral conviction (and moral attitudes) influences our behaviors. Across
these studies, results demonstrate that increased moral conviction inflneticpssitive (Skitka
& Bauman, 2008) and negative behavi@B&itka, Bauman, & Sargis, 200Mullen & Nadler,
2008). Moral attitudes impact positive behaviors such as political engagement (Skitka & Bauman,
2008) anctollective actior(van Zomeren, Postmes, Spears & Bettache, 20h0)eased political
engagemensianothemway that moral attitudes have a positive impact (Skitka & Bauman, 2008;
Morgan, Skitka, & Wisneski, 2010). Surveys completed during the 2000, 2004, and 2008
presidential elections examined how moral convictions about the candidates and macabosnv
about particular issues influenced voting behavior and voting intentions. After the 2000 election,
moral convictions about the candidate predicted voting behavior. During the 2004 and 2008
elections, moral convictions about specific issues cehtal t he el ecti on predi
intentions to vote. For each election, the results held after controlling for other variables such as
attitude strength and strength of party affiliatidforal attitudes also seem to motivate collective
action (vanZomeren et al., 2010). After reading about discrimination towarngksrson who is
socially disadvantageuh their country(e.g., Muslim Dutch or Mainland Chines@articipants
who were part majbrity, tadvantagedo groode.g.,y NosMuslim Dutch/Non

Immigrant or Hong Kong Chinese) reported their moral convictions about discrimination and



whether or not they would patrticipate in collective actions (e.g., demonstrations, petigamskt
discrimination Moral conviction was a significant prethc for collection action such that
increased moral conviction was related to gresupport forcollective actims.

Although moral attitudes have some benefits, there are also drawbacks for having moral
attitudes. Moral attitudes affect social and pbgkidistance (Skitka et al., 200Studies 13),
stealing and cheating (Mullen & Nadler, 2008), gndup cooperation (Skitka et al., 2005; Study
4). Skitka and colleagues (2005) examined how moral attitudes affected distance from others. In
studies 1 an@, participants reported that did not want attitude dissimilar people to fill a variety of
social roles, such as roomate (ntimate) or President (distgnFor participants with high moral
conviction there was an equal likelihood to reject dissimilarsraleintimate and distant roles
whereas participants with low moral conviction were more likely to reject dissimilar others in
intimate roles thanhose indistant roles. In study 3 Skitka and colleagues examined physical
distance byneasuringhe actual tstance that participants sat from a backpack with echoice
themed pin that purportedly belonged to another participant with whom they would be interacting.
They found that an interaction between attitude similarity and moral conviction accounted for
difference in distance. For attitude similar participaipi®-choice) increased moral conviction
was related to decreased physical distance. Conversely, for attitude dissimilar participants (pro
life), increased moral conviction was related to increadgdipal distance.

Moral attitudes can alsmcreasebehavios such as stealing and cheating (Mullen and
Nadler, 2008)In study 1, morally convicted prchoice participants and participants with no moral
attitude about abortion reaah article about a &l related to abortiorgompleted a questionnaire,
and wereasked to return the pens provided by theegimenterWhen the trial outcome violated

the prachoice moral attitude, participants were more likely to leave with the pen than when the



outcome confmed their moral attitude. There was no difference in pen taking for participants
with no moral attitude about abortion. In study 2, participants recalled a particular event and then
flipped a coin for assignment to an experimental task that would eamrtiore money or would

not earn them additional moné{/hen participant recalled a moral violation prior to the coin flip,
they reported a favorable flip (a chance to earn more money) significantly more often than chance
would predict (greater than 75%tbke time).

Moral attitudes can be a barrier to group cooperation and decision making (Skitka et al.,
2005). Participants were placed into attitude homogeneous or attitude heterogeneous groups to
discuss an issue and make a decisiorheterogeneous grosighat discussed a moral attitude,
participants reportel@ss positive interactions between group members than participants in groups
that discussed nemoral attitudes. These strains in interpersonal interactions were also observable
by outside persons whdentified greater tension and defensiveness in the heterogeneous groups
who discussed a moral attitude than in groups that discussechorah attitudesCompared to
groups that discussed namoral attitudes, groups that discussed moral attituaze kess likely
to come to a consensus

Differences between moral and nooral attitude have been documented across several
areas of importaneefrom perceptions of trust to intolerance of othesnd this research is still
in its infancy, with many consequencsl to be uncovered.

Dissertation Studies

This dissertation will examine two components of moral attitudes. Study 1 will
conceptually replicate and extend recent research that has shown support for implicit associations
between objectivity and moralt@étides, and universality and moral attitudes (Kidder & Crites,

2015). Study 2 will then explore underlying concernsédhertelated to the behavioral consequence



of morality, by examining how moral conviction impacts the relationship between attitude

similarity and trustworthiness, expertise, and voting.



Study 1

Moral attitudes arg@roposedto be distinguishable from similar, nomoral attitudes in
three ways (see Skitka, 2010 for revijealso, Skitka, Washburn, & Casel, 2015irst, moral
attitudes argerceived by individuals to be more objective than-maral attitudesWhat this
means, i s that when an attitude is morally groc
is factual as opposed to being a personiéber opinion.For instance, if a person believes that
thedeath penalty is morallywrongt * s “ wr afacg The secrid wayshat moral and-non
moral attitudes differ is with how the belief appliesothers Moral attitudes are thought to be
more universally applicablthan nommoral attitwes. For instance, if a persbalieves the death
penalty is morally wrong, they are likely to believe that it should be outlawed everywhere,
regardless of circumahces, cultural differences, et cetdR@seachers have primarily assessed
objectivity and universality as separate dimensions, however they are inextricably linked; i
something is thought to be factual, it in turn should be universally appliddiaid, moral attitudes
are thought to be more enatally based than nemoral attitudesFor instance, feelings of anger
about the death penalty are reported to be more intense in those for whom their attitude about the
death pealty is morally grounded/right, Cullum, & Schwab, 2008 Although emotions part
of our understanding of the differences between moral andnaoal attitudes, it will not be
examined in theurrent study. The focus of th&$udy is the relationship betweerorality and
objectivity and the relationship between morality and ersality.

Moral Objectiveness and Moral Universalism

Moral objectivity is the idea that moral attieglare seen as factually bag8klitka,

2010) Support for moral objectivity comes from several studies examining the relationship

between moral attitudesd objectivity. This research shows changes in beliefs about facts

10



(Mirels & Dean, 2006), rejection of facts (Liu & Ditto, 2012), objectivity sathancement
(Nasselroade et al., 2006), and objectivity differences for moral anthooa attitudes
(Goodwin & Darley, 2008) Each of these ideas are explored further below.

Research has demonstrated that having a moral attitude about an issue ch@&nges
perceptionsabout the facts related to that issual & Ditto (2012) found strong connections
between roral judgments and factual belief when moral conviction was high. For example, facts
about the costs and benefits of specific actions were less believed when those actions were
perceived by participants to be immoral. Research has also demonstratedrdbptiqres of
objectivity are influenced by the moral content of an attitbisselroade et al. (2006) compared
participants’ perceptions of the objectivity
another.They found a selenhancement effectsth t hat one’ s own opini ol
objective than the opinion of someone else, particularly when the other attitude was dissimilar.
This effect increased as the sedported morality of the issue increas@dkey research finding
central to the mral objectivity hypothesis is thdhat ethical statementre judged as more
objective than norms and preferencasd similar to scientific fact&oodwin & Darley, 2006)

The current study will further explore this relationship between moral attifukesbjectivity.

Moral Universalism is the idea thate believe oumoral attitudeshould beuniversally
applicable (Skitka, 2010)Researclexamining moral universalism lisnited. Recent research by
Skitka and colleagues (unpublished; from Skitka &rlyan, 2014) shows that when a moral
attitude is made salient, participantddersed greater universality for morality generally (e.g.,
disagreement witii Quest i ons of what i s ethical to ever:
moral or immoralisup o t h e i) thahibeforedhe attitudedis made salidititis research

also showedhat if people imbued their attitude with greater moral conviction, they were more

11



likely to believe that their attitude was appropriate for other countries and esjlttivan
participants with lower moral conviction.

As briefly mentionedabove objectiveness and universalism are highly related concepts.
However, factual i nformation does not necess:
summer solstice occsr i n June” is a fact in the norther
southern hemisphere, where the swemmsolstice occurs in December. There are other kinds of
facts however that do imply wuniversal applic
regardless of where you live, your culture, or ethnicity. It remains to be seen whether there is a
similar disconnect between universality and objectivity in the opposite diredtam; is,
universally applied principles that are not also factdéien pgacing objectivity and universality
in the moral context, previous research (Kigderpublished dajasshow a complex relationship
between them.ne moral attitudes show melationshipbetween measures of universality and
objectiveness (for attitudes tawd using torture in interrogations and using animals in research).
Other moral attitudes show a positive moderate relationship (attitudes toward making gay marriage
legal) whereas still others show a moderate negative relationship (attitudes towardabekiiog
illegal).

The previous research described above examined the relationships between morality and
objectivity and between morality and universality, offering support for the moral objectiveness
and moral universalism hypotheses. These studmgever, are limited in what they can offer
because they rely almost exclusively on sefiort measuresRecent work has offered some
complementaryevidence supporting these hypotheses usiegsures that probe links between

memory and behaviavhich will be conceptually replicated in the current study (Kidder & Crites,

12



2015).Thisresearclexaminedhe associations between morality and objectivity and morality and
universalityusing the Implicit Association Test (IAT; GreendaMcGhee, & Schwartz, 1998

By using implicit measures, this research (and the current study) can offer insight about
the nature of moral objectiveness and moral universalism, particularly whether this relationship is
deliberative, determined by rational thought, or automatic, mleten e d by “ Jglhet ” i ns
current literature on morality seems divided about the nature of morality. Some researchers, such
as Jonathan Haidt see morality as being an irrational, automatic reaction that we then rationally
explain after the fact (Haid2003). Others see morality as a more deliberative process, such as
Linda Skitka (e.g., Skitka, 2010). The use of implicit techniques to measure these constructs will
allow us to determine which cognitive processes are involved in moral attitudes.
Implicit Association Test

The IAT is a member of a group of implicit measures that examines the reactions times
and/or errors of people when they make fast judgments about stimuli (Kidder, White, Hinojos,
Sandoval, & Crites, 2015). The context the stimuli arequrtesl in can be varied, so researchers
can determine how it influences participants’
explore the mental associations between concepts that may be automatically activated and
influence later thought and actiofhe IAT assess thessociations between two kinds of stimuli
for example affective words and pictures (Greenwald et al., 1998)

During the task, participants encounter five block of trials during which they complete
different tasksFigure 1depicts a typical IAT sequencia the first block, participas see the first
set of stimuli (e.g., words) and categorize the stimulus (eeglthyor unhealthy. In the second
block, participants see the second set of stirfeudj., picturespndalsocategorize those stimuli

(e.g.,fruit or desserts)These first blocks are essentially practice blocksahantthe participants

13



to the task. The third block is the first of two blocks that are critical to the measurement of
associations. In this blocthe two stimuli are mixed together and randomly presented. Participants
make categorizations that are appropriate to each kind of stimulus, as they practiced in the previous
blocks. In this block however, the categories share response keys. For exaamijdgants
categorizehealthywords andruit picturesusing the same response key antiealthywords and
dessert picturesising another response key. In the fourth block of trials participants, again
encounter only one set of stim{di.g.,fruit/desset pictures)and practice categorizing them. The
difference between this block and the second blotheigesponse kethatcorresponds with each
category. For example, in the second bldaki may have been responded to usingfekey and
dessertwith a right key. In the fourth block, the response keys are switched struihadre
responded to using the right key atebssertvith the left key.The ifth blockis the second of the
critical blocks. In this blockhe stimuli are again mixed togetherdarandomly presented.
Participants are now using the switched response keys for one set of the stimexariptejn

block threeparticipants responded bealthywords andruit picturesusing the same key. In block

five, the switched response key fauit picturesnow pairs those responses witithealthywords.
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Figurel. Typical sequence for an implicit association task

Kidder and Crite¢2015)adaptedhe IAT to assess the association between morality and
objectivity using a faebpinion IAT and the association between morality and universality using
a selfother IAT.The moral and nemoral attitudes presented in the tasks were idiosyncratic and
were selet ed based on par t-sceenpessidirsthe factapiniomIg’ls i n
participants categorized brief statements as either facts (e.g., MARS IS RED) or opinions (e.g.,
RAP IS BAD).Attitudes were categorized as moral or+maral (based onrpvious ratinggrom
each participantin the selfother IAT, participants categorized words as either related to self (e.g.,
ME) or others (e.g., THEMAgain, attitudes were categorized as moral ormamal. The Kidder
and Critesstudy found significanlAT effects for the objectivity task, such that moral attitudes
were more associated with facts than opinions and thatoal attitudes were more associated
with opinions than facts. This finding was replicated in a folignstudyKidder and Crite$2015)

did not find full support for the universality task, with small IAT effects that were moderately
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significant p = .064). However, these effedtsthe predicted directigriwith moral attitudes more
associated to others than self and-nworal attittdes more associated with self than to others.

The IAT was chosen for the previous research because it generally demonstrates robust
findings and larger effect sizes than other implicit tagkseenwald, Poehlman, Uhlmann, &
Banaji, 2009) Without knowing how large of an effect the associations between morality,
objectivity, and universality mig generate, a task involving explicit categorizations of both kinds
of stimuli wasideal Furthermore, the use of the IAT allows for order effects based on the order
of congruent and incongruent blocks. In the previous research, order effects weraufdutiths
a significant relationship between objectivity and morality was only found when the incongruent
block was presented prior to the congruent block. This order effect was replicated in a second
study. What is particularly concerning about the ordiexce is that it is not the usual order effect
for an IAT. Generally, IAT order effects are present when the congruent block is presented first,
followed by the incongruent blocBecause of these strange order effects, it is importdmdo
other methds to measure these relationshipdditionally, there is some concemmhether the
associations being measured are actually representative the concept of interest. IAT scores are
influenced by the automatic associations of interest as well as varioupmbesse@Gawronski,
Deutsch, &Banse 2011) For instance, because participants switch keys for one set of judgments
during the second critical block, responsespaially a result of the automatic associations as
well as explicit executive control process where participants have to overcome the previous
response to select the correct response. There are methodological and analytical strategies that can
be adopted to combabme of these confoun@®r review see Gawronski et al., 201hpwever,
the methods are not guaranteed. Additionally, studies have shown that IAT effects can be

controlled on some lev@De Houwer, TeigdMlocigemba, Spruyt, & Moors, 2009 ow that there
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is initial evidence of implicit associations between objectivity and morality and universality and
morality, Study 1 will attempt toreplicate theeassociatios usinga sequential priming measure
for which the underlying processes are better understood.

The first aim of the study is twnceptudl replicatetheobjectivity findings of Kidder and
Crites (2015) in order to show thaethssociation between objectivity and moraigyalso found
with priming, and to overcome some unusual order effects found with the TA& previous
research described above found only moderately significant effects for universatlity,sszond
aim ofthe study is to use priming to examine the association between universality and morality
with the idea that priming is more suitable for universality. One explanation for thegroficant
universality findingmay be in how universality was conceptread in the original study. An IAT
calls for categorization of stimuli into two, often mutually exclusive, categories; in the previous
study, self and other. Because universality means that moral attitudes should apply to everyone,
this would mean that mdrattitudes should be equally related to self and to otheithe IAT,
this means that some of the incongruent tfimsral/self)should have beeesponded teimilarly
to thecongruent trialgmoral/others; nomoral/self) Because the congruent bldskcompared to
the incongruent block, the differembetween the two would be minimizeehich would diminish
the size of the overall effe@nother way to think aboumiversalityis with moreabstract concepts
t hat aren’t nec e slubnstead gre mote represéntayve @ x continusm (e.ge,
autonomy and embeddednesEie current study will use this conceptualization in a priming
paradigm where explicit categorizations of universality are not required.
Sequential Priming

Similar to the IAT, sequential priming paradigndemonstrate associatiomsmemory

between two sets of stimuli: the prime and the taf\ggttenbrink, 2007)In a sequential priming
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paradigm, participants see a series of trials where there is a stimulus, called the prime, followed
by a secondtimulus, called the target, to which they respond (Spruyt, Gast, & M8,

Across trials, the relationship between the prime and the target is manipulated, so that some trials
consist of theoreticallgongruent (e.g., positiveositive)stimuli andother trials consist of
theoreticallyincongruent (e.g., positiveegative)stimuli. Since its inception, the sequential

priming paradigm has be widely used to assess a variety of associations.

There are two major theories from the social psychology literature that describe
sequential priming effects. The first is a process referred to as the encoding perspective (e.g.,
Fazio, 2007). This process suggests that targets are responded to moyeogueckigruent
trials because the target is partially activated in memory, due to its shared semantic features with
the prime. This theory of sequential priming effects comes from theories of spreading activation
(Collins & Loftus, 1975) as well as theasidescribing paralladistributed processes of memory
(Rodgers & McClelland, 2014). The second process that explains sequential priming effects is
referred to the response compatibility perspective (e.g., Gawronski & Bodenhousen, 2005;
Klauer, Musch, & Ede 2005). This process suggests that response to the target is either
facilitated by or hindered by a response activation of the prime. Facilitation occurs when the
same response can be made by the prime and the target. This explanation for sequengal prim
effects only makes sense for tasks where judgments could apply to both prime and target, which
makes it in unlikely explanation for the primindesdts in this particular study.

One form of sequential priming relevant to the current studgnsantigriming (e.g.,

Neely, 1977). In semantigriming, the relationship between the prime and the target is one based
in meaning. That is, the prime shares a conepé&lationship with the target or does .not

Figure2 depicts a typical semantriming paradjm.
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TABLE TABLE Prime: 250ms

+ + Inter-stimulus fixation point: 50ms

CHAIR BIRD Target: until judgment

Inter-trial: 2000ms

CONGRUENT TRIAL INCONGRUENT TRIAL

Figure2. Trial sequencing for a semantic priming paradigm.

During a semantic priming task, participants see several trials. A trial begins with a
fixation point, which signals the start of a new trial. Next, the prime stimulus is shown very
quickly, often less than 500ms, and is replaced by another fixation sAfémma short time
(usually 50ms) the target is presented, to which the participants must respond. Typically the
target remains until the participants has made a response. Once the response is captured, a blank
screen is shown before the beginning ofribet trial. In the semantic priming example depicted
in Figure2, there is an example of a congruent and an incongruent trial. For semantic priming,
trial congruency is defined by the semantic relationship between the prime and the target. In the
congruentrial example, the prime TABLE, followed by the target CHAIR are semantically
related; they are both pieces of furniture. In the incongruent trial example, the prime TABLE,
followed by the target BIRD, are not semantically related. In sequential prpanagigms,
response timet® the target are faster for congruent trials than incongruent trials. This congruity

effect tells researchers about the relationship between the primes and targets.
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Semantic priming can also be used to show relative associbgbmseen different types
of primes. For instance, in sequential stereotype priming, participants see primes belonging to
two groups (e.g., men and women) followed by targets that are stereotypically associated with
each of the groups (e.qg., fiighterandnurse, respectively). In these instances, congruent and
incongruent trials are further delineated by the two kinds of primes (e.g., Congneent
firefighter or womennurse; Incongruent: memurse orwomenfirefighter). This methodology
produces a congity effect for each kind of prime (e.g., congruity effect for men and congruity
effect for women). This approach will be used in the current study to compare the relative
associations between moral and 1maral attitudes for objectivitgubjectivity and niversality
autonomy.

Sequential priming may be a better measure of the meadjBctivity association and
the moralityuniversality association than the IAT for a few reasons. First, as previously
mentioned, the procedure does not require responditiggtprime, in the present study the
objectivity-subjectivity and universalitgutonomy stimuli. This means that more abstract
conceptualizations of objectivity and universality may be used. Second, sequential priming lends
itself to examining specific lative associations. In particular, for the universality trials, the
relationship between moral attitudes and universality and the association between moral attitudes
and autonomy can be examined using a 2 (prime) x 2 (target) interaction, in additlmasio a
congruity effectThird, in sequential priming, the objectivity and universality primes can be
presented within the same task, allowing for simultaneous assessment not possible with an IAT.
Current Study

The current studyseda sequential priminggradigm to measure associations between

moral attitude and two dimensions, universalitychobjectivity.Paticipantscompletel a
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sequential priming task consisting of both objectivity/morality trials and universality/morality
trials. For these trials, primesereeither be objectivitysubjectivity related wordé&.g.,RULE;
PREFERENCE, respectivelg) universalityautonomyrelated words (e.gSHARED,
PRIVATE, respectively)Targetsvereidiosyncratic attitude objects that participaneéspondd
to with a moral or nomoral judgment. Targetsereselected after participants indicatieir
moral stance toward a variety of issues through simolial/normoral categorization (moral
convictionservedas a manipulation check)

The hypothesisvasthat therds an association between objectivity and morality and that
there is an association between universality and morality. This hypotveesispresented with a
prediction that therés a significant main effect of congruity faach task, where participants
respond faster to the congruent trials than to the incongruent tnatke objectivity task,
congruent trials consistlof objectivity primes followed by moral attitudes and subjectivity primes
followed by nommoral atitudes. Incongruent trialsonsised of objectivity primes followed by
norrmoral attitudes and subjectivity primes followed by moral attitudes. In the universality task,
congruent trials consistiof universality primes followed by moral attitudes and autonomy primes
followed by nommoral attitudes. Incongruent trials consgsof universality primes followed by
nonrmoral attitudes and autonomy primes followed by moral attitudes. FRyuhgstrates the

predictedcongruity effectdor each task.
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Figure3. Predictedcongruity effectdor objectivity and universality.

| also examinedhie interaction between task and trial congrbigauserevious research
showed significant objectivity effectsut only trending universality effects (Kidder & Crites,
2015). This interaction may be difficult to detect because both tasks are predicted to have
significant results in the same direction.

Method

Participants

Two hundredninety-five participantsavererecruited from the psychology participant pool
general UTEP students, and the pulflipriori power analysedetermined thappopriate number
of participantgFaul, Erdfelder, Lang, & BuchneR007, based on qevious research (Kidde
Crites, 201%»the parameters for the analysis wede= 0.12 orf = 0.06; that malysis indicated a
suggested sample size of 190 participapts (05,r between measures 0.85,1-b = 0.85).Additional
participantswere collected to offset problems with data collectard participant ineligibility

(eligibility requirements are described below)
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Design

The currentstudy is a 2 gssociation objectivity or universality) x 2 (trial congruity:
congruent or incongruenyjithin-subjectsdesign. The dependent variable is reactime.
Measures

Moral Attitude Identification. Participantsdentifiedmoral and nommoral attitudes from
a list of 17 social issues (e.g., abortrayhts gay marriagegmmigrationreform military drones
complete list in Appendid). Participantssawt he pr ompt “ Regardl ess of
whet her the following soci al Il ssues are relat
for each issugoarticipantategorize whether the issue is a moral issoet amoral isue, or that
theyare undecided.

Priming T ask. Participantcompletel a sequetial priming task that measurédthmoral
objectiveness and moral universalidburing the task participants saw bathjectiveness trials
(objectivity task)and universalism trialguniversalty task). All trial types were randomly
presentedTable 1 illustrates the prirarget pairing for the congruent and incongruent trials for
the objectivity task and the universality task.

Table 1.Coding of Trial Congruency

Objectivity Priming Task Universality Priming Task
Congruent Trials Incongruent Trials Congruent Trials Incongruent Trials
Objectivity Primes + Objectivity Primes + Universality Primes + Universality Primes +
Moral Targets Non-moral Targets Moral Targets Non-Moral Targets
Subjectivity Primes + Subjectivity Primes + Autonomy Primes + Autonomy Primes +
Non-moral Targets Moral Targets Non-Moral Targets Moral Targets

For each task, there wemed kinds of primesFor the objectiveness tagarticipantssaw

primes related to objectivity (Fa®eality, Rule, Law) and primes related to subjectivity (Opinion,
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Preference, View, Belief) For the universalsm task participantssaw primes related to
universality €.g., Cdlective, Social, Group, Shared) and primes related to autonany, (
IndependentPersonal, Private, Individyal Across the sultaskstargets were the moral and ron

moral attitudes selected from the moral atlgudentification survey. On each trial participants
categorized the targets as moral orsnooral. Each target was presented and categorized 20 times
across the task. Previous research has demonstrated significant effects with similar repetitions in
sequatial priming (e.g., Bean et al. 2013;dRter, 2006; Judd et al. 2004).

The trial sequencm the priming taskvas as followsprimes were presented for 250ms
followed by an intesstimulus interval of 50ms, then targets were presented until a judgment wa
made. Thenter-trial interval was 2000ms (sé&egure 4for illustration) Participants completed a
total of 112 trials, including 16 practice trial§he 48 Objectivity (12 moral/fact, 12 non
moral/fact, 12 moral/opinion, and 12 naororal/opinion) and & Universality trials (12
moral/universall2 nonmoral/universall2 moral/autonomyand 12 normoral/autonomy) were
intermixed and randomized@he 16 practice trials were made up of two of each of the above trial
types. The critical trials were brokertarthree blocks of 32 trials each, with each block including

four trials of each type.

1 These primes were selected as synonyms for objective (fact) and subjective (opinion) based on the success of
previous research whidbund significant results with the fact/opinion IAT (Kidder & Crites, 2015).

2 These primes were based on previous research that found that endorsement of concepts of autonomy, or concern
for self, and embeddedness, concern for others, predicted mayaigats (Vauclair & Fisher, 2011). From this

research, adjectives that embodied the concepts of universalism and autonomy, and similar synonyms, were selected
as primes.
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Figure4. Sequential priming trial sequencing

During the task participants were instructedryoand remember the first word (the prime)
of each word pair (priméarget) and were given a prime check at the end of each bl@Xin
order to increase attention to the primes. During the prime check, participants were instructed to
wr i t e dfosivword oftthe &ast worgh a i r  y drifty-tvgo gawtitipants misunderstood
the directions during the prime check and continued writing down primes during the following
blocks. Because their writing likely impacted subsequent reaction times, thespaats were
excluded from data analysis. Successfully completed prime checks were not checked for accuracy
because the intent was merely to get participants to pay attention to the primes.

Attitude. Attitude wasmeasured using an abbreviated scale thitbe items adapted from
Crites, Fabrigar, and Petty (199#articipants repcet the extent to which the adjective pairs

NegativePositive, BadGood, and DislikeLike describe their opinions about each issue-poiwt
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bipolar scales ranging fror8 (e.g, Negative}Xo +3 (.g., Positive)with midpoint O Qeutral).
Overall positive scores indicate a positive attitude and vice versa.

Moral Conviction. Moral convictionwasmeasured using a foitem scale developed by
Skitka(2011) Sc al e i whatedentasiyar positidnon [issuke]...a reflection of your
core moral beliefs and convictions? 2. ...connected to your beliefs about fundamental right and
wrong? 3. .. .based on mor al pr i n cadpsingalcalel .
from 1 (hot at al) to 7 extremely. Higher scores indicate greater moral conviction.

Procedure

Upon arrival, participants completehe informed consent procedBarticipants then
complete themoralattitude identificatioomeasureAn experimenter determidef the participant
identified three moral and three nororal attitudeslf not, the participaniveredebriefed, thanked,
and given credit for their participatigb6 participants19%, were dismissed at this pointf the
participant met the requirementthe experiment proceedetf participants identifiednore than
three moral and/or nemoral attitudes, the experimenter proagthe participant to identify the
three issues in each category that tfedlyy most stronglyabout. The experimenter adagtl the
primingtasistoi ncl ude t he par t imoral ptatudesbysditingostinauli flea nd n o
linked to the programmindpuring that time, participants completed a demographics questionnaire
(Appendix B). Next, prticipantswere taken into the experimental room and seated in front of a
computer equipped with-grime experimental software and a QWERTY keyboard for responding
(using keys “ Q" \weregiven imastiugtions &d thdn icomnpldtée sequential
priming taskand prime checks-inally, participantavere escorted out of the experimental room
and repored their attitudes and moral conviction toward each issue from the task. Upon

completion, participanteeredebriefed, thanked, and granted credit.
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Results
Participant Characteristics
A total of 269 participantscompleted the task and survegs$,which 189 identified as

Female, and dlid not report gnder. The average age was 2yéars ED= 6.99 Min. = 17,Max.

= 98). Participants’ poMFEB67ER4 144 RahgeF®raa i on w
1-7 scale) leaning slightly liberdgl “ | i b e A1 " “ cNo n=s &2, v & tniewkE4. @ ” =

average participants selected 6.34 issues as moral atstud ( 3 7 %) . Participant’
were primarily negative (48.49%4 =-3.28,SD= 15. 35) . P-anordl attdudegs were s ° n

primarily positive (31.9%M = 4.60,SD= 10.56).

Data from 180participants werencluded in the analysi€f the 269 pdicipants who
completed the studyifty -six participantsfailed the prime checkData from these participants
were excluded. Additionally, data frorirty-three participants were excluded because the
participantsexperienced technical problendsiring tte computer taskfailed to complete the
computer task in entirety, or due to experimenter errors (e.g., repeated participant numbers).
Data Cleaning

Data cleaning procedures followed typical procedures for sequential priming paradigms
(see Wittenbrink, 207). Error trials, tials that were too fast (either 250ms or < 2 SDs below the
individual mean, whichever is larger), and trials that were too slow (> 2 SDs above the individual
mean) were exclude@3.8%). Following data cleaning, the remaining traisere coded as
congruent or incongruent, kEkon the priméarget pairingsTable 1 illustrates the congruent and

incongruent trial coding for each task.
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Manipulation Check

Par t i c iomlacanvigionscareswere measured after the priming task and were
examined as a manipulation check for moral attitude identification. During the study, participants
useda simple moral or nemoral categorization of social issues, in order to identify stimuli for
the priming task. In order to ensure that the moraludi$ and nomoral attitudes are
distinguishable, participants later reaitheir moral conviction towards eashlectedssue. The
mean moral conviction score of a participantlentified moral attitudes should be larger than the
mean moral convictioscore of a participarg identified normoral attitudegSkitka &Morgan,
2014; Kidder, unpublished data). Participants wigbndt meethis criterionwereexcluded from
the analysigN = 24).
Primary Analysis

A 2 (task) x 2 (trial congruity)epeated mesauresANOVA wasrun, with reaction time as
the dependent variabl&@here was a marginally significant effect of taskch that participants
respondedslower to objectivity/subjectivity trials(M = 1150.85 SD = 588.03 than the
universality/autonomyrials (M = 1115.49 SD = 504.99, F(1,179) = 3.76p = .054.Figure 5

depicts the main effect of task.
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There was no significant congruity effept .398) or interaction of congruity and tagk (

= 0.125 reaction timeslepicted in Figure)6
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Figure 6. Congruity effects for the objectivity task and the universality task.

29



Exploratory Analyses

The congruity effects measured in the previous analysis (congruity main etiacdjso
be measured using a prime x targeeiatton, depending on prim&rget pairings outlined in
table 1. A4 (prime) x 2 (moralityyepeated measures ANOW#asrun for exploratory purposes.
There were no significant main effects for prinpe=.164) or target moralityp(= .53). The
interaction of prime and morality was also not significgnt (985).

Because of the high repetition of targets and prithescongruity effect was examined for
block 1 only. Due t@ programming errgreaction times in this block wer®t recorded for half
of the participantsso power is limited. A paired samplesest demonstrated no significant
congruity effects Madifference = -14.40,SD = 324.29,t(91) =-.421,p = .673. A 3 (block) x 2
(congruity) repeated measures ANOVA was alsoto examine the effect of increasing repetition
on congruity effects. A significant main effect of block was found, that shows a decrease in
reaction times as the task proceedg¢R?,178) = 20.09p < .001.Figure 8 depicts these results.
Block three(M = 1042.33,SD = 502.93)wassignificantly faster than block twgM = 1163.17,
SD = 580.09;t(178) =-5.57,p < .001) which was significantly faster than block thr@gé¢ =

1238.80SD= 540.75(90) =-3.14,p = .002)
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Figure 8. The main effect dfock.
Discussion

The aim of the current study was to provide support for previous research that demonstrated
an automatic, implicit association between moral attitudes and objectivity. Additionally, this study
sought to further that previous researcHihging a similar relationship between moral attitudes
and universalityThe hypothesis was that there is an association between objectivity and morality
and an association between universality and mord@iged on this hypothesis, it was predicted
thattherewould bea significant main effect of congruity for each task, where participants respond
faster to the congruent tria{g.g., moral/fact or moral/universahan to the incongruent trials
(e.g., moral/opinion or moral/autonomyljhe datadid not support this hypothesishere was no
difference in reaction times for congruent and incongruent trials in either task
Limitations

There are several limitations that may account, in part, for the lack of support of the central

hypotheses. Firsthe primes and targets waepeated several tim¢seventimes foreach prime
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andeighteen to nineteeiimes for targets) over the course of the td$ks could be problematic
because over the course of the task, participants become faster at categorizing the targets, leaving
little time for the primes to facilitate responsés analysis ofthe first set of 32 trial did not

reveal a congruity effeciggestinghat repetition of primes and targets was not a factor.

Another limitation is low power. A priori power analyses were conducted in order to
determine an appropriate sample size. Because of the novelty of this research, the parameters of
the andysis were loosely based on previous resetirahused an IATKidder & Crites, 2016)In
orderto translate the effects of thaptevious research to a sequential priming thskew from
other research that had employed both IAT and sequential primicrgdte an estimatgor this
comparison, | used findings fronteseotype research thahowssequential priming effects are
approximately half the size of effects found with IATSs. It is possible that this comparasmot
appropriate for the currentusty, resulting in not enough power to detect the priming effect, if it
exists.

A third factoris that the connections between morality and objectivity are too diffuse to
detect in a sequential priming paradigm that reieprocesses apreading activon in memory
(Collins & Loftus, 1975) With thisconceptualization, shared semantic features between the prime
and targetreates faster reaction times because the memory of the target is partially activated by
the activatedmemory of the priméthe encding perspective; e.g., Fazio, 200)may be that,
while moral attitudesnay be thought dds factual and universal, they are not strongly enough tied
in memory for a sequential priming paradigm to detect over the course of thes@mdahat
typically differentiatescongruent and incongruent trialButure research could examine thig
testingwhether other informatiotat is viewed aebjective, such as scientific facts, are implicitly

related to concepts of fact or objectiviBiternatively, the elationship between morality and the
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constructs of universality and objectivity may not be automatically processed, and thus not
appropriate for measurement using a task where automatic associations are purportedly measured.
This may explain whygongruityeffectswereobservedvith an IAT in previous researdiidder
& Crites, 2016) which includes more deliberative responding to both sets of stimuli and not with
the sequential priming task.
Another potential limiting factor is the nature of the prime woFas the objectivity task,
primes were selected based onpeevious IAT, where participants made a fampinion
categorization of various facts and opinions (Kidder & Crites, 2016). Using theewon
distinction, synonyms of each word were selectegrames. Primes representing objectivity were:
fact, rule, law, and reality. Primes representing subjectivity were: opinion, view, belief, and
preference. Podtoc analysis of the semantic relatedness (SR) of the primes to Fact and Opinion
was informallyconducted using th®miotis program (Tsatsaronis, Varlamis, & Vazirgiannis,
2010). The primes “Rule”, “Law”, and SBRReal ity
0.031, 0.031, and 0.143, respectivel mgntic The p
relatedness S®tHh 0O0P3 nawad” 0 (28, respectively)
shows | ow semantic r@=d66pdness with *“Opinion”
The primes for the universality task were selected based on previous research which
showed thatendorsement of concepts of autonomy, or concern for self, and embeddedness,
concern for others, predicted moral judgments (Vauclair & Fisher, 2011). Words related to
autonomy and embeddedness weselected. The primes representing embeddedness or
universdity were: collective, social, group, and shared. The primes representing autonomy were:
personal, private, independent, and individuat with the objectivity task primes, an informal

examination of the semantic relatedness of the primes to the comesptenducted. The primes
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ASoci al o0, AGroupo, and fShaSRed?d57,bs5 antl 6.19, s e ma
respectively) with the prime AColl ectiveo ( mc
prime APrivateodo had whitdh tdhemegmntiime ridleatseochmd D¢
concept of autonomydR= 0. 001) whereas the primes dAlndep
semantic relatednesSKs = 1.35 and 3.70, respectively). This informal analysis of the semantic
relatedness of theipmes to the constructs of interest reveal that the primes in the objectivity task
were mostly related to the constructs (exclu
universality task showed mostlyeak semantic relatedness to the constructs afrast, thus
suggesting that the primes may not have activated the constructs of interest, which may explain
the null results for that taskuture research should attempt to develop the prime stimuli to ensure
that they are capturing the objectivity andvensality as they relate to morality more effectively
and appropriately. Researchers may also need to explore and clarify these constructs before further
research in this area.

Because previous reseaitasfound a relationship between morality and obyety, the
results of the current study suggest that sequential primeng not be areffective method of
measuring that associatiolthough sequential priming allows féess direct processing of the
primestimuli than an IAT and the ability to use neocomplex stimuli to capture the objectivity
subjectivity and universalitgutonomy associations, it also yields smaller effects sizes, making it
more difficult to detect an effect. Although increasing sample size is one way to determine whether
the nullresults were a result of power issues, the number of participants one would have to collect
makes this undesirable, particularly since the IAT that measured the association between
objectivity and morality works and requires far fewer participdegsausef the earlieobserved

effectivenessf the IATin revealing effects not observed in the present experjiguate research
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should continue to develop the IAT as an implicit measure of moral objectiveness and moral
universalism. Future research shoukbaurn to other implicit measuress other tasks may allow
for better or different conceptualization of objectivity and universdfifyure research should also
examine the implicit and explicit measures of the relationship between these concepts
simulkaneously to determine their predictiveiddl. Specifically, whether the implicit measures
reveal anything above and beyond the explicit measures.

The focus of study one was to provide further evidence that objectiveness and
universality are part ohe structure of moral attitudes through implicit measures. Study two
examin@ another aspect of moral attitudes; the consequences of moral attitudes on perceptions

of others.
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Study 2

The consequences of moral attitudes are seen in changes in perceptibekaamars as
discussed abové&tudies examining the impact of moral attitudes on behavior have demonstrated
that moral conviction influences physical and social distance (Skitkan&a, & Sargis, 2005),
political engagement (Skitka & Bauman, 2008), and deviant behaviors (Mullen & Nadler, 2008).
Further research has also shothat moral attitudes influenceur perceptions of fairness of
outcomes and processes (Skitka, Bauman, &el \@D09; Bauman & Skitka, 2009; Skitka &
Houston, 2001) and of legitimacy and trust in authority (Skitka et al., 2009; Wisneski, Lytle, &
Skitka, 2009).

While there are several studies examining these consequences, there are no studies
examining the mecmsms that lead to these consequences. For instance, increased moral
conviction leads to increased social and physical distance from attitudinally dissimilar others
(Skitka et al., 2005)Why do individualsstrive to create this distancB®es khowing sonre o n e ' s
moral attitudealtero n eperseption of that persormhe current study is an exploratory look at
how moral attitudes influence person perception, specifically examining the perceived
trustworthiness and expertise of political candidates with sirorldissimilar attitudes.

This research question is essentially one of person perception. Fiske et al. (2007)
hypothesized that there are two components that are particularly important to person perception:
warmth and competence. Perceptions of warfath, sincerity, trustjell us that the person has
good intentions toward us whereas perceptions of competengeintelligence, efficacyell us
that the person can carry out those intentions. Fiske and colleagues demonstrated that if a person
is percéved as both warm and competent, they evakenarily positive feelings and behaviors.

Similarly, if a person is perceived as neither warm nor competent, they prolaily negative
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feelings and behaviors. If a person is perceived as only warm or anlyetent, theyenerally
invoke feelings of ambivalenc&he current study will explore perceptions of warmth (i.e., trust)
and competence (i.e., expertise).

The proposed model of the relationships explored in the current study is illustrated in
Figure 9. The major components of the model are attitude similarity, the extent to which
participants agree with the attitude of the politicamgmoral conviction, the extent to which the
participants ground their attitude their moral beliefs.The dependent w#ables are trust
(measurement of warmth), expertise (measurement of competence), and voting. During the study,
participants read vignettes about political
moral stance on abortion rights or thes us torture in interrogation. After learning about the
candidate, participants rateandidates on perceived trustworthiness and expertise. Participants
alsoindicated whether or not they would vote for the candidate. After learning about and rating
the @ndidates, participants indicdtéheir own attitude and moral conviction toward each issue
(abortion rights and torture)The attitude measure as be transformed depending on the
candi dat es’ st anirtoaméasurepiatitade sinalarity bepveen the participant
and the candidat@revious research offesdme insight into the relationships between attitudes
similarity, moral conviction, and perceptions of warmth and competence. Below, the predictions

of the current study are described and the relevant research is discussed.
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Moral Conviction

Trustworthiness/
Expertise/ Voting

Attitude Similarity

Figure9. Proposed moderated relationship for attitude similarity and trustworthiness.

The first pediction for the current study wahat attitude similarityvould bedirectly
related toperceptions ofrustworthinessand was moderated by moral convicti@uch that an
increase in moral convictionauld strengthen the relationship between attitude similarity and
trustworthinessParticipantsvho havehigh agreement with the caddte would rate them higher
in trustworthiness, especially if the issue at hand is one for which they have high moral convictions
about.Research orthe role of warmth and competenceiiterpersonal relationshipgsrovides
somesupport forthis prediction Singh and colleagues (2015) examined the role that attitude
similarity has on attraction, focusing on the mediating roteust because of its relationship with
perceptions of intent in the Warm@ompetency hypothesis of person perceptiBiske &
Durante, 2014)They found thatvhen participants believed their partner had similar attitudes, they
were rated as more attractive and more trustwd@imygh et al., 2015)his finding supports the
relationship between attitude similarity and trust in ttegpsed model. There is little research to
support the proposed moderating role of moral conviction in this model, however Wisneski and
colleagues (2009inked increases imoral convictiorto differences in perceivedist in authority
(as discussed previously) which may transfer to the current cohteststudysoughtto combine
these research findings and directly measure how these three concepts relate.

The secongbrediction for the study vedhatattitude similaritywould bedirectly related to

perceptions of expertise, amts moderated by moral conviction, such that an increase in moral
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conviction wouldstrengthen the relationship between attitude similarity and exp&tégeipants
who have high agreement with the candidedeld rate them higher in expertise, especially if the
issue at hand is one for which they have high moral convictions dboue research that may
supportthe moderating role of moral conviction on attitude similarity and expertise (i.e.,
competence) ishe research of Skitka and colleagues (2009) that showed that increased moral
conviction led to differences in perceptions of the legitimacy of the Supreme Court, depending on
whet her the outcome was si mil ar Whileldgitismacy mi | ar
is not necessarily a measure of expertise, the two concepts may be fiddaedtudy examirege
expertise specifically, and explore the relationship between expertise, moral conviction, and
attitude similarity directly.

The final prediabn for the current studwasthat attitude similaritywould bedirectly
related to voting behavior, anehsmoderated by moral conviction, such that an increase in moral
conviction would strengthen the relationship between attitude similarity and vothgor.
Participatss whohave high agreement with the candi dat ¢
them, andvould support them if they ran in an electiemespecially if the issue at hand is one for
which they have high moral convictions abdreseark from Skitka and Banan (2009supports
this prediction. The researchegyslled voters during the 2000 and 20€léctions and show that
moral conviction scores uniquely contributed to variance in voting behavior even when controlling
for other factorsResearch also shows thabmepeoplefocus on a single issue when voting
(Congleton, 1991). While this research makes no direct links to moral conviction, Congleton
suggests that singiesue voters are either 1) zealots, 2) economically motivated, ora3) af@a
special interest group; it is not a stretch to think that perhaps persons who fit into the first or third

categories, might be mdiamotivated, potentially offering more support for this proposed model.
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This study attemptd to extend the previauresearch by combining their findings and exploring
how attitude similarity, moral conviction, and voting behavior relate.

While research from various areas in psychology seem to support the proposed models of
the current study, this dissertation willeemine these questions directly by exploring how attitude
similarity is related to perceptions offigtionalp ol i ti ci an’ s trustworthin
participants willingness to vote for and support the candidiatall also explore the moderating
role of moral conviction in these relationships.

Method
Participants

Data from 331 participantswere collected One hundredsixty-four participantswere
recruited from the psychology participant p@sid were given partial course credit for their
participaton An addi ti onal 175 participant sMTwlre r1 e
participants were paid $0.50 for their participati®mple size was estimated from previous
researchusing moderatiorio assessimilar concepts (e.g., source credibility; Pornpitakpan &
Francis, 2000), which found significant interactions with a sample of 261 participants. Because
the power of moderation where the moderator and criterion variables are continuous is low
(McClelland & Judd, 1993)data fromadditional participantsvere collected to increase the
likelihood of detecting the effect.

Design

The current study was a within-subjects design. Attitudsimilarity was the predictor

variable and moral convictiorwas a moderator variable. The criterion variablesvere

trustworthiness, expertise, voting chqgieed candidate support
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Measures

Political Vignettes. Participants read two political vignettes that describe fictitious
politicians. For each vignette, eitherritoe or Abortion Rights was identified as a central issue
for the candidate’s campaign. Participants we
politicians support or oppose the issues. Because Torture and Abortion Rights are generally
supported P different parties, this should allow participants to make personality ratings for a
candidate with a similar attitude and a candidate with a dissimilar attitude. The vignettes included
other neutral information that were equated across the candidgtebhd@bbies, behaviors, beliefs)
and were accompanied by a photo of real politician (during debriefing, participants were informed
that the pictures were of real people but that the information presented in the vignettes were not
representative of the penss depicted). The full vignettes are located in Appendix C. Pilot testing
revealed no significant differences on any of the variables of interest, or the distractor variables
between the candidate vignet{asalyses are located in Appendix Oable 2shows the possible

vignette pairings shown to participants.

Table 2.Vignette Pairings for Study 1

Presentation

Order William George
1 Oppose Abortion: Oppose Torture:
“William is focusing on restricting abortion rights.” “George is focusing on eliminating the use of torture in interrogations™
2 Support Abortion: Support Torture:
“William is focusing on supporting abortion rights.” “George is focusing on supporting the use of torture in interrogations”
3 Oppose Torture: Oppose Abortion:
“William is focusing on eliminating the use of torture in interrogations” “George is focusing on restricting abortion rights.”
4 Support Torture: Support Abortion:
“William is focusing on supporting the use of torture in interrogations™ “George is focusing on supporting abortion rights.”

Trustworthiness and Expertise.Trustworthiness and expertise were measussdg an
abbreviated scale of sourcedibility developed by Ohanian (1996)jve semantic differentials

measured candidate trustworthiness: Dependdbbependable, HoneBlishonest, Reliable
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Unreliable, Sincerénsincere, and Trustworthyntrustworthy. Five additional semantic
differentials measured candidate expertise: Expesghmexperienced, Expeftlot an Expert,
KnowledgeabldJnknowledgeable, Qualifiednqualified, and SkilledUnskilled. Participants
responded using apoint scale ranging from ®(g., Undependablé) 7 €.g9., Dependablevith

midpoint 4 @eutral). Higherscores indicate greater trustworthiness and expertise. These scale
items were part of a longer survey assessing a variety of other personality dimensions such as
attractiveness in order to blind the participants to the variables of interest. SinceEypane@nce

items were presented to participants in the reverse order (i.e., InsBineeze). The full scale is
located in Appendix BAll items were presented in random order.

Voting. Par ti ci pants were asked i f [@mang di dat e
el ection, would you vote for them?” casting a
also indicated the extent to which they would support the candidate-paoiatLikerttype scale,

1 (strongly oppose), 4 (neither support nor opgbeen), 7 (strongly support).

Attitude. Attitudewasmeasured using an abbreviated scale with three items adapted from
Crites, Fabrigar, and Petty (199#8articipants repaetl the extent to which the adjective pairs
NegativePositive, BadGood, and Dislik-Like describe their opinions about each issue-poirt
bipolar scales ranging from %®.¢., Negativejo 7 (e.9., Positive) with midpoint 4 (eutral).

Higher scores indicate a more positive attitude.

Attitude Similarity. Attitude similarity was calculated from the attitude scale. When
participantsespondedo vignettes that support the issues, high attitude scores (positive/support)
represent high attitude similarity and vice versa. When participagondedo vignettes that

oppose the isssge attitudewas reverse coded so that high attitude scores (negative/oppose)

represent high attitude similarity.
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Attitude Strength. Attitude strengtlwasmeasured using a measure of attitude importance.
Attitude importance measuwt@ow important the expressed attitude is to the participant (Krosnick,
et al., 1993). There arei3t e ms ow indpprtar i8 [issue] to you personalty? 2 gw much
does[ i ssue] me an tav inyportar? & [isaue]dcomPared fd tother issoes?
Participantsrespon@dto each itenon a scale from {not at all)to 7 (extremely)Higher scores
indicate greater importance.

Moral Conviction. Moral convictionwasmeasured using a foitem scale developed by
Skitka(2011) Scal e 1 t e mtentigyoer posifiom an [issut]a.ta reegtion of your
core moral beliefs and convictions? 2. ...connected to your beliefs about fundamental right and
wrong? 3. ...based on mor al pr i ncadpsingaxscalke .
from 1 (hot at all) to 7 Eextremely. Higher scores indicate greater moral conviction.
Procedure

This studywas conducted online (Qualtrics, 2015). Participamesre provided a link
through which they complat¢he informed consent process and tiveneredirected to a separate
webpage to complete the experimdritst, participants learned about two politicians and rated
them ontrustworthiness, expertise, and other distractor traits (as described above), indicated their
“vote” and t heandidatsNext participants reported tihee attitude and moral
conviction toward Abortion Rights and Torture in Interrogation, and then filled out a demographics
form (Appendix B).Upon completion participaweredebriefed, thanked, and granted creulit

paid
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Results

Participant Characteristics

A total of 331 participants were collected, of whizidi identified as Female, and 3 did not
report gender. The average age was 28.2 y&s(11.77,Min. =17,Max.=78Par t i ci pant
political affiliation was nearly neutralM = 3.55,SD= 1.43, Range = 6 on a7lscale) leaning
slightly Iiberal (“l'it beral” N = 148, ®“conseryv
Data Cleaning

Surveyswere examined for qualityin three ways At the beginning of the survey,
participans will be prompted to enter a unique eiglrgit identifier (last four digits of phone
number + month/day of birth). If an identifiex linked tomultiple surveys, the first completed
surveywasretained and the additional surveysre notncluded in analysigN = 3). Seconddata
from participants who fagdtheresponse check question embedded in the personality trait survey
(e. g., “skipereexbluded frgnuamadys€bl & B6J. Finally, surveyresponse times
wereexaminedn order to identify participants who likely did not read the vignettes or questions
Participants who responded more than two standard deviations faster than the overall average
response timeyereto beexcluded from analyseBowever no participants mdiis criterion
Moderation Models

The primary analysis examined the relationship between attitude similarity and each
personality trait. Figured, above, shows an example model of the proposed moderation
relationships. Separate models for each depencderatile and each issue were run, for a total of

six models.
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The moderation models were assessed using multiple regression with-v@aywo
interaction. Equation 1 illustrates the regression equation that was used to analyze and interpret
these interactions.

»® © WO w06 woYOIE Q (Equation 1)
In this equation, AS is attitude similarity, MC is moral conviction, and AS*MC is the interaction
between attitude similarity and moral conviction. Y is the criterion variable, either trustworthiness,
expertise, or vote. The models of Trustworthiness, Eigaee and Voting Support were run using
an Ordinary Least Squares (OLS) Regression Model. The model of Voting Behavior was run using
a Logistic Regression.

Trustworthiness models Trustworthiness was measured by five items: Dependable,
Honest, Sincere, ristworthy, and Reliable. A mean trustworthiness score was entered as the
criterion variable, with attitude similarity, moral conviction, and the interaction between moral
conviction and attitude similarity entered as predictor variables.

Abortion. The overall model did not predict the variance in perceived trustworthiness of
the candidatesRf = 0.007,SE= 4.12,F(3,269) = 0.644p = .587). Attitude similarity M = 4.05,
SD=1.82), moral convictionM = 4.91,SD= 1.65), and the interaction of morarwiction and
attitude similarity M = 19.87,SD= 11.53) did not significantly predict trustworthinebs<£ 5.06,
SD=4.11; allp 6>s55).

Torture. The overall model significantly predicted the variance in perceived
trustworthiness of the candidatd® € 0.049,SE= 1.23,F(3,265) = 4.507p = .004 model is
depicted below, in Figure LOAlthough the overall model was significant, none of the individual

predictors were significant (ghs > .12)
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Figure 10. The overall moderation model for trustiimess for the issue of torture.

Group differencesBecause participants were recruited from different sourceshpost
analyses were conducted to determine if the two samples differed on the variables of interest. For
the issue of torturgnindependent samplegdst showed that MTurk participar{td = 5.02 SD
= 1.29 rated the candidates significantly lower on trustworthiness than the UTEP qainple
5.42 SD = 1.20), Mgifierence= -0.40, SEditerence= 0.14,t(328) =-2.870,p = .004.The significant
group differences means that group membership was a significant predictor of trustworfhiness (
=0.388 t =2.832 p =.005) This group difference did nbbld for the issue of abortia328) =
.660,p = .51Q

Expertise models Expertise was measured by five itemBxperienced, Expert,
Knowledgeable, Qualified, and Skilledh mean expertise score was entered as the criterion
variable, with attitude similarity, moral conviction, and the interaction between moral conviction
and atitude similarity were entered as predictor variables.

Abortion. The overall model did not predict the variance in perceived expertise of the
candidatesR? = 0.007 SE=5.30,F(3,269) = 0.65p = .582). Attitude similarity, moral conviction,
and the in¢raction of moral conviction and attitude similarity did not significantly predict expertise

(all p 6>s68).
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Torture. The overall model did not predict the variance in percemegertiseof the
candidates RZ = 0022, SE = 1.17, F(3,265) = 1.962 p = .120). Attitude similarity, moral
conviction, and the interaction of moral conviction and attitude similarity did not significantly
predictexpertisg(all p 6>s18).

Group differencesBecause participants were recruited from different sourceshpost
aralyses were conducted to determine if the two samples differed on the variables of interest. For
the issue of torture, an independent samptesttshowed that MTurk participar{td = 5.21, SD
= 1.20 rated the candidates significantly lower on expertise than the UTEP s@uiple.77, SD
= 1.09), Mdifference = -0.56 SEdiference = 0.13, t(328) =-4.42, p < .001. The significant group
differences means that group membership was a significant preafic®pertise ff = 0549t =
4.30 p<.001). This group difference did not hold for the issue of abort{@28) =.919p = .359.

Candidate Support Due to technical errors, candidate suppasnot collected for the
undergraduate participani&he moeration models were run with the remaining 175 participants
from MTurk 3

Candidate support was measured with one telmT o what extent woul d
c andi dWBhis e’ was entered as the criterion variable, with attitude similarity, moral
conviction, and the interaction between moral conviction and attitude similarity were entered as
predictor variables.

Abortion. The overall model significantly predictedethvariance insupport for the
candidate¢R? = 0289 SE= 1.57, F(3,150) = 20.3Q p < .001). Attitude similarity i1 = 4.2Q SD

= 2.09 was theonly significantpredictor ofcandidate suppo(M =4.38 SD=1.84b=0.65t=

3 Although participants were limited, pelsbc power analyses revealed high povisi b > .987).
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2.843 p=.0) as depicteih Figure 11Moral conviction and the interaction of moral conviction

and attitude similarity did not significantly predict support for the candidates.

Moral
Conviction
Attitude R Candidate
Similarity B = 0.65%* Support
(Abortion)

Figure 11. The moderation model for candidate support for the issue of abortion.

Torture. Theoverall model significantly predicted the variance in candidate sudgiort (
0.134,SE= 1.57,F(3,151) = 7.820p < .001). Although the overall model was significant, none
of the individual predictors were significant (p > .16).

Voting Choice. As with candidate support, voting choice was not collected for the
undergraduate participants. The moderation models were run witbniiaening 17%articipants
from MTurk.

Voting choice was measured with one *“Yes”
as the criterion variable, with attitude similarity, moral conviction, and the interaction between
moralconviction and attitude similarity were entered as predictor variables.

Abortion. The overall model significantly predictedting choice(pseudoR? = 0.247;%

(1, N = 154) = 31.35y < .001).Attitude similarity was the only significant predictor\afte (b =
-1.06 SE=0.4Q p=.008), such that as attitude similarity increased, participants were more likely
to vote “yes/’” asflepicted in Figure dNora ¢onviatioreand the interaction of

moral conviction and attitude similarity did not significantly prediutie
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Figure 12. The moderation model for vote for the issue of abortion.

Torture. The overall model significantly predicted the varianceating choice(pseudo
R?=10.129 ¥? (1, N = 154) =15.66 p = .001) Although the overall model was significant, none
of the individual predictors were significant (pf > .06.

Hierarchical Models

The secad analytic approaclexaminedhhe significant modslin comparison to attitude
strength (measured by attitude importance) to determine if the model components predicted
trustworthiness and competence above and beyond attitude stréhigtmodel was assessed
usinghierarchical regressioin Block 1, Attitude Importance and Gender wergered Block 2
include Moral Conviction, Block 3 included Attitude Similarity, and Block 4 included the
interaction between Moral Coittion and Attitude Snilarity.

The overall model significantly predicted the variance in peecdirustworthines®f the
candidates, starting in Block (R = 0045 SE = 1.24, F(1,264) = 8.665 p = .009. Attitude
similarity was theonly significant predictor of trustworthess(b = -0.14 t = -2.94 p = .009.
Adding the interaction of attitude similarity and moral conviction did not significantly change the

model(RA = 0.008, SE= 1.24, Fq{1,264) =2.29 p = .131).
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Factor Analysis

Although the measures used in the present study were used previously to measure
perceptions of trustworthiness and expertisey were not used specifically for politicians. Factor
analyses were conducted for the trustworthiness scale and the expalgdedlapsed across

issues) using a Principle Component Analysis approach.

Depend ) =832
Honest 4 =.880
Sincere £=.677
Reliable 4 =.909

Trust A=.916

Figure 13. The factor loading of items on the trustworthiness scale.

Trustworthiness. The confirmatory factor analysis is depicted in FigiBeAll itemsfrom
the trustwortimess scale loaded onto one fa@ocountingor 71.78% of the variance of ratings.
All items loaded highly on thisattor, suggesting that this factoreasure$ Tr ust woThe hi ne s ¢

scale also demonstrated high reliability in the sanle © n b B<.889)s
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Fxpert A=.852
Experience A=.775
Qualified 4=.861
Skilled A=.916
Intelligent A=.843

Figure 14. The confirmatory factor analysis of expertise.

Expertise. The confirmatory factor analysis is depicted in Figure 14. All items tioen
expertise scale loaded ordne factor accountinfpr 72.3%6 of the variance of ratings. All items
loaded highly on this factpsuggesting that this factoreasures Ex per ti se” . The se&¢
accounted for 19.03% of the variance of ratings. 3d¢ae also demonstrated high reliability in
the sampleCr o n b B=<.898)s

Distractor items. An addiional factor analysis was conducted on thstractor items
included in the questionnajran order to identify a possible third measure that could be used to
complete exploratory analysdsive total factors were identified. The first factor accounted for
35.05% of the variance in ratings. The items that loaded highly on this factor included Confident,
Sociable Secureand Conscientioyghe exploratoryfactor analysis model is depicted below in
Figurel5 These items suggesGhartrh”a.t Tte ssdaacndrf amce

for 12.58% of the variance of ratings. The factor loadings split across the two issues, suggesting
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that this factor represents issue differences. The additional factors account for approximately 18%

of the remaining variare, however these factors account for single items, such as Aggression and

Attraction.
Kind

Ay=.627
Ap=.665

Confident
Ay =.746
Ar=.691
Sociable Aa= .689
Ap=.685
A4 =686
Secure Ar=.683
4y =.623
Conscientious 4p=.625

Figure 15. The exploratory factor analysis for chaxmindicates the factor loadings for
abortion At indicates the factor loadings for torture.

Exploratory Analyses

Charm Models*. An exploratory modelwas run to determine if moral conviction
moderates the relationships between attitude similarity and trustworthiness, expertise, and voting,
forthe distractortraits d ent i f i ed as “ Ch ar msnotneoretibakevideace t o r

that Charm may be affected by the predictor varialdlas. proposed model is the same as the

4 An exploratory hierarchical regression was run for the charm model that included Gender as a predictor. No
models were significant.
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previous models, with charm as the criterion variable and attitude similarity, moral conviction, and
the interaction between attitudemilarity and moral conviction were the predictor variables.

Abortion. The overall model did not predict the variance in perceived charm of the
candidatesR? = 0.006, SE=5.44,F(3,269) = 0.52p = .674). Attitude similarity, moral conviction,
and the interaction of moral conviction and attitude similarity did not significantly prethcmn
(allp 6>s77).

Torture. The overall model significantly predicted the variance in perceived charm of the
candidatesR? = 0.060,SE= 1.13,F(3,264) = 5.59p = .001). The interaction between moral
conviction and attitude similarity was the only significant predictor of perceived ¢barn®.55,
t=-2.02 p =.045 such that participants with low attitudinilarity-low moral conviction toward

torture, rated the candidate in higher charm.

Moral
Conviction
g =-0.55%
(Torture)
Attitude l
Similarity Charm

Figure 16. The exploratory moderation model for Charm for the issue of Torture.

Political Affiliation Models. The two issues at stake in the current study, abortion rights
and the use of torture in interrogation, were selected because liberals and conservatives generally
have opposing views on them. Because of this, exploratory hierarchical models were run to

detemine whether political affiliation predicted trustworthiness, expertise, vote, and candidate
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support. And whether the extent of attitude similarity predicted vote and candidate support above
and beyond political affiliationPolitical affiliation was enteed in Block1, Moral Conviction in

Block 2, Attitude Similarity in Block3, and the interaction between Moral Conviction and
Attitudes Similarity in Block 4.

TrustworthinessFor the issue of torture, political affiliation was a significant predictor of
trustworthiness across the blocks, such that increased conservativeness predicted increased
perceptions of trustworthineds,= 0.148 t = 3.05 p = .0@. For the issue of abadon, political
affiliation did not predict trustworthinesp £ .802).

Expertise. For the issue of torture, political affiliation was a significant predictor of
expertise across the blocks, such that increased conservativeness predicted increasespercepti
of expertisep = 0126 t = 2.76 p = .006. For the issue of abortion, political affiliation did not
predict expertisep(= .647).

Candidate SupportFor the issue of torture, political affiliation was a significant predictor
of candidate support a@® the blocks, such that increased conservativeness predicted increased
support for the candidate= 0152 t=2.00 p = .048.For the issue of abortion, political affiliation
did not predict candidate suppaopt< .573). When moral conviction is addedthe model, moral
conviction was a significant predictor of candidate supfort@228 t =2.72 p = .007) such that
increased moral conviction led to greater candidate support. When attitude similarity is added to
the model coral conviction remainsignificant predictorf{= 0.162 t =2.18 p=.031). Attitude
similarity is also a significant predictdn £ 0419, t=7.07, p < .001), such that increased attitude
similarity predicts increased candidate support. In the final block, when the iimeraetween

moral conviction and attitude similarity is added, moral conviction is no longer a significant
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predictor p = .239), however attitude similarity, on its own, remains significant 0462 t =
237, p=.019).

Vote. Vote was run as describebove, using a binary logistic regression. For torture,
political affiliation predicted vote at a moderately significant I€fiet -.185 SE= 096, p=.053)
such thamore conservativp ar t i ci pants were more | i.Weehy to \
moral onviction was added to the regression, political affiliation as a predictor became significant
(b = -.246 SE= 0.0, p = .016), and moral conviction was a significant predictor such that
participants higher in moral convi c(brE-a2087 wer e i
SE=0.10, p=.043). When attitude isnilarity was added in the third block, political affilian (b
= -.298 SE= 0.11, p = .006) and moral convictior{b = -.254, SE= 0.11, p = .020) remained
significant predictors of vote. Attitude similarityas also a significant predictor of vofe<.437,
SE=011,p<.001) such that increased attitude si mil 8
When the interaction between moral conviction and attitude similarity was added in Block 4 of the
regression, only political affiliatiofb = -.318 SE= 0.11, p = .004) and moral convictior(b = -
.697, SE= 032, p = .029) remained significant, with attitude similarity becoming rsgnificant
(p = .815).For the issue of abortion, political affiliation did not predict vofes (658). In block
2, moral conviction also dinot predicts votegp(= .118). In Block 3, the addition of attitude
similarity was significant, such that increased attitude similabity{0.408 SE= 009, p<.001)
predicted the i ncr ea sWiththd additienl of theoanteciondétweény e s ” v
moral conviction and attitude similarity, attitude similarity, on its own, remained a significant

predictor of votef§ =-0.839 SE= 034, p=.014).
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Correlations

With few significant results, overall correlations between the measureexarened in
order to determine possible explanations. Table 3 shows the correlations for the issue of Abortion.
There vasno significant relationship between Attitude Similarity and Moral Conviction. There
were also no significant relationships betweeituakt similarity and the dependent variables. This
finding holds for moral conviction. The dependent variables of trustworthiness, expertise, and
charm, were alhighly, directly related.

Table 3.MeasureCorrelationsfor the Issue of Abortion

Attitude Moral

Similarity Conviction Trustv:(zgt? ess EXf(e;lse
r (p) r (p)
Moral Conviction 028 (.619) - - -
Trustworthiness 015 (.790) 089 (.107) - -
Expertise 003 (.957) 086 (.120) 920 (< .001)* -
Charm -.005 (.932) 076 (.167) 878 (< .001)* 805 (<.001)*

Table 4 sbws the correlations for the issue of Tortuf@ere was no significant relationship
between Attitude Similarity and Moral Conviction. Attitude Similarity was moderately, indirectly
related to Warmth and Charm. Moral conviction was not significantly celateny dependent
variable. The dependent variables of trustworthiness, expertise, and charm, were all highly,

directly related.
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Table 4. Measure Correlations for the Issue of Torture

z}tt%tuc'le Mqra! Trustworthiness Expertise
Similarity Conviction r (o) r (0)
r (p) r (p)
Moral Conviction 087 (.119) - - -
Trustworthiness -.164 (L003)* -.050 (.366) - -
Expertise -.082 (.138) -.004 (.940) 771 (< .001)* -
Charm -.160 (.004)* -.066 (.234) 875 (< .001)* 769 (<.001)*
Discussion

The aim of study two was to examine how moral attitudes influence perceptions of the

warmth and competenceof political candidates

candidate’s attitudes

four moderation modelpr edi ct i ng

The similarity
and

perceived

trustworthi

bet ween

part i gvergpcansiteted in mor al

nes

support across two social issues: abortion rights and the use of torture in interrogation.

The first pediction for the current study wahatattitude similarity isdirectly related to

perceptions of trustworthiness, and that relationship is moderated by moral conviction such that

an increase in moral conviction will strengthen the relationship between attitude similarity and

trustworthinessThis prediction was partially supported for the issue of torture although there were

no significant individual predictors. The prediction was not supported for the issip®mion

The cond prediction for the study wattitude similarity igdirectly related to perceptions of

expertise, and that relationship is moderated by moral conviction, such that an increase in moral

conviction will strengthen the relationship between attitude similarity and expéxtsess the

issues, there was no support fostprediction.
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The final prediction for the current stushasthat attitude similarity is related to voting
behavior, and that relationship is moderated by moral conviction, such that an increase in moral
conviction would strengthen the relationship between attitude similarity and voting behavior.
Voting behavior was measured using a categorical measureN(Ye®te) and a continuous
measure of support for the candidate. Across issuesyérallmodels were significanhowever
only the models for Abortion produced a significant predictor, where increased attitude similarity
predicted increased support for the Atthaugdi dat e
these findings were significantly underpowerdetytseem to confirm the importance of attitude
similarity in predicting behaviorin particular, the influence of just a single attitude on voting
preference, supporting findings of singdsue voters (Congleton, 199Because the analyses
were underpowed, the potential of a moderating role of moral conviction cannot be ruled out.

In addition to the six primary models, hierarchical regressions were also run in order to
determine whether the models predicted trustworthiness, expertise, and votingrebave and
beyond attitude importance. Only one of the initial models was significant so it was the only one
to be examined under the hierarchical model. Attitude importance was not shown to be predictive
of trustworthiness, but attitude similarity waiedictive. Because only one mogdigr one issue,
was significant, these results don’t l end sul
attitudes that suggest that moralization is something above and beyond attitude strength (e.g.,
Skitka, 2010.

Additional hierarchical models examined the impact of political affiliation. Political
affiliation predicted perceptioniaustworthinessgxpertisecandidate suppgrand votesvith more
conservative participants rating the candidates as more triisywaord having greater expertise

|l ending more support ,f oan dt hveo Thisafinginghdydeirdy'fors ¢ a mp
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the issue of torture. The models werat impacted by attitude similarity, suggesting that this
finding was true whether or mthe participants agreed with the candid&tgure research should
consider political affiliation in models of candidate perceptions, and should look at additional
social issues, since the results did not hold for the issue of abortion rights.

A particdarly interesting finding of the current study was that there were significant,
indirect relationships between attitude similarity and trustworthiness and charm (for torture only),
such that participants with similar attitudes to the candidate percermdshless trustworthy and
charming. Previous research on attitude similarity and perceptions of trustworthiness shows the
opposite effect, however this effect was for romantic partners (Singh et al., 2015). Perhaps the
indirect relationships found in theurrent study are reflective of the social distance between
individuals and political figureBecause a political figure is no
life, attitude dissimilarity has less impact on perceptions of others, because negatigeeorss
of disagreement are virtually absednotherexplanation forthese findings is thatarticipants
may have been relying on other similarities between themselves and the candidate, outside of the
manipulated attitudel-or example, the candidates wetescribed as being born and raised in
Texas, perhaps the participants’ shared | ocat
an attitude towards a social issue.

Limitations

In addition to the lack of power for the voting behavior modefmtrer important
limitation to the current studys the distribution of scores across attitude similarity, moral
conviction, and the interaction between thérstributions for attitude similarity are relatively
normalfor each of the issues and similar acrissses, as shown in Figuté. Howeverthere is a

notable dip in responses between attitude similarity scores ranging f8can@ from 45.
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Torture in Interrogation
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of participants’™ attitude

and usingorture in interrogation.

Distributions of moral conviction are more skewed, with most participants reporting high moral

conviction for abortion rights and torture in interrogation, as shown in Figure

Torture in Interrogation
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torture in interrogation.
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Because of the skew in moral conviction, the interactions are also somewhat skewed, however in

the opposite direction, as shown in Figie
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Abortion Rights Torture in Interrogation
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Figure19. Distribution oftheinteractions between attitude similarity and moral convidiion
abortion rights and using torture in interrogation.

Moderation models require relatively normal distributions in order to accurately predict the
criterion variable of interegtMcClelland & Judd, 1993)The distributions for the interaction of
attitude similarity and moral conviction asemewhat skewedhere is a gap in scores at the high
end—participants with high attitude similarity and high moral conviction. This gap may be
influencingthe results of the moderatioroaiel, making interpretations tentative. In order to close
this gap, more participants would need to be collecRakthoc power analysis revealed
appropriate powerl¢(b > .89)for all models with significant results.

As noted, these distributions show little difference acrossthes and thusannot explain
why the trustworthiness findings were only found with tortlitee candidate support model and
the voting choice model, however, found relatively consistent fisdiegoss issues, which is
supported by the similarities in distributioiture researchould collectmore data in order to
approximate more normal distributions. Using a more diverse sample would also allow for better
distributions of scores. While theurrent sample was fairly balanced in their political

identification, a wider audience would help fill in the gaps. Other future research should consider
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different social attitudes to determine if the attitude object influences the findings. Futureresearc

could also examine perceived warrattmpetence of real candidates.
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General Discussion

The goals of this dissertation were to contribute to the literature on the structure of moral
attitudes and explore the consequences of moral attitudes on perseptiperin Study 1,
participants completed a sequential priming task measuring the relationships between morality and
objectivity, and morality and universality. In Study 2, participants read vignettes about political
candidates and then rated their ppr¢ei ons about the candidate’ s t
indicated whether they would vote for the candidate, and indicated the extent to which they would
support the candidates’ campaign.

Study 1 hypothesized a relationship between morality and obfgcnd morality and
universality. Based on this hypothesis, it was predicted that there would be a significant main effect
of congruity for each task, where participants respond faster to the congruer(etgalprime
“fact” foll owled “hbay thadto tbel m¢adgruent triajse . g. , pri me “ o
foll owed by mor a.lTheadata didtnat dupport thid lypothesis, thérg was no
difference in reaction times for congruent and incongruent trials in either task. Pditaitaébns
in terms of stimulus repetition and how representative the prime stimuli were of the intended
constructs were discussed abokeother explanation, dwever,may have been due in part to
limitation in usingsequential primings amethodology fo measuring these relationships.

The research in Studywasan attempt to replicate and extend previous research (Kidder
& Crites 2016) that supported the relationship between morality and objectiveness using an IAT.
The failure to replicate these fingdi® using a sequential priming paradigm is interesting and
warrants discussion about the theoretical differences between the two tasks. In other areas of
research, such as stereotype research, the IAT and sequential priming regularly replicate congruity

effects.One such consideration is that the IAT is a task driven by response compatibility (also
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called response interference; e.g., Gawronski et al, 2011) processes whereas the sequential priming
task used in Study 1 is likely driven by spreading activgtimtesses (Collins & Loftus, 1975).
The respnse compatibility explanation of IAT effects is tlmasponses to the stimuli are faster
when the categories of related stimuli share the same response key wdspeases to the stimuli
are hindered whethe categories of unrelated stimuli are paired on the same key (Gawronski et
al., 2011). The response compatibility process is often discussed in the literature as reflecting
automatic associations of the two categories of stinmé&aning that when one categads
activated, the other is associated with it automatically, or impliciBgwronski and colleagues
purport that the processflectsthe extent to which the associatibatween the categories (or
stimuli) is accessible in memargegardless of the hae of the associatierimplicit or deliberate
The encoding explanation of a sequential priming task such as the one used in Stugde4dts
that targets are responded to more quiskhen preceded by an associated primeeause the
prime andtargetsharesemantic featuredeading to partial activation of the target in memory
(Fazio, 200Y. Target preceded by an unrelated prime are not activated in memory, so participants
respond more slowlyThe positive results in the IAT and null results usingusedjal priming
support thalifferent underlying processestimese two tasks.

If the IAT reflects the outcome of a more deliberative/thoughtful process relative to the
processes involved in semantic primitige disparate results between previous rekgéuicider
& Crites, 2016) and Study 1 may also be able to explain something tgonature of moral
attitudes Moral attitudes may ba product ofour fast cognitive system oour slower cognitive
system In thefast, automatic system of thinkinthough occurs outside of conscious awareness
(e.g., Evans, 2003). Morality theorists such as Jonathan Haidt believe that moral attitudes are a

result of thisfastsystem, and that any justifications we have for these attitudes occur after the fact
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(Haidt, 2001) In the slower, deliberate system of thinkitigought idbased on rational processing

of information. Linda Skitka's theories of mo
idea of moral attitudes arising from thsdower system of thinkinglt may be that response
compatibility processes in the IAT reflect the deliberate association of objectivity to morality
whereas the encoding processes in Study 1’ s
association of objectivity to morality. Thubge null findings for Study 1 does not support the fast,
automatt nature of moral objectiveness. The null results are more consistentheitiow,

deliberate processing of this relationship.

While Study 1 focused on the structusé moral attitudes, tady 2 focused on the
consequenceSt udy 2 predicted that there would be &
attitude similarity with the candidate and their perceived trustworthiness and expertise of the
candidate, the extent to which theywosldi pport t he candi dates’ camp
they would vote for the candidate. 't was al s
about the social issue would moderate the relationship between attitude similarity and the
dependent varides, such that participants who reported higher moral conviction, would show a
stronger relationship between attitudes similarity and the dependent variables than participants
who reported lower moral conviction scorBsr example when the candidate soed abortion
rights, participants who also support abortion rights would rate the candidate higher in perceived
trustworthiness. If the participant held their attitude with high moral conviction, their perception
of the candi dat e’ l® greateutisah anattittdmally sinsles pai@pant who
held their attitude toward abortion rights with lower moral convictidre models for @andidate
support and voting choiagere the most successful, revealaignificant effectacrossssues, but

the voting choice model for the issue of Abortion Rights was the only one for which individual
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predictors (attitude similarity) emergddoral conviction was a factor in one exploratory model
(described below) but did not influence the variables of interest.

The results of Study 2 show that attitude similarity was indirectly correlated with
perceptions of trustworthiness, but not stroregipugh to be predictive, and unrelated to expertise.
Theexamination of trustworthiness and expertis&tudy 2converges with two dimensions that
have been shown to influence many social judgments, warmth (i.e., trustworthiness) and
competence (i.e., egptise), as outlined by Fisk, Cuddy, and Glick (2007). Both traits influence
liking, and elicit positive affect and behavior. In the political sphere, the waromtipetence
theory has been examined under a variety of circumstances. For instance, neggtaigic ads
directly influenced warmth perceptions of the
ad s source (Carraro & Castelli, 2010). Of pa
portrayed as less warm and competent by mediatewhose political views differed from the
Presidents’, compared to media outlets whose
Graber, Hoffman & Gaertner, 2011). Tberrelations described above show the opposite result,
increased attitude sitarity related to decreased perceptions of trustworthiness.

With results that did not support previous research on the relationships between attitude
similarity and trustworthiness and expertise, exploratory analyses were conducted to determine if
otherf act ors were i mpacted. A factor analysis of
survey revealed a factor | abeled “Charm” that
factor, an exploratory model was constructed in the same eraas the predicted modeith
“ C h a asntiie dependent variablEhis model found a mediation effect for moral conviction
where the interaction of moral conviction and attitude similarity predicted perceived charm,

whereas attitude similarity alone didtraredict perceived charm. This finding, in the context of
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the previous null results, supports some previous research identifyindjnsabsions for the
Warmth dimension of the Warmtbompetence model of social judgment. Previasearchwo
subtypes:scciability traits (e.g., likability, friendliness) and morality traits (getgustworthiness
and honesty;Brambilla, Rusconi, Sacchi, & Cherubini, 2010). Interestingly, this research
suggested that morality traits were more important to people when foorengll impressions of
others. Inthé&s t u d expl@ratmy analyses, perceived charm was significantly predicted by the
interaction between morality and attitude similarity whereas the model for trustworthiness was
significant, but with no individual pdictors. This differs from the previous research, where
morality traits were more important. Perhaps the difference between these studies lies in the
di fferent targets, and in particular, the curr
political candidates must win votes of the public in order to be elected, it may be that
charm/sociability is more important to impression formation than for standard interpersonal
interactions.

Another consideration that may explain the null resultsusittvorthiness and expertise is
that the two are highly related concepts. In Study 2, trustworthiness was highly related to expertise
(rs=.92&771and t he expl or at=088¥§.88).&xpertse was somilaaly highily (
rel at ed tsec.81& THA postho¢ analysigsee Appendix E for the resultshows
that all of the traits from these constructs, load onto a single factor that acco®3$#s of the
variance in scores (adb > .64. This suggests an underlying factor, whichy be overall attitude
or impression of the candidate. Perhaps given such limited information about the candidate,

participants can only form an overall positivegative impression of the candidate which is not

S Separates for Abortion, and Torture issues respectively.
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enough to distinguish the various traitss Ane learns more information, a more complete
impression can be formed.

The goals of this dissertation were to contribute to the literature on the structure of moral
attitudes and explore the consequences of moral attitudes on person perception. ihstgdgl
1 was to replicate and extend previous research examining the automatic nature of moral
objectivity and moral universalism. In Study 1, there was no support for the relationship between
morality and objectivity and morality and universality. &ed, the study demonstrated that
sequential priming may be an ineffective methodology for measuring these relationships. Future
research examining these constructs should focus on the development of the IAT as a measure and
explore other implicit measureBhe goal of Study 2 was to examine the relationship between the
similarity of participant attitude to a fictional political candidate (attitude similarity) and
perceptions of warmth, competence, and voting choice. The proposed models predicted that
attitude similarity influenced trustworthiness, expertise, candidate support, and voting choice.
Furthermore, that relationship was predicted
about the social issue. Several models were significant overall, Bowe\significant predictors
emerged. Attitudes similarity significantly predicted voting choice and candidate support such that
increased attitude similarity was related to the likelihood of voting yes and increased candidate
support, for the issue of Abmon Rights. Moral conviction did not moderate this relationship. An
exploratory moderation model for perceived charm of the candidates demonstrated a significant
moderating effect of moral conviction for the issue of Using Torture in Interrogationg Wees
high correlations among trustworthiness, expertise, and charm implying an underlying construct.

It may be that participants need more information to form nuanced perceptions of others. Future
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research should examine these constructs in familiaiqablfigures, where more information is

known.
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Appendix A

Measures
Attitude Identification Survey

“Regardless of your fellowang soeal ssueadeiretated te your madl h e r

beliefs (a MORAL issue) or unrelated to your moral beliefs (@aNDRRAL i ssue) . I f vy
sur e, indicaté ‘" UNDECI DED’
Issue Moral Issue Not aMoral Issue Undecided

Abortion Rights
Torture inInterrogation
Marriage Equality
Animal Research
Death Penalty
Euthanasia
Legalizing Marijuana
Climate Change
Fracking

Military Drones
PreMarital Sex
Wiki-Leaks
Recycling

Gun Control
Immigration Reform
Vaccinations

Stem Cell Research

78



Attitude:

fiTo what extent do t he

Negative Neutral
-3 -2 -1 0
Dislike Neutral
-3 -2 -1 0
Bad Neutral

-3 -2 -1 0

Moral Conviction:

ATo what extent 1 s your

éa reflection of your
convictions?o0

éconnected t o fudamentab e |

right and wrong?o

ébased on moral princi

é. a mor al stance?0

79
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O Wi

ng

position

Not at all

1

judgment s

Positive

3

Like

Good

be

of [l ssue] é

5 6
5 6
5 6
5 6

Extremely

7



Trustworthiness and Expertise Scale (@apted from Ohanian, 1990).

Undependable
1
Dishonest
1
Unreliable
1
Insincere
1
Untrustworthy
1
Not an Expert
1
Inexperiencec
1
Unqualified
1
Unskilled
1
Unintelligent

1

Dependable
;

Honest

;

Reliable

7

Sinceré

7
Trustworthy
7

Expert

7
Experienced
7

Qualified

7

Skilled

7

Intelligent

7
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Unkind
1
Unattractive
1
Disloyal
1
Dispassionate
1
Unconfident
1
Shy
1
Unsociable
1
Insecure
1
Passive
1
Unthoughtful
1
Careless

1

*The first ten items are the items of interest. Scale items will be randomized prior to administration.

2

3 4 5
3 4 5
3 4 5
3 4 5
3 4 5
3 4 5
3 4 5
3 4 5
3 4 5
3 4 5
3 4 5

6

Kind

;

Attractive

;

Loyal*

;
Passionate
7
Confidence
7

Outgoing

7

Sociable

7

Secure

7
Aggressive
7
Thoughtful
7
Conscientious

7
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Appendix B

Demographics Form

Gender: Male Female Age:
Ethnicity:

African American Asian

Caucasian Hispanic

Native American Other:
Citizenship: USA Mexico Other:

Political Affiliation

1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Extremely Liberal Somewhat Neither Somewhat Conservative Extremely
Liberal Liberal Conservative Conservative

Religious Affiliation

Atheist Buddhist/Hindu
Catholic Christian
Jewish Muslim

Other: or None
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Appendix C

ExamplePolitical Vignettes

William Gonzalez (54 years old) was born in San Angelo, Texas. He attended Texas A&M as an
undergraduate business major, where he met his wife Mary. They have been married for 29 years
and have three children. After earning his MBA at the University o&3ekicCombs School of
Business, William worked for a top Investment Management firm in Houston for 15 years. William
moved back to San Angelo and opened his own investment firm and got involved in local politics.
He spent 7 years in city council before miunrg for city manager, a position he has held for the last

8 years. William is a member of a local Protestant church, where he serves as Deacon. In his spare
time, William likes to go hiking with his familyAs part of his campaign, William is focusing

on restricting/supporting abortion rights/the use of torture in interrogations

George Ramirez (50 years old) was born in College Station, Texas. He attended Rice University
as an undergraduate communications major. After earning his doctorate in Orgaalzatio
Communication and Technology at the UT Austin, Moody College of Communications, George
worked as an Employee Training Consultant in the Austin area. During that time, he met his wife
Sandra. They have been married for 20 years and have two childiengeGecently moved to
Amarillo, to live near his wife's family. He was hired as a consultant for the City of Amarillo,
where he built relationships with numerous city officiaix years ago, he was elected as the
Mayor of Amarillo. George is a membéralocal Catholic church, where he regularly volunteers
working with children in the community. In his spare time, George likes to golf andsskiart

of his campaign, George is focusing on eliminatigupporting the use of torture in

interrogations/abortion rights .
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Appendix D

Pilot Test Analyses

Trait George i) William (M) Sig. ()
N=9 N=13

Dependable 5.44 5.92 .506
Honest 4.89 5.54 .236
Reliable 5.44 5.00 .555
Sincere 5.00 5.54 438
Trustworthy 5.56 5.46 .860
Expertise 5.33 5.23 .839
Experience 6.22 5.77 418
Qualified 5.67 6.00 .583
Skilled 5.67 6.00 400
Intelligent 6.33 6.38 .893
Kind 5.78 5.46 .639
Attractive 3.00 3.85 .256
Loyal 6.11 5.54 .362
Passionate 5.89 5.77 .849
Confident 5.44 5.92 273
Outgoing 5.89 5.54 .503
Social 6.22 5.69 375
Secure 5.44 5.62 743
Aggressive 2.89 3.08 .798
Thoughtful 5.89 5.38 .396
Conscientious 5.78 5.69 .870

*Independent samplegést were run on the pilot data to determine if the vignettes were
equivalent on the dependent variables of interest.

84



Appendix E

mpr es

Factor Loadings on “Overall |
Depend 1= 754 1= 780 Expert
Honest Experience
Sincere Qualified
Reliable Skilled
Trust Intelligent
J=.802 ) =813 ) =.809 = 801 A= 792

Kind Confident Sociable Secure Conscientious
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